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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

The Impact of Gatekeepers on Evaluation Use

by

Minerva Avila
Doctor of Philosophy in Education
University of California, Los Angeles, 2012
Professor Marvin C. Alkin, Chair

By examining the development of a local school mafthat was meant to be teacher-
driven, this multiple case study explored the lgmah evaluation use in a hierarchical setting in
which multiple audiences exist. This study wagmgarative analysis of the actions and
evaluation philosophies of two district administratresponsible for overseeing the same reform
at different times. A mixed method approach wapleged to analyze secondary data to answer
the overarching research question of how evaluagaiakeepers facilitated the use of evaluation
findings.

Qualitative data suggested that a myriad of fagtdlsenced the actions taken by each of
the directors, whom were identified as the mairekg¢pers of evaluation information. The
director administering the grant in its last twasgeappeared to be the most committed to the
evaluation and most influential in driving use. iSWwas supported by qualitative data on his
administrative style, how he navigated the schootaucracy, his personal beliefs of the SLC
initiative, how he monitored and/or prescribed ea#ibn use, and the amount of time he
dedicated to professional development on evaluatsen Additional factors influencing use

were also identified.



Survey data suggested that school organizationaitate influenced utilization by
potential users. In general, leadership positiah@school level influenced evaluation attitudes
and awareness. Principals and SLC leaders wemadkeaware of the evaluation and its
findings. While teachers expected principals taHgemain users of evaluation findings,
principals themselves did not necessarily holdstrae expectation of themselves. Use was
reported primarily as leading to direct changeth&oSLC programs and, secondly, for planning
purposes. There were also some minor referendée tase of the evaluation findings for
generating conversations/discussions.

The findings generated from this multiple caselgtorovide lessons that need further in-
depth exploration. The factors identified in thiady as the most influential to evaluation use
can be studied either individually in simulationsas a group case study. Doing so would bring
greater awareness to practitioners about how towgage evaluation use and, perhaps, greater

appreciation for evaluations to stakeholders.
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CHAPTER 1

I ntroduction

The race to increase student achievement and iregrablic education has led schools
and school districts to live in a constant stateedrm (Linn, 2000; Tyack & Cuban, 1995) with
multiple initiatives and interventions any giveraye Many of these educational initiatives being
implemented in schools are sponsored with the digfublic and private funds. It is no surprise
that accountability requirements, often in the fahevaluation, come attached to those
initiatives, in particular to those funded by fealeagencies. This is not new as history has
pointed out that evaluation demands increased aunitosly during the 1960s, when programs in
education and other social areas increased in msn(Batton, 1997; Yarbrough et al., 2004) and
often came with an “evaluate me” tag (Weiss et2l08). However, what has gradually
changed since, in the United States Departmentiot&ion’s (ED) accountability formula, has
been a growing interest and focus on evidence-b@seadrch in evaluations (Mills, 2008;
Donaldson et al., 2008). While the controversyrdlies emphasis on a particular preferred type
of methodology by ED continues to brew (Donaldsod &hristie, 2005; Julnes and Rog, 2007),

one has to wonder if and how it affects evaluatise at the programmatic level.

Background

ED’s culture is one that places value on evaluatidrquick visit to ED’s website
(www.ed.goy will shed light on the importance it has placedposogram evaluation. The
subheading of “Program Evaluation and Performage@’be found under “Research and

Statistics,” along with what one would traditioryadixpect to find there: a) Facts and Figures,



and b) Research and Best Practices. Each yegor&tces a performance and accountability
report that includes individual performance rep&otshe programs it funds

(http://www.ed.gov/rschstat/evaluation.hymiThese reports provide comprehensive information

about each program, without detailing any one paldr grantee. It appears that ED produces
accountability reports for quite a number of itegnams. ED also supports evaluations of
federal education programs.

No one doubts that ED has clearly establishedabauations are important. The
qguestion, here, is: to whom are those evaluafiopsrtant? ED’s evaluations and
accountability reports seem to be aimed at theiptdlaise awareness of the educational
policies and programs sponsored by the federalrgavent. Other than for legitimizing its own
programs, it is unknown if and how ED uses its @wvaluations. It is also unclear how the
evaluations produced at the grantee level shoulssbd. Grantees are generally required to
submit an evaluation report as part of their progsaAnnual Performance Report (APR). Who
is the audience of those evaluations? Is it EB stahe grantees or the general public? While
grantee may understand this requirement and comfyit, it is unknown whether they actually
use the evaluation report’s findings to improvadrtpeograms. Evaluations can easily be
dismissed as just a requirement necessary to eeteieral funds because, after all, ED has no
process in place to monitor if and how evaluatiodihgs are used.

It is very likely that in most cases evaluatiordiimys are indeed used to some extent by
grantees, at least one would hope so. The qudstiais who at the grantee level uses
evaluation findings? Shulha and Cousins (19979 tiwdt use of evaluation findings is
influenced by complex bureaucratic structures slioecommunication within and across the

levels within those structures, and the mechanfemgaming evaluation information. Itis no



surprise then if district administrators, beinghig the bureaucracy, are more likely to use
evaluation findings. As supervisors of the ED ggamho often serve as the primary contact for
the evaluator, administrators influence the linesaamnmunications with their control of
information pertaining to the evaluation. Gensratlistrict leaders play agenda-setting roles and
decide which formal data are available to teacfiéosing, 2008). They can share information
(data) or limit awareness about the program, iduation, and the evaluation findings. District
leaders are also in the position to be able to tapose of evaluation findings. Although
unintentional, they can limit awareness and useitiethe benefits a program may have if those
lower in the chain of command, i.e. teachers, ledout and use the evaluation findings. This is
especially true when the root of a reform involeasricular changes or is supposed to be
primarily spearheaded by teachers. Thus, to be tasies fullest potential, when an evaluation
has multiple audiences, it should also have meltygers.

The first step towards achieving evaluation use bbyultiple audience is to raise
awareness about the evaluation findings. All pidsénsers should be made aware of the
evaluation findings because, otherwise, how cay mh@ke use of the evaluation? Awareness
must take place before use. As one would expeetsame bureaucratic structures and line of
communications that affect use also influence basiareness of programs and evaluations.
Again, district administrators play an importanterm school bureaucracies as they control the
flow of information from the central office to sabicsites and their staff. If evaluation findings
are not reaching teachers, then how can they makggmmatic or curricular changes? ltis
important for all potential users to be aware @f ¢éivaluation and make use of the findings. In an

era in which schools live in a constant state fifrma, it is critical for both administrators AND



teachers to make informed decisions about thegraras, especially when millions of dollars

and, most importantly, the education of their shudare at stake.

Purpose of this Study

This study examined the limits placed on evaluatisa in a hierarchical setting in which
multiple audiences exist. The goal was to inveséidhe role of school district administrators in
facilitating evaluation use by those who play aopab role in education reform: teachers.
Administrators should be proactive about reassugaghers that their opinions do matter and a
way to do so is to keep teachers informed abowgrpro evaluations, provide opportunities for
discussion on evaluation findings, and educate theinow to use evaluation results for
program improvement. Doing so may improve teacherale and may lead to something
lacking these days with most education reformacher buy-in.

While it is easy to imagine the benefits of havattpool administrators engage teachers
in using evaluation findings for program improveménis difficult to dictate how this should be
done. In theory, it seems that district admintsiis, as gatekeepérsf (evaluation) information
with the power to call teachers into actishpuldserve as brokers of evaluation use. lItis
unknown, however, how feasible this is and whethgenerally takes place in practice. Could
the most enthusiastic and committed administratoceed in getting teachers to use evaluation
findings? If so, what does it take? If not, whoth Does the administrator’s level of
commitment to evaluation use matter in terms dfiggteachers to make decisions based on

evaluation findings? Answers to these importamsgjons are needed when attempting to

! From this point forward, the term “gatekeeper’lWié used to refer to those school district adriaiers who control
access to evaluations.



maximize evaluation use, especially in the contdxn evaluation that has multiple intended
users.

To address some of the previously mentioned questibis multiple case study was
proposed. Specifically, this is a multiple caselgtof an evaluation of a school reform initiative
at a local school district. This study providesomparative analysis of the actions and
evaluation philosophies of two district administratresponsible for overseeing the same reform
at different times. High school staff survey diatan three sites, as well as teacher and
administrator interview data, was collected andyareal to answer the overarching research
guestion of how evaluation gatekeepers facilitageuse of evaluation findings. Specifically,
this study sought to answer the following reseayebstions:

1. What were each of the gatekeepers’ general peoreptif evaluation? What were
the gatekeepers’ perceptions of the purpose af gvaluation?

2. How did gatekeepers differ in their interactionshapotential evaluation users?

3. During the leadership of each gatekeeper, what tirerextent and differences in
evaluation awareness and use at the differentdefedrganizational structure?

a. What was the extent of use by school site admatsts (second level) of
potential users?

b. What was the extent of use by school lead teadlt@rd level) of potential
users?

c. What was the extent of use by teachers not holdilegdership position
(fourth level) of potential users?

4. During the leadership of each gatekeeper, was tregration by school on the extent
and differences in evaluation awareness and use alifferent levels of
organizational structure?

a. Atthe second level (school site administratorg),edch school share a
similar pattern of evaluation awareness and usspective of gatekeeper?



b. At the third level (school lead teachers), did esciool share a similar
pattern of evaluation awareness and use irresgectigatekeeper?

c. Atthe fourth level (teachers not holding a leabgrgost), did each school

share a similar pattern of evaluation awarenessiaadrrespective of
gatekeeper?

The goal of this study was to investigate if andrtibe actions of a gatekeeper
contributed to a greater awareness and use ofai@ifindings by stakeholders at the lower
ranks. The intent of this dissertation was toeéase knowledge about the potential influence
some primary users (gatekeepers, administrat@d,teachers) have in encouraging evaluation
use by teachers. This information could be ciiicaschool administrators as they could learn
how to better train leaders so they can engagéeéesadn using evaluation findings for program
improvement and/or to improve their own practid&aximizing evaluation awareness and use
could lead to a greater likelihood of successfuloadion reforms. Evaluators could also benefit
from learning about the essential skills gatekeepeed to maximize use of evaluation findings.
There are times when gatekeepers limit evaluatmsess to some potential users who would
benefit from knowing and using evaluation findingsaving a better understanding of a
gatekeeper’s role could enhance an evaluator’steffio maximizing use as the evaluator can
either work with the gatekeeper to gain accessher@otential users or train the gatekeeper to
facilitate use among colleagues. Overall, it isa@l to know the kind of influence a gatekeeper

has on evaluation use.



CHAPTER 2

Literature Review

To provide a framework for this study, this sectaii present a review of key literature
in the relevant areas pertaining to evaluationamgkthe policy-making process in bureaucracies.
First, however, it is necessary to briefly point particular aspects of evaluation that served as a
foundation for this study. Evaluation in this sgudfers specifically to program evaluation,
defined simply as a systematic inquiry leadingriauaderstanding about a program involving
participants (Alkin, 2011). Theorists and praotieers may differ in how they define evaluation
but most would agree that an important goal, ifthetmain goal, is social betterment. Without
the actual use of evaluation, however, social betat cannot take place. Use, therefore, is the
manner in which evaluation achieves social bettatr(téenry, 2000). Given that education
reform was the reason behind the formative evalnati which this study was based and that,
presumably, this reform was for the better goodwaryone, it is implied that use must have
taken place in order for both reform and sociatdvatent to have occurred. This study,
therefore, lied on a theoretical foundation thakked upon use as a major characteristic of
evaluation.

A novice unfamiliar with the evaluation field magr@neously assume that evaluations
are designed with use in mind. In fact, theremaamy different theories behind evaluation, as
noted by Alkin (2004) in his research on the viems influences of 22 different evaluation
theorists. Furthermore, evaluation use in itseHlso a broad concept in theory and practice.
The definition of use can differ substantially andy depend on the theoretical background and

experiences of academics and practitioners. Isttanause first developed in the United States in



the 1960s with the multitude of mandated end-of ywaluations of large social programs.

Alkin and Taut (2003) report that at that time, teeladiscussions surfaced in the evaluation
profession over what was meant by the term “uSedtlay, it is generally understood that
evaluation use can be divided into two broad categp findings use and process use. Findings
use has been long established and generally tefersaluative information, an ‘it’, that has been
systematically collected and utilized (Alkin et dl979). Process use, a newer concept, refers to
the knowledge gained from participating in the aa#ibn process itself (Patton, 1997; Hofstetter
& Alkin, 2003; Alkin & Taut, 2003).

When use is referenced in this study, it is assediaith the older, more established
meaning of evaluation use: findings use. Thifiéscase whether the evaluation is formative or
summative in nature. Like the other evaluationam&epts already discussed, findings use can
also be a broad term with multiple meanings. Fangple, evaluation findings use can be
instrumental or conceptual (Rich, 1977). Instrutakfindings use refers to direct action taken
based on the knowledge generated by the evaluassentially for program decision-making
(Leviton & Hughes, 1981; Alkin & Taut, 2003). Captual findings use is when no direct
actions were taken but conceptual understandingstabprogram were altered. Furthermore,
when evaluation findings are used to legitimizgustify a prior decision, it is said that they
served a persuasive (Leviton & Hughes, 1981) atitegtive (Owen, 1999) use. One of the
founding fathers of the concept of evaluation zaition, Patton (1997), summarizes these three
evaluation findings concepts by stating that evauadindings can be used to render judgment,
for program improvement, and/or to generate knogeed

After gaining an understanding of what is meanewgluation use, it is necessary to look

at factors that influence when and how use takasepl As previously mentioned, Shulha and



Cousins (1997) noted that use of evaluation finslisgnfluenced by bureaucratic structures,
lines of communication within and across the lewétsin those structures, and the mechanisms
for framing evaluation information. Patton (19@F90 argues that in the political practice of
evaluation, information (i.e. findings) translategpower only for those who know how to use it
or are willing to use it. This translation is madensive in the literature on social research use
as it applies to the policy-making process. Wibpect to that policy research area, Broadhead
and Rist (1976) define as “gatekeepers” the “sgralp of managers and administrators within
a formal organization” who screen prospective regeas and control entry or access to the
organization and its data. Sundquist (1978) refethese bureaucrats as research brokers.
There is agreement among academics that theseduodis have great influence on how social
research will be used for the purpose of policy-mgKSundquist, 1978; Boradhead and Rist,
1979; Coburn et al., 2009).

A model presented by Sundquist (1978), which itatsts the transmission of social
knowledge from researcher to policy maker, can bésapplied to the flow of evaluation
findings from evaluator to policy makers. Sundgaigues that in the policy-making process
the following three links allow for the movementsafcial knowledge from production to use:

A B C D

Researchet> Academic Intermediary> Research Broke® Policy Maker
Academic intermediaries (those who process infaonand deal directly with the producers)
and research brokers (those who prepare and priesembation to policy makers in usable
form) are key links in the movement of social knedde. Similarly in the context of evaluation,

the client (academic intermediary) and main confia@stearch broker) serve a crucial role in



facilitating the evaluator’s (researcher) efforigetting evaluation findings to potential users
(policy makers).

In a school district settings, district leaders/eeas brokers of ideas, knowledge, research
evidence (evaluation findings), and general ressi(Burch and Spillane, 2004; Honig, 2006;
Honig and Coburn, 2008). Research brokers (proglaactors or leaders) are primarily
responsible for disseminating evaluation findingshte appropriate policy makers, which in
most cases are school board members and supeentsrulit, in some cases, can also be
principals and teachers. Sundquist argues thaetearch broker is the key link in the
transmission of social knowledge and, most impdlgaits use. Thus, program directors/district
leaders play a critical role in both district-widied school-level reforms (Daly and Finnigan,
2011).

To expand on what Sundquist (1978) reported byasmiplg the challenges faced by
research brokers, Feldman (1989) paints a reapstitayal of bureaucratic analysts. These
individuals generally work in a demanding, highblipcal and procedurally complicated
environment in which tensions often arise fromtlassigned duties. Many times they work
under intense pressure and tight deadlines withiargredictable context. Currently in school
district bureaucracies with even tighter budgéts,donstraints placed upon these individuals are
even greater.

In school district bureaucracies, it is sometimiéfgcdlt to identify the research broker as
many times more than one individual is respondiim@verseeing programs, initiatives, or
reforms. Thus, in a multilevel system with mulégtakeholders, it is essential to identify the
hierarchy of key stakeholders to find that gatekeep information, that essential research

broker, if policy-making (use) is to take place g&an and Feria, 2002). Knowing and

10



understanding the hierarchy may also shed ligtitherpolitical dynamics that also affect if and
how policy-making, evidence-based decisions, inalgithose involving evaluation findings,

will be made (Honig and Coburn, 2008). Other endéfactors that Honig and Coburn found to
influence evidence-based decisions in school distmnclude individual and collective working
knowledge; social capital (within and beyond dddtaffice); district central office organization;
and, institutional norms. These external factorsanwhat Shulha and Cousins (1997) pointed
out: that bureaucratic structures, lines of comrmatmn, and the mechanisms for framing
evaluation information influence evaluation use.

While there is an expanding body of research liteeaexplaining how various
organizational structures and interpersonal faaéfect data-driven decisions at schools, the
same cannot be said about the literature on evatuase. Literature informs us that the
intricacies of the bureaucracy (hierarchical stizetand lines of communication) affect if and
how (norms and framing of evaluation findings) mmi@tion (evaluation findings) is transferred.
But how does actual use take place if findingsirdeed shared? Where is the social betterment
taking place? Henry and Mark (2003) argue thaetlauation use literature has failed to
provide adequate attention to intrapersonal, imtesgnal, and societal change processes that
explain how evaluation findings translate into stegward social betterment. Patton (1997)
argues that different socialization, education, exygeriences affect whether an individual will
be a user of information. These factors need texipéored further in practice to study what
aspects of socialization or education or experignag encourage or inhibit use. It assumed that
these factors would apply to both the higher raskblool district leaders) and lower ranks
(teachers) of a hierarchical school district stiet There is a need for more research to explore

if and how district leaders can influence use attdacher-level. It is important to determine the

11



extent to which influence on use at the teachestlis/controlled by the gatekeeper or if social
structures in it by themselves have that power.

The need to study how gatekeepers influence use aéacher-level is even more critical
now in the era that has experienced a shift to cehgnsive school reform (CSR) models.
Datnow (2005) report that the CSR movement hasgddhthe notion that reform should
develop organically within a school; instead, refdakes place in multiple schools and
comprehensively within the whole school. Given@®R movement, the participation of
teachers in implementing change is essential. i§hparticularly true with the school reform that
serves as the context for this study: the Smakrh@g Communities (SLC) Initiative. SLCs
have become popular as the reform seeks to break @wge, urban school structures to create
smaller units that increase personalization as ¢fnsgy/voice to students, teachers, and parents
(David, 2008). The five main domains associatetth #ie SLC initiative involve identity,
personalization, support for teaching, self-deteation, and functional accountability (Cotton,
2001). SLCs are supposed to be heavily supposteddehers, as the goal is to improve
academic achievement by breaking down obstacléfithéer communication with colleagues,
students, and parents. Furthermore, teachersaptatical role in the reform as they are
responsible for developing SLC identity and colla@bmg with colleagues to make curricular
changes to achieve vertical (across subjects willdrsame grade) and horizontal (across grade
levels within the same subject) alignment that eskahe SLC academic or career themes. This
makes for an interesting scenario as the SLC inéas designed as a bottom-up approach in an
organizational context in which information (evaloa findings and change) flow from the top

down.

12



Literature pertaining to evaluation, public polieyd school administration informs us
that factors affected by organizational structyrley an important role in the use of information,
research, or evaluation findings. The literathi@yever, seems to suggest that this is primarily
due to an issue of awareness more than anythiag &lsis multiple case study seeks to
contribute to the literature by venturing into theexplored area of specific factors that may
influence actual use. How are gatekeepers gdtimghers to make use of evaluation findings?
Are administrators keeping teachers engaged andmeid throughout the evaluation process?
Are they, or should they, assist teachers in usuajuation findings? How is social betterment
taking place? As previously discussed, we knovegkdistricts are highly hierarchical and that
district leaders have a direct influence in theselsination of information, research or
evaluations findings. District administrators gasekeepers of evaluation information, directly
affect evaluation use and, indirectly, social betent. Therefore, it is critical to know and
understand the role these individuals play in eitbstering or hindering the potential use of

evaluation by those for whom they are the gateksepe
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CHAPTER 3

Methods

This study was designed to investigate if and hdwyacontact, a gatekeeper, of an
initiative undergoing a formative evaluation, irdhced the use of evaluation findings by
intended users. In particular, this study souglegxtamine the manner in which the key contact,
as the gatekeeper of the evaluation and its firglifagilitated use. To frame this investigation, |
present a multiple case study of an evaluationfetlarally-funded Small Learning
Communities (SLC) initiative involving three higbheols. The data used in this study was
collected as part of the formal evaluation conduitig the external evaluator, The ABC
Evaluation Group. Both quantitative and qualitatmethods were used to analyze the data. To
provide the necessary details to understand thiexpmata and methods used in this study, this
chapter is divided into the following sections:dgntext: The Site, SLC Initiative, and

Evaluation; 2) Procedures and Measures; 3) Subjaats4) Data Analysis.

Context: The Site, SLC Initiative, and Evaluation
The Site
This study took place in a large, urban schookidisin California that in the 2009-10
academic year served about 86,000 students anagecp#, 100 teachers. To protect its
identity, the district will be referred to in thisudy as the Public Unified School District
(PUSD). District-wide enrollment in 2009-10 by eitity showed that students in PUSD were
comprised of about 52% Latinos, 17% African Amenga8% Asians, 16% Whites, 4%

Filipinos, 2% Pacific Islanders, and 0.2% Native &inans. Approximately 23% of the total
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enroliment was English language learrfei@espite being challenged by limited resources, lo
student academic achievement, and a low socioedarstaius student population, the district
nevertheless received national accolades for inggt@tudent achievement. It was a five-time
finalist for a prestigious national awatdThe district, which has a research, planning, and
evaluation unit, was recently described by The dfeti Staff Development Council as a district
with a deep commitment to professional learning thed‘widespread use of data.”

This study focused on three PUSD high schools wBrdigh School (BHS), Davis
(DHS), and Wilson High School (WH3$)Despite being nestled in the same district, tineet
schools differed substantially in their historypuéation, and teacher culture. The similarities
they did share pertained to serving a diverse styal@pulation that included significant
populations of students from high-poverty backgasinThe evaluation reports described each
school as challenged by low student achievemenhagidmobility; each also with a high
teacher attrition rate. To gain a better undedstanof the context of each school as this
influences teachers’ use of evaluation findingstief profile of each school is provided below
in Table 3.1. WHS was perceived as the academwel jend sports powerhouse of the district.
Both BHS and DHS served a large immigrant poputatrath DHS also serving the majority of
the district’s students with special needs. BHS waelatively new campus. DHS, viewed as
the school with the most challenges, had a velyattachers’ union. These are just some
factors described by the lead evaluator mentiored to bring light to substantial differences

that existed between schools.

2 District demographic information retrieved fronet8A Department of Education’s website at
http://dg.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/

3 This prize is awarded to the urban school distnigth the greatest overall student achievemeriopeance and
improvement while reducing the achievement gap ahpwor and minority students.

4 Pseudonyms used to protect the identity of eagh $chool.
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Table 3.1. Population and API score of High Schoslby First and Last Year of Initiative.

2009-10 2005-06*
School Student Staff API Student Staff API
Population Population
BHS 3,532 161 628 3,743 153 617
DHS 4,056 191 612 4,279 185 592
WHS 4,899 209 747 4,835 203 714

*The year in which the SLC initiative was launched.

The SLC Initiative

The evaluation reports provided insight into hoe 81.C initiative came to be in the
district. In 2004, PUSD was in the midst of a madgezal reform aimed at improving student
achievement and closing the achievement gap wisitetalilding the capacity of teachers to
lead. This reform also sought to improve the ageland climate of the high schools. To support
this local reform, the district applied for andea@d in Fall 2005 a five-year grant from the
DOE Small Learning Communities (SLC) Initiativeitoplement and support small learning
communities at BHS, DHS, and WHS. PUSD administeaperceived the SLC initiative as the
vehicle to help achieve the goals of the localmeafgiven that SLCs were generally believed to
raise student achievement through the personalizafieducation by developing structures and
processes that encourage deeper and more meamelghidnships among teachers, between
teachers and students, as well as among studemsétves (David, 2008).

Although the grant was written primarily by PUSDhadistrators, the SLC initiative was
sold to each high school site as a bottom-up ratteer top-down reform. BHS, DHS, and WHS
teachers were encouraged to design and impleme2s 8§ best fit for their respective school’s
context and staff commitment. It is critical tokeaa note of this as it points to the policy-
making role that administrators assigned to teach@fhen implementation was launched in Fall

2005, the position of SLC director was createdhatdistrict level as was the position of an SLC
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coordinator at each of the three high schools. |&\hstrict and school administrators were to
assist in the development of SLCs, the burden sigtleand implementation fell primarily on
teachers. Thus, teacher participation in the dgreént of SLCs was crucial for the success of
the SLC initiative.

During the five years of its life, the SLC initieél experienced staff turnover at both the
school and district levels. In five years, thrééedent individuals served as SLC coordinators at
BHS and DHS, respectively, while two served in ttegtacity at WHS. At the district, two
directors supervised the grant — one from Fall 2005ugh Spring 2008 and another from
Summer 2008 through Summer 2010. Because thes adlowed them to control access to
evaluation information, as they decided if and e about what school leaders and teachers
would be informed, these directors are referregstgatekeepers. Specifically, in this
dissertation, the individual who first served a®dior is referred to as Gatekeeper 1 while the
second one serving in that capacity is referremst@Gatekeeper 2. Prior to taking the reins as
directors, each served as an SLC coordinator at dilgh schools within the district. The SLC
director who served from 2005-08 left her positiorserve as a principal at a district high
school. Thus, in addition to looking at the gatgher role for the SLC director, we have two

SLC directors and, therefore, can expand the sindymake comparisons.

The Evaluation

Tied to this SLC initiative was a formative evaloatwith an annual reporting
requirement to be conducted by an external evalu&®tSD selected an external evaluator, The
ABC Evaluation Group, prior to officially submitggthe grant proposal, which was to include

the evaluation design. Thus, The ABC Evaluatioougrdesigned the evaluation based upon
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what PUSD proposed to do as a recipient of the @la@t. Upon receiving news in late
Spring/early Summer 2005 of being awarded the gRIISED officially hired The ABC
Evaluation Group as the external evaluator.

The evaluation served several purposes. One wstsady how SLCs were being
implemented to: monitor progress, understand \@bpécts may have contributed to effects,
note what lessons were being learned, and makeesded mid-course corrections. Another
purpose was to understand the effects of SLCsamewement, school culture and climate, and,
the structure and process of developing leadersdippcity. Therefore, data for this evaluation
were collected in five general areas: 1) SLC dgwalent and implementation, 2)
personalization, 3) equity and access, 4) studdneaement, and, 5) school/community
collaboration. Data pertaining to administratéeschers, parents and students were collected
via surveys, interviews, and observations. The ABRG@luation Group wrote a total of six
evaluation reports — five annual reports and omensative report. Each year, the evaluators
formally presented evaluation findings to SLC destand school leaders. The evaluation of the
SLC initiative officially concluded in August 2010"his multiple case study focuses on
examining the extent of use of the findings foumdhiese six evaluation reports.

The context of this evaluation lends itself to siedy of evaluation use. Specifically,
this multiple case study examines how communicatemaining to the evaluation flows through
the hierarchical structure of the organization ¢gdldistrict). The many layers of stakeholders
at different sites provide an opportunity to invgste what contextual factors influence
evaluation awareness and whether such knowledtieeavaluation and its findings translate
into actual use. Most importantly, this multipkse study seeks to examine whether gatekeeper

actions under different contextual scenarios aosvshto ultimately influence evaluation use.
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Procedures and Measures
Survey Administration and Protocols

In this study, data pertaining to evaluation awassn knowledge of evaluation findings,
and actual evaluation use was taken from staffesigrused as part of the evaluation. For the
purposes of the evaluation, staff surveys werdmally designed to capture data pertaining to
SLC implementation and development, personalizagguity and access, student achievement,
and school/community collaboration. Each of theveys also collected demographic data. For
the purposes of general research, a few itemsipeigeo evaluation were also included in five
staff surveys. Of the seven staff surveys adnergst during the evaluation period, the three
most relevant to this dissertation were administéne~all 2007, Spring 2008, and Spring 2010.
The relevance was due to key demographic itemsdsawitems pertaining to evaluation
awareness and use. The Fall 2007 and Spring 2008ys were developed in their entirety by
The ABC Evaluation Group. Evaluators doing redeant evaluation use placed approximately
15 items on the Spring 2010 staff survey, eighhofe are used in this dissertation.

Because staff surveys were modified each year anved slightly different purposes,
items do not appear consistently across the fowegs used for this study. However, the items
selected are useful in addressing the researchiopeposed in this dissertation, albeit,
unfortunately, not necessarily to provide a longjibal statistical analysis. Copies of all three
surveys can be found in Appendix A. The followiag brief description of the staff surveys
and how they were used for this study:
> Fall 2007 Staff SLC Survey ~ This 39-item survey was distributed separatelyaich school

and administered to staff by paper. It was coneprisf five sections labeled A through E.
Sections A (demographic section) and D (attitudesatds evaluation practice) were the only
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two of relevance to this study. In addition to@@hmembership, the item inquiring about
position/role was the other demographic item usdtiis study. Only one item from the
attitudes towards evaluation practice was relet@ttis study. This item, along with the
other items from the attitudes towards evaluatiexgtien, was drawn from a similar survey
developed and administered by Goh et al. (2008fteators in a study aimed at examining
the views, perception, and importance placed ofuatian practice and activities. The Goh
et al. survey asked participants to rate the extenhich they disagreed/agreed (on a scale
from 1 to 4, with strongly disagree = 1 and strgragiree = 4) with several statements. To
summarize, the following are the survey items:
Demographic items:
1. School membershigHS, DHS, WHS
2. Positiontéacher, counselor, or administrajor

Evaluation attitudes:
3. Our programs could use evaluation to learn twlae even more effective.
(strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agh#/@)

» Spring 2008 Staff SLC Survey ~ This 51-item survey was distributed separatelyach
school and administered to staff by paper. It e@sprised of four sections labeled A
through D. Sections A pertained to demographicrimfition while Section D inquired
about evaluation awareness, activities, and usenslfrom these two sections were
pulled for use in this study. In addition to schm@mbership, the item inquiring about
position/role was the other demographic item usdtiis study. Six items from Section
D were relevant to this study. These items, alwitly the others in this section, were in
part based on surveys developed, tested, and teditty King et al. (2007) for a project
on evaluation use funded by the National Scieneséation (NSF). The survey asked
participants to indicate in the affirmative (yes)hegative (no), or to indicate whether
they knew at all, about issues pertaining to evalnawareness, activities, and use. The
following are the survey items used for this study:

Demographic items:
1. School membershi€HS, DHS, WHS
2. Positiontéacher, counselor, or administrajor

Evaluation awareness:
3. I am aware that there is an SLC evaluationgeanducted.ro/ye3
4. If not aware, | would like to be informed abthis evaluation.no/ye$
5. Are you aware of any results that have commnfihe SLC evaluation?
(no/yes/don’t knoyv
6.1f no, would you like to be informedAd/ye3
7.1f aware of the results, how did you hearhafse results?
(ABC Evaluation Team, SLC coordinator, SLC Lead fegdOthe}
8. Have you made any decisions regarding SLCamphtation based on the evaluation
results?rfo/yes/N/A
9. | used the SLC evaluation to make changesyt&ioC.
(no; yes, a little; yes, some; no, not yet, maylherfuture
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» Spring 2010 Staff SLC Survey ~ This 51-item survey was comprised of three sestio
Unlike the other three surveys, the Spring 2010euwas administered online. The first
section pertained to demographic information wthkelast section inquired about
awareness of the evaluation and its findings, dsaseevaluation use. Items from these
two sections were pulled for use in this study.e Temographic items used in this study
pertained to: school membership, position/roladérship position/role, the years of
service in position/role. The items pertaininghe evaluation were developed by
researchers interested in studying evaluationemibeé and use. Eight of the items from
that last section were relevant to this study. Jim¥ey asked participants to indicate
when and how they first learned about the evalnaten and how they learned about
the evaluation findings, when and how they usecetfauation findings, and who used
evaluation findings and how. The following are thevey items used in this survey:
Demographic items:

1. School membershi€HdS, DHS, WHS
2. Positionteacher, counselor, administrator, SLC lead teacb#rei)
3. Served as SLC coordinator at any poig&a(ng

4. If yes, what academic year(s)?

(2005-2006; 2006-2007; 2007-2008; 2008-2009; 2002€20
5. Served as SLC lead teacher at any poy&&/i9

6. If yes, what academic year(s)?

(2005-2006; 2006-2007; 2007-2008; 2008-2009; 2002€20

Evaluation awareness/use:
7. When did you first learn that the SLC IniN&tiwas being evaluated?
(2005-06, 2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09, can't recadler knew)
8. If you did know that the SLC Initiative wasibhg evaluated, how did you find
out? Open-ended
9. What years were you aware of the SLC Initmgvaluation findings?
[Y1, Y2, Y3, Y4, can't recall, never kijew
10. If you were aware of the evaluation findinigsy did you learn about them?
(Open-ended
11. What years did you use any of the evaludtiatings to make changes to
your SLC?
[Y1,Y2, Y3, Y4, can't recall, never kihew
12. If you did use the evaluation findings to ma@kanges to your SLC, how were
the results usedOpen-ended
13. To your knowledge, who has used the evalodinmings to improve SLCs?
(Open-ended
14. In what ways did this/these individual(s) tlee evaluation findings?
(Open-ended
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These three staff surveys all included items thdtessed evaluation awareness, knowledge of
evaluation findings, and evaluation use. The Eall7 and Spring 2008 surveys asked staff
about their experiences at the time they took timeey. While the Spring 2010 survey staff
survey did so as well, it also asked them to thetkoactively to their experiences in previous
years. The Spring 2010 survey was administereidemihile the staff surveys in the previous

years were administered on paper.

Interview Procedures and Protocols

In addition to the surveys, interviews and focusugs were also conducted to gather
data pertaining to evaluation awareness, knowledgealuation findings, and evaluation use.
These interviews and focus groups were conduct&prmg 2010. Those interviewed were
school principals, the SLC coordinator(s) at eacthe three sites, the SLC director (Gatekeeper
2), the former SLC director (Gatekeeper 1), andrenér lead evaluator. At BHS and WHS,
three focus groups were conducted — two compri$&l G teachers and one of SLC lead
teachers (those responsible for managing a paatiSGLC). At DHS, five focus groups were
conducted — two comprised of SLC lead teachergslandther comprised of SLC teachers. In
Spring 2011, the former lead evaluator of the ShiGative was also interviewed.

The interview and focus groups protocol were desilgto engage participants in
conversations about their awareness of the evalydthowledge of findings, and use of the
evaluation results. In particular, the protoceaslead and non-lead teacher participants
whether they had been aware of the evaluationifad, if they also had knowledge of the
findings. If they answered affirmatively, they wasked to elaborate when and how they

learned about them. They were asked if leadexgdiapges affected how evaluation findings
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were communicated and used. Furthermore, they agked if any of the evaluation's findings
promoted changes to SLCs or their implementatiothbynselves or school/district
administrators and, if so, what those changes weally, they were asked to expand on their
thoughts about those changes. The SLC coordinatnes asked to describe the type of impact
the SLC evaluation had on the implementation of SL particular, they were also asked to
describe how evaluation findings were disseminatetito explain if this process had changed
with time. In addition, they were asked how theldings were used and by whom, as well as if
and how use of evaluation findings was monitorkedstly, SLC coordinators were asked to
explain if the evaluation use monitoring procesy/ttiescribed had changed with time.

Both SLC directors participated in interviewshebe individuals were asked to describe
their personal philosophy on evaluation and thedarstanding of the purpose behind the SLC
evaluation. They were also asked to indicateype of impact the evaluation had on the
implementation of SLCs. The SLC directors wereedso describe the process for
disseminating evaluation findings to others. Idiaidn to being asked how they used evaluation
findings, they were asked how they had envisioneduation findings to be used by SLC
coordinators, lead teachers, and teachers notrigpldieadership position. SLC directors were
also asked to indicate what actions they took tmarage evaluation use. If a monitoring
process was in place, directors were probed toritbeslcow use was monitored and whether it
was necessary to monitor it. Lastly, they wereeds indicate what challenges they faced in

encouraging evaluation use.
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Document Review

A document review of five years worth of agendad iaformation disseminated at
meetings was conducted. The agendas were for 8afdinator meetings, site SLC leadership
meetings, and district-wide SLC lead teacher warsksh The evaluators collected these agendas
and supporting documents when they attended theséings. It should be noted that while
evaluators attended a substantial number of meetthgy did not attend every single one and,
therefore, did not have access to all agendastah of 25 meeting agendas were reviewed,
along with the supporting documents that were digsated with each agenda. Seven of the
agendas were for meetings under the leadershimtk&eper 1 and 18 were for meetings under
the leadership of Gatekeeper 2. The goal behimdldltument review was to investigate the

evaluation-related issues the SLC directors thonghessary to discuss at these meetings.

Subjects

Staff Survey Participants

Staff survey participation varied significantlydlughout the lifetime of the grant, as
noted below in Table 3.2. Participation was a$tag 65% in aggregated form (Fall 2007) and
as low as 39% (Spring 2008). In disaggregated fparticipated was as high as 86% (Fall 2007
at BHS) and as low as 23% (Spring 2008 at DHS)th\tfie exception of Fall 2007, in which it
achieved 86%, BHS had close to 50% survey partiop&onsistently throughout the years.
Unlike WHS, which surpassed 50% participation oo tecasions (Fall 2007 & Spring 2010)
and came close to it in Spring 2008, DHS neverctase to achieving 50% survey participation

among staff except for Fall 2007 (52%).
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Table 3.2. Staff survey participation by school, Hh2007, Spring 2008, and Spring 2010.

School
Brown HS* Davis HS* Wilson HS* Total*
Fall 2007 86% 52% 60% 65%
(123) (89) (109) (321)
Spring 2008 48% 23% 48% 39%
(68) (39) (86) (193)
Spring 2010 45% 37% 59% 49%
(81) (67) (124) (272)

*Percentages based on survey participation oval staff.

It was important to review survey participationmsition/role as this was an important
factor in this study. The disaggregated data tgjtijom/role is presented in Table 3.3. As noted,
SLC lead teachers were only identified in Sprin@@0As expected, teachers comprised an
overwhelming majority of the survey participantsalhsurveys. This is of course given the

nature of a school, where the ratio of administsato teachers is very high.

Table 3.3. Staff survey participation by school, Hh2007, Spring 2008, and Spring 2010.

Position
- SLC Did not
Administrator Counselor Teacher Lead Other Total N
Teacher state

BHS

F2007 0% 7% 88% - - 5% 100% 123

S2008 3% 3% 93% - - 1% 100% 68

S2010 2% 1% 79% 5% 10% 2% 99% 81
DHS

F2007 1% 6% 83% - - 10% 100% 89

S2008 3% 0% 95% - - 3% 101% 39

S2010 6% 4% 69% 4% 12% 4% 99% 67
WHS

F2007 3% 6% 85% - - 6% 100% 109

52008 0% 1% 99% - - 0% 100% 86

S2010 6% 4% 78% 2% 7% 2% 99% 123
Total

F2007 1% 7% 86% - - 7% 101% 321

S2008 2% 2% 96% - - 1% 101% 193

S2010 5% 3% 76% 4% 9% 3% 100% 272

25



Staff Interview/Focus Group Participants

As previously mentioned, principals, SLC coordimat&LC lead teachers, and SLC
directors were interviewed in March 2010. A taihthree principals (one at each of three high
schools) and four SLC coordinators were interview&bdere were four SLC coordinators
because DHS functioned with two co-coordinatorseiad of one. The SLC director (Gatekeeper
2) at the time and the former SLC director (Gatplked.) were also interviewed. A total of 38
teachers participated in 11 focus groups. At BiS and WHS, 12 teachers patrticipated in
three focus groups, two comprised of SLC teachedsome of SLC lead teachers (those
responsible for managing a particular SLC). At Did$otal of 14 teachers participated in five
focus groups — two comprised of SLC lead teachmdglaree of SLC teachers. Furthermore, the

former lead evaluator of the SLC initiative wasoailsterviewed in Spring 2011.

Data Analysis

A descriptive analysis and analysis of variance QAM\) was performed with survey
data and a qualitative analysis was done withlibenes found in open-ended survey responses
and interview responses. The survey data wasdisafggregated by position/role, as this was
critical to the study. Because more survey respotedreported being SLC coordinators than
could have been possible, these individuals wenebawed with lead teachers. It is most likely
that these individuals misinterpreted the termidedtified themselves as coordinators instead
of lead teachers. Lead teachers and coordinatdisating have served under the leadership of
Gatekeeper 1 were combined into one category (@1 ISI/Coordinator) while those serving
under Gatekeeper 2 were organized into anotheiS{&2LT/Coordinator). Some lead teachers

reported having served under the leadership of hatékeepers and, therefore, were combined
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into a mixed gatekeeper category (Both SLC LT/Cowtbr). These categories were used for
the analysis of all relevant survey items in thiglg. An ANOVA could only be performed with
one survey item. This item, inquiring when surpayticipants first learned that the SLC
initiative was being evaluated, pertained to the®8urvey. The ANOVA was performed in
both aggregated form and in disaggregated forns¢hpols).

In general, qualitative data was organized intevaht categories and organized by
school. Survey results for open-ended items wegarozed into relevant categories and
reported in both aggregated and disaggregated fdime. same categories pertaining to
position/role were used to report the findings.cugroup data was organized into relevant
categories and reported by position/role (prin@p8LC coordinator, SLC lead teachers, and
SLC teachers) and school. Focus group data appliethrily to staff serving under the
leadership of Gatekeeper 2, although there wetannss in which staff referred to Gatekeeper
1. In previous years, focus group participantsewest asked to describe their experiences with
the evaluation, its findings, or uses.

The interview data gathered from the SLC directeais analyzed to study the theories,
philosophies, and practice of evaluation. A rigsctiption of their beliefs was presented and
compared to each other. Furthermore, a documergwef meeting agendas provided
additional data that was analyzed to shed light/bat evaluation issues gatekeepers viewed as
important. It was crucial to understand the SL@ctors’ general perception of evaluation to
identify if this might have motivated their actions

This study sought to investigate how evaluationwas influenced by gatekeepers (SLC
directors). While there were some limitationsbéodiscussed in Chapter 5, this study,

nevertheless, benefitted from four years worthatbdyathered from surveys and meeting
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agendas. Data gathered from interviews and foougpg of important players also contributed
substantially to this study. Furthermore, theipgrétion of the lead evaluator greatly benefited

this study.
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CHAPTER 4

Findings and Analyses

The results of this study are presented by reseprektion. One may recall that the
research questions posed in this study were desigitke the purpose of investigating if each
gatekeeper’s perception of evaluation may havegalayrole in stakeholder use of evaluation
findings. The first two research questions aingeddpture personal philosophies of, and
commitment to, evaluation by studying each of tatekeepers’ perceptions of evaluation and
their interactions with potential evaluation usef$e third and fourth sets of research questions
sought to investigate the gatekeepers’ influencpaiantial evaluation users by comparing
evaluation-related experiences reported by thedelblders under the leadership of each
gatekeeper, in aggregated form (Research Questiand3disaggregated by school (Research
Question 4). Together, these research questi@ksesedence that may explain the degree to
which gatekeepers’ philosophies may have influerstakieholders’ evaluation use.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, data forghisly were collected through various
methods. Staff surveys were used to collect datevaluation, specifically on perceptions,
awareness, knowledge of findings, and actual aa on these issues were also collected
through interviews, focus groups, and documentesgviThe following are the results presented
in two sections: the first section pertains toegaepers’ personal evaluation philosophies as
explored through Research Question 1 and ResearestiQn 2 and the second section addresses
gatekeepers’ influence on potential evaluationsiasrproposed to be investigated through
Research Question 3 and Research Question 4. alag@urksented in this chapter will form the

basis for a “lessons learned” summary in Chapter 5.

29



Section 1: Gatekeepers’ Evaluation Philosophies
1. What were each of the gatekeepers’ general péoses of evaluation? What were the
gatekeepers’ perceptions of the purpose of theituation?

2. How did gatekeepers differ in their interacgomith potential evaluation users?

Data from interviews and document review were aredyto address this first set of
research questions. As previously mentioned, thesssarch questions sought to explore
gatekeepers’ philosophies of evaluation. Meaniag irought to these philosophies through the
exploration of each gatekeeper’s perception ofietadn, expectations, personal use, and
opinions about successes and challenges in acgieveduation use. Actions taken by
gatekeepers were also studied to further infornpthisophies emerging from the data.
Specifically, the actions analyzed pertained tekg¢pers’ interactions with stakeholders and
their selection of agenda items for meetings. fbllewing findings brought meaning to each

gatekeeper’s evaluation philosophy.

Perception of the Evaluation

Gatekeepers’ philosophies on evaluation first begaake shape when discussing their
perception for the SLC evaluation. Both gatekegpgblared similar beliefs as they reported that
they originally understood the evaluation to beguirement. Gatekeeper 1 noted that she
“originally” thought the evaluation “was requiredtleyond that, it was to evaluate the
development of SLCs, and the influence, and theachppon students.” Thus, her perception of
the evaluation evolved from seeing it as requirdn@ennderstanding it as a practical study on
the SLC reform. Somewhat similarly, Gatekeepezdrted the following about his perception:

Initially, my understanding was that it was a maedhat we had to submit. [Evaluators]

were from the outside coming in to judge us on kil we were doing this work and
then submit it to the federal government to veaily self report. My understanding has
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changed dramatically. | came to understand thatgvaluators] were partners in the
work... and were to help us move forward by givingaunsopportunity to look at the data.

Gatekeeper 2 elaborated that while standardizédiéts was available to him and school staff,
he relied on the evaluators to provide unique amgbrtant data on “student and parent
perceptions” and “staff experience” so he “could 8&e gaps.” He specified that the evaluation
had “given [him] a way to quantify the [SLC] efféctHe further noted that outside of the
evaluation, there was no way to measure the effe8t.Cs. Specifically, he stated:

| mean how do we measure culture? How do we meastect without the evaluation?

And so, it really does help us match what we thekappening to what the student

thinks is happening. And when we identify gapsattually address them in an

intelligent way that’s data-focused and informed.
As noted above, Gatekeeper 2 discussed in detdlHmov his perception evolved and why he
realized the evaluation played a vital role witthe SLC reform. He realized that “the
evaluation has been a great way to create conw@nsaind it has served as a “bridge between
the gap between [his] perception and the realifjhius, while both gatekeepers noted that their
perceptions changed, it was Gatekeeper 2 who thesica closer relationship with the evaluators
by referring to them as “partners” and enthusiadiifadiscussing why he considered their work
so critical.

These findings concerning gatekeepers’ percepbbesaluation suggest that one
significant difference existed despite both shasimgilar beliefs and experiences. They both
indicated that their perceptions evolved from viegvihe evaluation as a requirement to a
realization that the study would be practical assist with the implementation/ development of
SLCs. ltis clear, however, that Gatekeeper 2greed the evaluators as insiders, as he referred

to them as “partners.” This seems to suggestGhstkeeper 2 may have been more trustful of

the evaluators and appreciative of the evaluatian Gatekeeper 1. Indicating that the
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evaluators were “partners” also implies that theyvled support in the work associated with
the development of SLCs. Thus while both gatekeperceptions of the evaluation might
have been similar, Gatekeeper 2 reported a cletsianship with the evaluators and more faith
in the findings. This closer relationship shouéyé led to a greater appreciation for the
evaluation and should have positively influencedleation use. This is, after all, a prime
example of the “personal factor” that Patton (198 étifies as critical in achieving evaluation
use. Whether Gatekeeper 2 achieved greater appoecior the evaluation and succeeded in
getting findings used when compared to Gatekeepsedébatable and will be touched upon as
each research question is addressed. The disoumsithis issue will culminate with a
discussion in Chapter 5 exploring how gatekeep@rdbsophies may have influenced

stakeholders’ actual use.

Expectations of Staff
Both gatekeepers had certain expectations of Is¢akd on their perceptions of the
evaluation’s purpose. Gatekeeper 1 noted thevioligp when asked how she envisioned
evaluation findings to be used:
It was the idea that the coordinators would taleeitiiormation back, of the areas of
concern and of the areas that they were doing amedl,relate those back to the SLC leads
[teachers], who would then take it back to the memslof the department and tell them,
‘yes, we're doing this really well but there arersoconcerns here, how can we take
these concerns and make changes so that we casaddem?’
Gatekeeper 1 appeared to envision the SLC cooadmas functioning as distributors of
information. Gatekeeper 2, on the other hand,gnadter expectations. He noted that:
| think of the coordinators, | was hoping that [#aluation findings] would inform their

action plans on site for how they were going toradsl some of the gaps and how they
were going to celebrate some for the strengthsat'3 heally the bottom line.
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Gatekeeper 2 expected the SLC coordinator at ectosncorporate evaluation findings into
their school’'s SLC action plan, the official maninewhich SLC leaders planned and managed
activities aimed at developing SLCs. He had tmeesaexpectations of SLC lead teachers, as he
reported anticipating “a lot of” the evaluationdings to be “reflected in [lead teachers’] action
plans.” While he noted that he encouraged thagnattion at lead teacher workshops, at the site-
level, “it's their coordinator that has to navig#tat work, as well as their principal.” Slightly
differently, Gatekeeper 1 noted that she expedad teachers to use the evaluation findings to
inform their outcome charts, which, unlike the astplans, were directly related to the
California Technical Education (CTE) standardsug,iGatekeeper 1 seemed to expect
evaluation findings to be used in a broader semgk,the CTE standards in mind, while
Gatekeeper 2 pushed for a narrower approach, oeetlgirelated to the SLC reform.

As for teachers not holding a leadership positibare was no evidence that either
gatekeeper necessarily expected them to be aders of the evaluation findings. Gatekeeper 1
noted that she left it “up to lead teachers” togkdbeem informed about the evaluation findings
while Gatekeeper 2 indicated that it was “up todiseretion of the administration and the SLC
coordinator” as to how involved they wanted nordlézachers in implementing changes. There
were different expectations for principals. Gatglex 2 noted that in addition to sharing the
evaluation report with principals, he “called theasked them to look at certain pages that [were]
cause for concern” and expected action to takeepl&e describing his expectations of lead
teachers, Gatekeeper 2 also noted that he hada@redsprincipals taking an active role in
pushing evaluation use at this teacher level. T@asekeeper 2 envisioned principals as both
active users of the evaluation and as overseargadfiation use. Gatekeeper 1, on the other

hand, indicated that she did “not know how muclnjgpals]” fit in the evaluation process. She
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noted that “principals did not really know what wesppening because they only hear what's
happening from the coordinators.” Thus, Gatekeép#id not seem to interact much with the
principals; instead, it appears that Gatekeepeadigneater expectations of the SLC coordinators
as users of the evaluation and as overseers @ituke lead teacher level.

Gatekeepers also had expectations for themselMasy were both aware of the role they
played within the reform and understood their latign for encouraging evaluation use. While
both gatekeepers expected the evaluation to belysschool site staff for SLC development,
Gatekeeper 2 acknowledged that the unavoidableanity granted to staff at each school site
dictated if and how evaluation use took place.ndied that while he encouraged use:

| don’t have the authority to evaluate principatsl @ don’t have the authority to evaluate

coordinators. I'm not in that — | don’t function ithat capacity. Therefore, my

opportunities to enforce are limited. And, | donécessarily know that forcing it is
useful.
While Gatekeeper 1 did not discuss challengeseeliat the SLC coordinators or principals, she
did note that it “was not [her] role to” force té@es to participate in the reform efforts or requir
them to implement changes based on the evaluatidimfis. Thus, both gatekeepers had

expectations for staff but were also aware of ilmédtions they faced in getting evaluation

findings used.

Gatekeeper Personal Use

The manner in which gatekeepers reported usinguhkiation findings also sheds light
on their philosophies and priorities. During thaterviews, both gatekeepers shared how they
personally used the findings to help with the impdatation of the SLC initiative. Gatekeeper 1
noted that the evaluation findings shed light asdw her office could support each sites’ efforts

in developing weak areas. Specifically, she nthhed‘data showed that the schools really
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needed someone to work individually with the cooadlors.” Thus, learning that staff at each
school site needed more individual support thantwha could provide herself led to the
development of an SLC coach position. The coagbekefoster use of the evaluation findings,
as well as provided support in the developmentld@sS Gatekeeper 1 also noted that the
schools differed substantially in their SLC implertagion and development. In particular, the
“outcomes [of the first evaluation] that were stietent for every school that [it] made [the SLC
director] realize that [SLC coordinators] neededtil& to each other.” Because there were no
opportunities for the SLC coordinators of the thgebkools to collaborate, she decided to have
regular SLC coordinator meetings to create a spd@ze discussions could take place about
experiences implementing SLCs. Thus, the SLC d¢patdr meetings, in the words of
Gatekeeper 1, “stemmed from looking at the dafidhe SLC coordinator meetings eventually
led to the incorporation of SLC lead teacher wodgsh
Gatekeeper 2 indicated that he read the reporysclesely and made sure the
administration, SLC coordinators, and lead teachddsessed the gaps. He stated the following:
| called every single one of the principals perdlgrend talked to them about their
evaluation and areas of concern. All the coordirgatl met with them, talked it over
with them at a coordinator meeting, talked to tredrout it at lead teacher meetings,
followed up with personal phone calls, on certaimes when there was cause for
concern.
Interestingly, Gatekeeper 2 utilized the evaluateport primarily as a resource to push for use
at the site level. To him, the evaluation repertved as a vehicle to help move along the reform.
It was evidence of the areas that needed chaniges, Tie provided opportunities for potential
evaluation users to think of how the gaps couldddressed and granted the autonomy as to

how this would done. Gatekeeper 2 noted that fped of issues arose from the evaluation

findings and efforts to encourage use. He desdtibem in the following manner:
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| think that certain things are site-based andrdtfiegs are structure-based. 1 think site

based issues | can’t address because I'm not aittheo constantly monitor and adjust

and that has to be at the discretion of the prad@pd the coordinator. However, I'm

held accountable for the implementation of the grdinl know that a major part of the

grant is not even remotely being addressed, tipersh, and | encourage, and | charge.

And, | point out that when we report on our APRHhe federal government, we report by

objective not by general status.

Thus, Gatekeeper 2 personally used the evaluatidmgs to address structure-based concerns.
He noted that there were some gaps across theditesdhat needed to be addressed. Thus, he
“created an action plan for [himself] based onlilggest gaps and [he] began to target
professional development” for SLC coordinators keadl teachers. Gatekeeper 2 was guided by
this action plan. In concluding his descriptiorhofv he used the findings, Gatekeeper 2 noted
that the evaluation “really shaped [his] thinkingde summarized that the evaluation had:

Given [him] a tool to see if [his] best intentiotise administration’s best intentions, the

teachers’ best intentions translated into the stuebeperience. Or, is it remaining a best

intention? And, if it's actually translating intbe student experience, what'’ yielding the
right fruit?
According to him, the evaluation provided a confextunderstanding some of the impediments
to the implementation of SLCs. It appeared that'huy-in” of the evaluation may have
influenced his persistent push for use at thelsitel, as well as his own personal use.

As a starting point, it is imperative to note hoatekeepers used the evaluation findings
themselves as this highlights priorities or typeases considered important and may provide a
glimpse into personal philosophies. Gatekeepedicated that the evaluation findings led her
to: 1) hire an SLC coach to provide guidance to $b@rdinators at each site, 2) launch SLC
coordinator meetings, and, 3) initiate SLC leadhea workshops. These were what Gatekeeper
2 referred to as structural-based issues as thegcooss sites and were very much under the

purview of the SLC director. The three uses mewtibby Gatekeeper 1 were important

solutions to concerns that can often rise at tie@mentation stage of a large initiative: the
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need for guidance, professional development, angitoring. The initiative’s administrative
structure was already in place when GatekeepesRléadership of the initiative, and as a
result, he used the findings primarily to learrpodfessional development needs for SLC
coordinators and lead teachers, something also lo@Gatekeeper 1 but to a lesser degree.
However, Gatekeeper 2 reported being more strutiarhis use as he addressed those needs.
In other words, he created a personal action pdaed on evaluation findings and noted how he
would tackle each goal. He essentially mappedisupersonal use of the evaluation findings
pertaining to professional development needs. 3&&sns to exemplify the manner in which
Gatekeeper 2 addressed evaluation use — a moctuséd, in-depth approach that included
focusing on mapping personal use and exploringgssadnal development needs that included
training on data/evaluation use. Gatekeeper themther hand, focused on breadth —
incorporating several uses of the findings andisahe findings with a broader audience.
More evidence of this is found in a later discussbthe agenda items presented during each of
their leadership terms. In addition, Gatekeepatilzed the evaluation as a tool to assertively
push for use at the site-level, something donelésser degree by Gatekeeper 1.

The above discussed approaches seem to suggesieiuyatekeepers had two very
different administrative styles. It is unknown winer their approach was the nature of the
period in which they managed the grant, a persstnalegy, or a combination of both. One
could assume that there would be more room fordbhneat the initiation of a program, as this is
the period when there should be the most roomdw gand less so towards the end when a
program should be fairly established. One coud alssume that gatekeepers’ personal
philosophies on evaluation would have the mostierite on their own personal use. Therefore,

it is most likely that their respective approach®sadth versus depth, were influenced by both
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their personal philosophies and the period in whidly managed the grant. In general, the
findings seem to suggest that Gatekeeper 2 placed malue in the evaluators and had a greater
interest in exploring issue in-depth, while Gatgdezel seemed busy building trust among
stakeholders within the organization and addresiadpreadth of issues that arose in the

implementation phase of the initiative.

Opinions about Successes and Challenges

In describing successes and challenges, gatekesped what they considered
important and, in doing so, revealed more abolit faelings toward the evaluation. Both
gatekeepers noted that despite some challengesyaheation findings were indeed used. As
previously mentioned, both gatekeepers describadthey personally used the evaluation
successfully in the development of the SLC intiati Gatekeeper 1 indicated that she believed
“the data was used by the schools in looking inafeas that they needed to improve on.” She
noted that the evaluation findings were:

Pretty useful in that [school site staff] had sdmaedcore data, hard data analysis to say
what they needed to focus more on certain aspeatswhat they were doing.

Unfortunately, Gatekeeper 1 did not share speeXamples of how staff used the findings.
Gatekeeper 2 did provide examples of how schoelstdff utilized the evaluation. As noted
earlier, he explained that the evaluation helpedtify gaps, which he expected staff to address
in an informed manner. He elaborated that “in ssof®ols, it did happen” as evaluation
findings were incorporated into action plans an@kmesses addressed. As an example,
Gatekeeper 2 reported the following taking placBHS6:

| met with their coordinator. | met with their paipal. | met with our assistant

superintendent. And, we created a plan for everyent to belong to an SLC. And,
now, they are wall-to-wall. Every student is in&InC.
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Thus, the success came with a push from the tdigtrict administrators. Gatekeeper 2 did
acknowledge that he had to be persistent in engmwgaise. He summarized it in the following
manner:

And so the data [evaluation findings] has actugifgrmed policy decisions at the site.

It's just... it's been through encouragement andvitteen | have the administrative

support from my assistant superintendent thattitadly happens. And, | do have that

support. It's just that we have to choose... whalés to target at each site.
Gatekeeper 2’s persistence in pushing for inforgfehge at the site-level exemplified his
commitment to the development of SLCs, and indiyetd achieving evaluation use. He clearly
placed a lot of value on the evaluation findingsis type of persistence and commitment was
not evident in the information provided by Gatekerep during her interview.

While Gatekeeper 1 did not provide details exptagnvhat may have precluded more
extensive use, Gatekeeper 2 did. Gatekeeper 2Zilnedthe context under which the evaluation
findings were delivered. He explained “some ofc¢hallenges were that [the SLC initiative] is
not [their] only focus in the district.” In stepyg back and looking at the big picture, he reported
that:

We have to strategically align our efforts to makee that we're getting the biggest bang

for the buck, especially as resources depleteyash capital depletes, as we lose staff.

That's very challenging. And, so it’s one of thamy tools that we use; it's not the only

tool that we use.

Furthermore, Gatekeeper 2 noted that the SLC ivi@&[was] not a comprehensive evaluation;
it's specific to SLC effect and implementation.’h& evaluation did not address all the needs of
the schools. As such, Gatekeeper 2 respectecthéhit staff at the school sites had the
discretion to change what was most critical fonthehile still adhering to the requirements of

the numerous grants they had received. He belithaggrincipals at each site should decide

what priorities had to be addressed. This alsd gkt on how Gatekeeper 2 perceived the SLC
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initiative itself. By relying primarily on the SL€oordinators and principals as policy-makers,
he clearly viewed the initiative as a top-down eaitthan bottom-up reform. He expected
evaluation use to be managed at the administregweds and, when structure-based issues were
at play, there was a fair amount of follow-up os part to ensure use was taking place. This
was opposite of what Gatekeeper 1 believed. Gapaekel indicated that she “did not think that
you build ownership, and you don’t build belieftmngs when you tell [teachers] what they
have to do.” She believed that changes had to écfsom a team” because a more collaborate
approach with input from teachers and the prinompalild yield more successful policies. Yet
she noted that non-lead teachers generally di#mmt how to use data and, thus, were not
expected to use the evaluation findings to makaegbsito their SLCs. Instead, she viewed the
SLC coordinator and lead teachers as more savihygrarea and as the leaders for implementing
change. However, there was no follow-up or momtpof evaluation use as it would take
“huge amount” of time, unlike the case with Gatgdexe2. Thus, while both gatekeepers
expected use to take place at the discretion @fsaff, Gatekeeper 2 verbalized why school
administrators may have chosen not to act upon sditie evaluation findings and Gatekeeper
1 related the reasons for which she believed naddeachers did not use such information.
Although evaluation use did take place at the d&afél, according to both gatekeepers, it
was not to the extent expected. Both gatekeep@ressed frustration with the autonomy
granted to school site staff given the nature efdiganizational structure of the institution.
They both expected action but allowed the autontmdictate how that action would surface.
Both gatekeepers reported not having the authtwrignforce use by any staff members at the
school-level. As mentioned by Gatekeeper 2, théyndt supervise principals, SLC

coordinators, lead teachers, or non-lead teachiérgy were limited to simply different
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approaches “encouraging use,” a term used by laitkgepers. As Gatekeeper 2 noted, use of
site-based findings were much more difficult to ma@nbecause it was difficult to assess if use
was indeed taking place. Gatekeeper 2 relatedhbet was no reliable way to know the extent
to which use was actually taking place as it ctwdde been but not with the “quality” necessary
to trigger the change needed to serve as eviddhtechallenging to document when use does
take place due to informal uses and difficult tarmect any change directly to the evaluation
(Leviton & Hughes, 1981). Thus, both gatekeepeknawledged that their expectations of staff
at the sites were not met or were met with limgadcess and part of the blame was the
organizational structure of the school districthi\& the organizational structure was an
obstacle, Gatekeeper 2 managed to work aroundthiéogalling out for the support of the
assistant superintendent, the principals’ supervistowever, Gatekeeper 2 could not call for the
involvement of the assistant superintendent orgalae basis; instead, he used pursued such
support only in the extreme situations. Gatekeépiid not report going through such measures
to push for evaluation use at the site-level.

Both gatekeepers were not defensive over the lhakeof the evaluation findings. In
fact, as previously mentioned, Gatekeeper 2 was that he could not impose use anyway
because he did not know the priorities principad with regard to all the reforms taking place
at their respective sites. As long as the majaigyof the grant were being adhered to,
Gatekeeper 2 deferred to school site administraébouse their judgment in deciding which
evaluation findings could be used to develop SLiGkeir sites. Gatekeeper 1 implied
something similar with regard to the autonomy adstiators had at their sites and their
discretion in using the evaluation findings. Theoelld be conflict with other programs

regarding priorities. This brings up the pointdfether one can call use making the conscious
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decision to not act upon an evaluation finding lnseahuman and financial resources need to be
invested elsewhere. While limited research exiataonuse as a valid alternative, Larsen (1985)
refers to research in other fields as well as ar study to suggest that nonuse of information
can have a positive effect and may be preferalale thisuse. Of course, even if one can make
argue that strategic nonuse is a form of use, utlavbe difficult to identify what might be a
conscious decision to not use an evaluation fingergus simply altogether ignoring the
findings themselves. Nonuse takes place impliatlhexplicitly (Larsen, 1985). Overall, the
autonomy granted to site administrators by the mmgdional structure of the school district led
to a lack of accountability with regard to evaloatuse. As documented earlier, Gatekeeper 2
did a better job of navigating around the orgamizel structure to establish a form of
accountability to achieve evaluation use. In gahé&owever, by respecting this autonomy, both
gatekeepers inadvertently allowed administratomvtmd evaluation use, of course with the
exception of the times when there might have béatartt disregard for the grant’s goals.
Another problem with the autonomy granted by thgaaizational structure of the school
district to school-based administrators was thethers faced the disadvantage of potentially
never learning about the findings. Just as the &ik€ttors served as gatekeepers for school-
based administrators, school-based administraéoved as gatekeepers for teachers. If school-
based administrators felt they could not act upmnesfindings and, therefore, did not share
them with teachers, then there was no expectafioseat the teacher-level. This was the case
under the leadership of both gatekeepers. Givatrthis initiative was a bottom-up approach,
despite being managed as a top-down reform undekE&egper 2, it was necessary for teachers

to, at the very least, be aware of the findings.
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Interactions with Potential Evaluation Users

Both gatekeepers interacted with staff, the poaéetraluation users, in a similar manner
with some minor exceptions. The manner in whicke@eper 1 interacted with staff varied
throughout her leadership as the program evolvedtaatially from inception, when no
structure existed, to the mid-course point, wheumcstire had been established. In an interview,
Gatekeeper 1 described her initial managerialesisaas one in which she worked separately
with each school’s SLC leadership team, a groupp@®d of the SLC coordinator, SLC lead
teachers, and, on occasion, an administrator.wSkid do so by attending each school site’s
monthly SLC leadership team meetings and providugance and support. However, as
previously mentioned, through the evaluation figdishe learned that the SLC leadership teams
were tackling similar challenges and, in some casitess were achieving successes from which
others could learn. In her attempts to faciliditdogue among staff from the different sites, she
implemented regular SLC coordinator meetings,afitischeduled every other month, and
guarterly leadership workshops for SLC leaderségmts. These eventually developed into
monthly SLC coordinator meetings at the distridtcef and quarterly SLC lead teacher
institutes/ workshops.

Gatekeeper 2 interacted with staff in a similar mearas Gatekeeper 1 had done towards
the end of her leadership. While Gatekeeper 2imoad with the monthly SLC coordinator
meetings and quarterly SLC lead teacher institwasishops, the number of participants at
these meetings grew under his leadership. Theiaddif a new grant, which shared goals with
the SLC initiative, called for coordinators fronhet sites to participate in the monthly meetings.
Thus, while both gatekeepers interacted with stedf similar manner, Gatekeeper 2 supported

and guided more SLC coordinators than Gatekeeper 1.
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How did gatekeepers attempted to encourage usey ditl so in the manner they
interacted with school-based staff, which diffesaghificantly between them. The difference
might have been due primarily to the stage of dgvaknt of the initiative. Developing the
program meant that Gatekeeper 1 had to exploreldesivto deal with the sites. She had the
burden of establishing structure where no struataisted and getting buy-in for a new program.
Gatekeeper 1, like evaluators, had to put intotpp@¢he personal factor Patton (1997) discusses
with regard to establishing trust and gaining bay-This explains her monthly interactions with
school-based SLC leadership teams and why she spattime than Gatekeeper 2 at the
school sites. When Gatekeeper 2 was promoted @dalector, he could not invest as much
time at the school sites given that the number@ Soordinators he had to manage increased
substantially. Interestingly, while Gatekeeper2 la closer relationship with the evaluators than
Gatekeeper 1, it was Gatekeeper 1 who had a dlelsgionship with stakeholders at the school
sites. Itis debatable whether the closer relahgmled to greater use. The closer relationship
might have led to greater awareness of the evaluatigeneral but not necessarily to greater
awareness of findings or more use. The fact tlzek&eper 1 interacted more often and directly
with site staff might have been influenced primahl the stage of development of the grant. As
previously mentioned, she had to guide the impldgatem as well as get buy-in for the new
program.

Both gatekeepers discussed the limitations theguartered in terms of their interactions
with stakeholders at the school sites. Gateke2peted that he did not have the authority to
evaluate principals or SLC coordinators and, tleeegthad limited opportunities to enforce
evaluation use. He admitted that forcing use wowldhave been productive in any case.

However, areas of deep concern were taken to pergisor who did address them directly with
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the principals. Gatekeeper 1 also noted that ghaat follow up or monitor directly how the

evaluation findings were used, although she diderage use.

Selection of Agenda Items for Meetings

Gatekeeper 1 and Gatekeeper 2 also differed ohtivby addressed at meetings. The
agenda items for the SLC coordinator meetings hadead teacher institutes shed light on
issues that each gatekeeper chose to emphasizier the leadership of Gatekeeper 1, agenda
items for meetings focused primarily on the logsstf, and resources for, developing SLCs. In
Year 1, the issues addressed were primarily orepsadnal development on SLC theory,
research, and practice. In Year 2, agenda itemsséal primarily on discussions of actual SLC
implementation such as administrative procedurew (o request funding for meetings,
professional development, SLC promotional itemsstadent, etc) and leadership development.
Meeting agenda items in Year 3 continued in a sinfdshion as in Year 2 but with more
emphasis on SLC action plans (plans and outconmékdoyear) and leadership development
(how to plan a meeting, understanding the leachrawle). Issues pertaining to the logistics of
data collection activities were also included ag pathe agendas of the SLC coordinator
meetings each year.

The SLC coordinator and lead teacher workshop ageserved as evidence of the
priorities emphasized by the gatekeepers. Undutatdy, Gatekeeper 1 had to initially focus on
the logistics of and resources for developing Slgeseral professional development on SLCs,
administrative issues related to SLCs, and leagedd#velopment. In Year 3, her last year as
director, Gatekeeper 1 finally started focusingeanh site’s action plan. Thus, the first three
years of the grant were spent primarily on gettimgprogram established, organized, and

focused. Not much was done to highlight the ewadnaother than to address logistical issues
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pertaining to data collection. There was no evigeio suggest why Gatekeeper 1 did not place
more emphasis on the evaluation. One can specdhktehe was either too busy or perhaps she
did not want to frighten school staff who had nompletely bought into the new reform.

Timing may have also played a role. The evaluateport for Year 1 was officially submitted
towards the end of Year 2 and Year 2’s findingsensromitted towards the end of Year 3. Both
of these reports were submitted towards the enldeo$chool year when teachers and
administrators are busy preparing for standardiesting and the end of the academic year.
Furthermore, the evaluation findings may have hgsneived as irrelevant at that point given
that staff would have to plan for Year 3 using Yéarevaluation findings and for Year 4 using
Year 2’'s findings.

The agenda items selected by Gatekeeper 2 did dii¢htly from what Gatekeeper 1
chose to address. Agenda items under Gatekedpeuged primarily on action plans, aligning
schools’ goals with those of the district, datalgsia, professional development on core
subjects, the needs of the evaluation, and strength career pathways as they related to SLCs.
Like Gatekeeper 1, Gatekeeper 2 also addressestitsgpertaining to the SLC evaluation
primarily during SLC coordinator meetings. In ddxh to discussing general logistics, a
conversation pertaining to “data analysis and tsek place during one SLC coordinator
meeting in Year 4. Supplemental reading assigo¢het SLC coordinators for the meeting
included excerpts froreducation WeekAt this particular meeting, Gatekeeper 2 ingtht,
conversation about the “types of data” availablst&df and how that data could be used.
Gatekeeper 2 went further by also asking staff atiwu“types of data” needed or wanted from
the evaluators and the internal district researshta continue with the development of SLCs.

He probed staff to discuss how this anticipatedrandh needed data would be used. This was
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Gatekeeper 2’s attempt to make the evaluation aeketo them. Leviton & Hughes (1981)
concluded, when comparing several studies on retevaf information, that evaluations
relevant to needs of certain stakeholder grouddgaemore frequent use than less relevant.
This attempt to bring relevancy to the evaluationtmued in a subsequent meeting addressing
the same subject (data needs and use), supplenimnéedonversation about how to change the
timeline for delivering evaluation findings to mexze use. As a result of this conversation,
Gatekeeper 2, SLC coordinators, and evaluatoreddoea change in the timeline so that
evaluation reports were to be submitted and madgadne to staff in August, prior to the start of
the academic year, rather than in December, agliblen customary to do under the leadership
of Gatekeeper 1. Also in Year 4, at another SL@dimator meeting there was an agenda item
labeled “Data Best Practices Share-Out: How daseedata to shape SLC practice?” The goal
was to discuss how data, including evaluation figdj were being used to develop SLCs.
During the leadership of Gatekeeper 1, the SLCuaxan findings appeared as an item
on the SLC lead teacher workshop agenda twicece anYear 2 and once again in Year 3. In
each case, approximately 30 minutes were set &midiescussion of the evaluation findings.
During this time, the external evaluators brieflyrsnarized the evaluation findings to an
audience comprised of SLC leadership staff fromthinee school sites. After discussing the
findings, the evaluators privately approached dtafhh each school site at their assigned table to
answer any specific questions regarding the evialuatThe 30-minute presentations in Year 2
and Year 3, under the leadership of Gatekeepeefe the extent to which the evaluation
findings were discussed formally in SLC coordinataretings and lead teacher workshops. In
addition, at the end of Year 3, Gatekeeper 1 leda teacher workshop in which participants

were asked to discuss or brainstorm weak areasidealed further development. Please refer to
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Appendix B. While these issues were never discliaseevaluation findings, they were indeed
identified in the evaluation report as weaknesses. unclear, however, whether the evaluation
findings triggered the discussion or whether thesees were concerns identified prior to the
evaluation.

Gatekeeper 1 did make an effort to discuss evalditndings. The 30 minutes
scheduled for such discussion were to addressifiysdor all three schools. Thirty minutes to
present findings and discuss them may not have &eengh time for those present at the
meeting, especially if it was the first time leaa¢hers saw the findings, which most likely was
the case. While having the evaluators availabkngwer questions may have been valuable,
there was simply too much information to shareuchsa short window of time. In some cases,
lead teachers may have been just familiarizing gedwes with the information and may not
have had enough time to come up with questiongadt noted that Gatekeeper 1 did have a
workshop at the end of Year 3 in which three offthe discussions points were identified in the
evaluation report as challenges for each schodiilethese three points did relate to evaluation
findings, there is no evidence to suggest thatribee to discuss them was influenced by the
evaluation findings. In fact, the agenda madeaference to the evaluation at all. This may
suggest, again, that Gatekeeper 1 focused prin@milyreadth — sharing the findings with
everyone but at a superficial level.

Under Gatekeeper 2, the evaluation findings alg®aped twice on agendas — once in
Year 4 and again in Year 5. In Year 4, the evadnaieam was granted 20 minutes to present
evaluation findings to the SLC leadership teamhefthree schools. In Year 5, a two-hour work
session was set aside at an SLC lead teacheutedtit discuss the Year 4 evaluation findings.

The evaluators distributed guiding questions tdestiool’'s SLC leadership team (comprised of

48



the SLC coordinator and lead teachers) while Gajade? distributed his own worksheet. Both
set of guiding questions are found in AppendixThe front side of Gatekeeper 2’s worksheet
asked SLC leaders to identify strengths, practicassupported those strengths, and strategies
for building on those strengths. The back sid&uiesed participants to identify areas for
improvement, barriers (site and district), and suppeeded (site and district). Of the two-hour
work schedule, Gatekeeper 2 noted:

We broke them [SLC coordinator and lead teachegrshto their school lead groups. We

had them actually read through the document. Vdetlem actually react to the

document, deal with the document. We had a tempbatthem to evaluate the content.

And then talk about what the next steps were gtorge. So multiple levels. And then

at the site, the coordinators were charged withimgavith the information with the

actual site teams.
These actions were the most prevalent that focosezaluation or data use during Gatekeeper
2’s leadership. Discussing data needs is a wag tavolved in the evaluation process and such
involvement can increase the likelihood of usete@&@eper 2 facilitated such discussions and, in
doing so, invited SLC coordinators and lead teach®be active participants in the evaluation.

Interestingly, in Year 4, the first year of leadepsfor Gatekeeper 2 only 20 minutes
were set aside for discussion of the Year 3 eviaundindings. While 20 minutes was less than
the time Gatekeeper 1 allotted to such discussi®atkeeper 2 used Year 4 primarily for
professional development on how to utilize datdas unknown whether the move to focus on
data use was influenced by a reaction to the 2Q#misession. In any case, the term data was
inclusive of evaluation findings. As mentionedsalissions took place on types of data available
to staff from evaluators and the district’s resbarnit, as well as on data analysis and use. The
goal seemed to be to get SLC coordinators comfilertalth requesting data and using it.

Most important about Gatekeeper 2 was that he sisszliin-depth how the anticipated

data could be used. This may be perceived as twpstte leaders on how to use data, including
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evaluation findings, to develop SLC programs. Tl@astekeeper 2 went a little further than
scheduling the presentation and discussion ofriggli While Gatekeeper 1 may have tried to do
the same by presenting the three discussion ppratsously mentioned, the discussion focused
on content and not how the information could béiseeally used to develop the SLC programs
at each school site. In general, while Gatekeggecused on the “what,” Gatekeeper 2 focused
on the “how.” Discussing the “how” to use findintygygered a critical change that led to
findings being delivered at a prime time — wherchesis and administrators were planning for
the academic year. Moving the deadline to subdmeitetvaluation report from December to
August was important as at the beginning of thelewac year is the ideal time for new policies
to be proposed or amended and for scheduling ckange previously mentioned in chapter 2,
evaluation theorists note that mechanisms, sutimasg, for framing evaluation information
influence evaluation use (Shulha and Cousins, 1B8#pn, 1997). The move was solely done
to accommodate use as the evaluation reports wdre submitted to the district in August but
Gatekeeper 2 was not required to submit them tdettheral government until December.
Sacrifices were also made at the teacher and ashnaitar level in the way that they had to
accommodate changes in data collection activitidsese activities were moved one month
earlier to allow evaluators the necessary timeottect data and write the evaluation report by
August.

Gatekeeper 2 went as far as holding SLC coordiaaocountable in Year 4 for using the
evaluation findings. Agenda items indicated that $oordinators were asked to share how
they used data to shape SLCs. The point herehaashey were asked not “if” but “how,”
meaning that use was expected and the interelsé iaxercise was to learn how findings were

being used. The critical question here was if eiatight, the SLC coordinators were using the
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findings? Gatekeeper 2 placed such intense effogacouraging use but only at the SLC
coordinator level. Lead teachers and non-leachexadid not benefit from such intense training
on data or findings use. However, in Year 5, SbGrdinators and lead teachers participated in
the 2-hour workshop in which an in-depth discussibavaluation findings allowed SLC
coordinators and lead teachers to address howntbald use findings to make changes to their
SLCs. Thus, it seemed that Gatekeeper 2 setdlge bly providing the needed training to SLC
coordinators in Year 4 so that in Year 5 they cdatdlitate the 2-hour discussion with lead
teachers on how to use the evaluation findingsfottimately, this took place the last year of the
grant and, therefore, it was impossible to asgdbe 2-hour session was successful in achieving
evaluation use at the teacher-level. With regareMaluation use, the data seems to suggest that
Gatekeeper 2 might have been a bit more strategit Gatekeeper 1.

While the discussion above points to all the eff@ttekeeper 2 made to achieve
evaluation use, it is questionable whether suabrisfivould have appeared under him during the
first three years of the grant. In other wordsulddGatekeeper 1 have been ready for such
discussions on use in the earlier stages of thiatine? Most likely not. Agendas imply that
Gatekeeper 1 was busy in Year 1 and Year 2 laugchmprogram. Perhaps Gatekeeper 1
might have initiated such conversations on usedar¥} or Year 5 had she had continued in her
leadership role. Itis unknown. It is known tkedtekeeper 2 moved away from the logistical
issues and specific programmatic problems to focoe in-depth on leadership skills and data
use. In summary, as previously noted, Gatekeefmrused on breadth — wanting to inform lead
teachers, professional learning communities atadites, and school board members

addressing a variety of programmatic needs whilekaeeper 2 focused on depth — emphasizing
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professional development workshops and callingésious discussions on findings and use at
the site level.

The gatekeepers’ general communication with saddes about evaluation findings was
fairly similar. Every time the evaluators wouldbsuit an annual evaluation report to the
gatekeepers, they in turn would distribute the repio the school site principals and SLC
coordinators. As previously mentioned, they alsganized sessions in which the evaluators
presented findings to lead teachers and coordismiat@atekeeper 1 noted that she reviewed the
evaluation findings with the SLC coordinators bat the principals. In Year 2, Gatekeeper 1
asked the evaluators to do a 10-15 minute presentat the evaluation findings to the
professional learning community (PLC) of each sthddso in Year 2, Gatekeeper 1 invited the
evaluators to share the evaluation findings diyawtth the superintendent and the school board
members. Gatekeeper 2, on the other hand, repsingedhg the findings with his supervisor and
colleagues at the district office. Gatekeepers? atdicated that he had the SLC coordinators,
lead teachers, and evaluators read through thentadiireact to it, and deal with it at a lead
teacher workshop. As previously mentioned, he ldgesl a special worksheet to have the
participants evaluate the content of the repoitscording to Gatekeeper 2, he met with
principals and coordinators when necessary to tifaself as a resource in efforts to address the
weaknesses highlighted in the evaluation repodth Bjatekeepers noted that they believed that
SLC coordinators shared the evaluation findingswhe lead teachers at their respective sites.

The two gatekeepers noted that it was the respiihsidf the SLC lead teachers to share
evaluation findings with their SLC teachers. Gatgder 1 indicated that generally, however,
SLC teachers did not know what to do with the firgéi. She noted that “they don’t really want

to” use findings and “they don't really take thedback that’'s given to them to make changes.”
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Teachers who knew how to use data (i.e. evaluditolings) or were interested in doing so were
generally promoted to leadership roles, such asgdead teachers because “that's what leaders
do.” Thus, there were no expectations at theididavel for non-lead SLC teachers to actually
use the evaluation findings, although Gatekeepearited these teachers to have an interest and
to do so. Gatekeeper 1 further noted that teashieosdid not hold a leadership position
generally saw the administrators as those who shaé evaluation findings to make
programmatic changes. According to Gatekeepédresgetteachers did not see themselves as
active participants, but rather, they acted likespge ones who waited for supervisors to tell
them what to do. Gatekeeper 2 simply noted treethaluation report was a public document
and that non-lead SLC teachers were informed adigogetion of the school administration and
SLC coordinators, as he was not in the practidawidating email boxes.

Both gatekeepers placed a lot of responsibilitysa& lead teachers for disseminating
information about evaluation findings to non-leaddhers at their respective sites. As
previously mentioned, Gatekeeper 1 went into detslto why it might not have been critical
for teachers to know about findings and why teasheay not have used the findings anyway.
This was due to her experience that teachers whe mere likely to use data are generally
promoted to higher positions. The literature degsport this claim (York-Barr and Duke,

2004). As will be noted later in this chapterv&yrand focus group data does suggest that lead
teachers were more likely to use findings but thedloes not identify whether this was a cause
or an effect. Itis known that while Gatekeepevahted teachers to use findings, there was no
expectation, as has already been discussed infhajster, for this to have taken place.
Gatekeeper 1 argued that teachers expected admitarstto use the evaluation findings, as was

also supported by the focus group data which pditddeachers indicating that it was not in
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their place to use findings. While this might hdneen the case traditionally, this initiative
required active participation by teachers. Withexppectation from district- or site-based
administrators or themselves, then evaluation 2™t going to take place at the teacher-level.

Gatekeeper 2 did not seem to place too much comeetine lack of evaluation findings
awareness on the part of non-lead teachers. thdBztekeeper 2 attempted to establish a
culture in which leadership staff looked upon dateluding evaluation findings, favorably and
used it for programmatic improvements. He also elaw establish loose accountability
measures for keeping SLC coordinator accountabladimg evaluation findings for SLC
development. Itis unknown whether his strategyg twainfluence leadership staff so that they in
turn would influence non-lead teachers. Thus, evhis efforts affected SLC coordinators and
lead teachers, they did not seem to have trickteehdo non-lead teachers. Gatekeeper 2 was
clear that he informed the key players about théifigs and left it to site administrators to
inform teachers. Clearly, informing non-lead teaxshwas not a priority.

In general, one can conclude that Gatekeeper kéacamawareness of findings by a
broader audience while Gatekeeper 2 focuseassef findings but only with those at the top of
the hierarchy (principals, SLC coordinator, andllezachers). In both cases, however, there was
little to no efforts in getting non-lead teachersihderstand and use findings. Ironically, there
was concern with the lack of teacher buy-in ofggh@gram throughout all five years of the

initiative.

Recap.Gatekeeper 1 and Gatekeeper 2 defined their plploss on evaluation through their

descriptions of their perceptions, experiences,iataiactions. Their perception of the SLC

initiative evaluation was fairly similar but therdext of the program under each of their
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leadership did differ. In general, their perceptad the evaluation as merely a grant requirement
evolved quickly to a realization that the evaluatwas meant to study the development and
impact of SLCs. Perhaps the only evident diffeesincthe gatekeepers’ perception of the
evaluation was that Gatekeeper 2 considered tHaawves “partners.” Gatekeeper 1 did not
refer to the evaluators as “partners” but, inst@adicated that their role was to provide an
assessment of the SLC initiative. Both gatekeepetaowledged that while they expected staff
at the school sites to use the evaluation findtogaove the SLC initiative forward, the
organizational structure of the district and sceqoecluded them from establishing
accountability measures with regard to use. Withexception of the large, structurally-based
grant requirements, the school site staff had tihereomy to decide if and how the evaluation
findings were to be used.

While both gatekeepers shared similarities in th@ractions with staff, there were also
some notable differences. Gatekeeper 1’s intenagtivith staff varied more than Gatekeeper
2’s given that the program evolved substantialiptighout her leadership. It went from a
decentralized structure, in which she supporteffl staheir sites, to a more cohesive, centralized
structure in which she brought SLC leadership gstafh all three sites to the district office.
While Gatekeeper 2 continued with the centralizaoir@ach he inherited from Gatekeeper 1, his
responsibilities grew with the addition of a nevargrand, as a result, he supported more SLC
coordinators than Gatekeeper 1. The gatekeepegBamized different agenda items.
Gatekeeper 1 focused primarily on professional lbgweent on SLC theory, SLC practice,
administrative procedures associated with the implgation, evaluation needs, and general
leadership development. Gatekeeper 2, on the btret, focused on action plans, institutional

goals, data analysis/use, professional developorenbre subjects, evaluation needs, and
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strengthening career pathways. While each haddwmoal discussions with SLC leadership

staff on evaluation findings, Gatekeeper 2 providexe depth in one of those formal
discussions. Furthermore, while both reportedisgahe results with principals, SLC
coordinators, and lead teachers, only Gatekeepamahged for the evaluators to share the results
with a broader audience (each school’s professieaahing community and the school board).
Both gatekeepers described the sites’ autonomgrimg of raising awareness about the
evaluation findings. While both expected lead eas to share the findings with other teachers,
they were pessimistic about whether this was dgtaatomplished. Both gatekeepers indicated
that the autonomy at each site precluded them éwoiforcing use of the evaluation findings,

unless, according to Gatekeeper 2, the goals ajridmet were being blatantly ignored or violated.

Section 2: Gatekeepers’ Influence on PotentiallEatzon Users

3. During the leadership of each gatekeeper, whaewhe differences in evaluation awareness
and use at the different levels of organizatiotalgure? By school site administrators? By
school lead teachers? By teachers not holdingaddeship position?

4. During the leadership of each gatekeeper, wasethariation by school on differences in
evaluation awareness and use at the different $evbrganizational structure? At the school
site administrative level, did each school shasnailar pattern of evaluation awareness and
use irrespective of gatekeeper? At the levelaf teachers? At the teachers not holding a
leadership position level?

In order to explore evaluation use, it is firstical to understand the state of evaluation
awareness among staff. It is foolish to expedtedtalders to use the evaluation to make
informed decisions about the SLC initiative if thegre unaware of it and/or had no knowledge
of the evaluation findings. Therefore, the resfdtsResearch Question 3 and Research Question
4 presented in this section are organized inteetBudsections: evaluation awareness, awareness

of evaluation findings, and evaluation use. Daogwill provide a needed reference point

regarding awareness about the evaluation anchid#fys to then allow for a more in-depth
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analysis on evaluation use. Data from surveysywgw/focus group, and document review
were analyzed to address this section. The resdtpresented within each subsection first in
aggregated form and then disaggregated by scAapavoid being repetitive, the qualitative
data from interview and focus groups will be preedronce in disaggregated form but
conclusions will be drawn in both aggregated asaglregated format to properly address the

two research questions that comprise this section.

Evaluation Awareness

It is first important to get a sense of the stafiésception and awareness of the ongoing
SLC evaluation before reviewing how they learnedualiindings and how they used the
evaluation. Data from surveys and interviews/fogumips were analyzed to get an
understanding of the level of evaluation awarea@ssng staff. The staff survey first explored
evaluation awareness issues in Fall 2007 (Yeah8)last year of Gatekeeper 1's term, and again
in Spring 2010 (Year 5), during the leadership atgkeeper 2. Focus group and interviews on
the issue were only conducted in Year 5. Evalumagititudes were only measured in Year 3.

The survey results highlight that in Year 3 theaswa general positive attitude towards
the evaluation as approximately 215 out of 268Q%0, of staff (teachers, counselors, and
administrators) survey respondents agreed thatg@mogycould use evaluation to learn how to be
even more effective. All four administrators wiook the survey were in agreement, followed
closely by teachers (80% of 246). Unfortunatedad teacher attitude towards evaluation was
unknown as leadership position was not identifrfethis survey. Lead teachers could only
identify themselves as teachers. The main diffis@eatross schools with regard to attitudes
towards the evaluation was that DHS (69% of 65)thadeast positive teachers. This finding is

aligned with how Gatekeeper 1 described DHS stadfsistant as having “had a history of SLCs
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that had failed.” Gatekeeper 2 also reported lgatorfight a negative mentality at DHS. In
general, administrators were more positive thaaheis, at least at DHS (n=1) and WHS (n=3).
Given low patrticipation, however, these resultsrarevery reliable. Evaluation attitudes were
aligned with the school’s organizational structaieleast at DHS and WHS. This could not be
verified at BHS as administrators did not partitgoia the survey. This was the only measure of
evaluation attitudes that took place throughoutifeéme of the grant. These findings reflect
the attitudes present in Year 3, the last yearaitldeeper 1's leadership, and suggest that
evaluation attitudes were aligned with the orgaioreés social structure. Administrators, at the
top of the hierarchy, were the most positive altbatevaluation.

The survey findings for Year 3 and Year 5 seenugigsst that Gatekeeper 1 shared
more similarities than differences with Gatekeepeiith regard to evaluation awareness. Under
both gatekeepers, close to 23% of staff remainesvare of the evaluation at the end of their
leadership term. Under both gatekeepers, admatiss were the most aware while teachers
were the least aware. Forty out of 171 teach&%j2vere unaware in Year 5, two percent less
more than in Year 3 (40 out of 160). This seengb hespecially considering that the initiative
was a bottom-up reform. As for administratorstlaee in Year 3 were aware of the evaluation
but in Year 5, one of the ten administrators whaktthe survey reported not knowing about it.

It is possible that greater survey participatianiradministrators in Year 5 contributed to this
minor difference. One would have expected awaretesnprove throughout the years and,
therefore, it is incomprehensible why 21% of staffear 5 would not know about the
evaluation in the final year of the initiative.

Administrators and lead teachers shared simildepet under both gatekeepers. Under

Gatekeeper 2, lead teachers (86%) and administréd6fo) seemed fairly close in their
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awareness, albeit administrators reporting a slighgher percentage that may have been
influenced by lower survey participation. Leadctear awareness under Gatekeeper 1 was more
challenging to put into perspective as their sumesylts, as reported in Year 5, could not be
compared to Year 3. This, of course, is due ttead teacher identification in Year 3.

However, in Year 5, those who reported having staslead teachers (100%) under Gatekeeper
1 were just as aware as administrators (100%)s iBlgonsistent with what Gatekeeper 1
reported with regard to how she interacted witlostBite staff. As discussed earlier in this
chapter, Gatekeeper 1 met consistently with schit®ISLC leadership teams, comprised of lead
teachers and administrators. Thus, she sharedagial-related information equally with lead
teachers and administrators at these site meetiAgs. administrative approach may help

explain the similar and high percentage of awargaesong administrators and lead teachers
under Gatekeeper 1 and Gatekeeper 2, as it isaldpiat those who learned about the evaluation
during Gatekeeper 1's leadership carried that médion into Gatekeeper 2’s leadership period.
This information carryover may apply more so to adstrators who experience less turnover
than lead teachers. Thus, the only significarfedéhce between the gatekeepers was that lead
teachers serving under Gatekeeper 2 seemed tedavare than their counterparts serving
under Gatekeeper 1. There was no data to expleirslight decline.

In Year 5, during the leadership of Gatekeepetdlf were also asked to indicate when
they first learned about the SLC evaluation. Reélgas of position, as Table 4.1 illustrates, more
staff reported learning about the evaluation du@agekeeper 1’s leadership than that of
Gatekeeper 2, as was the case across schoolsmahisot necessarily be related to Gatekeeper
1's efforts in raising evaluation awareness, mgtaad, it may have been due to the fact that staff

in general were more likely to have learned abbetavaluation during the earlier stages of the
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initiative. This is the period when staff may hdiwset learned about the initiative and may have
participated in evaluation-related activities, sastthe survey or focus groups. There was more
room for growth with regard to evaluation awarershssng Gatekeeper 1's leadership.
Gatekeeper 2 must have inherited staff memberswéne either not interested in learning about
the initiative or with whom it may have been moricllt to communicate. This may explain
the low percentage of staff who learned about tladuation during Gatekeeper 2’s leadership.
Interestingly, it is worth noting that the highestrcentage of those having learned about the
evaluation during Gatekeeper 2’s leadership wexd teachers who served within that period.

In focus groups discussions in Year 5, all leadhees reported being aware of the evaluation.
This hints at a relationship in which leadershigipon may have influenced awareness. This
may also help explain the exceptionally high petaga of awareness reported during
Gatekeeper 1's leadership by lead teachers whedaevithin that period. It is unknown why
14% of lead teachers under Gatekeeper 2 reporiert krowing about the evaluation. It is
understandable that some staff members could nall exactly when they first learned about
the evaluation, as the initiative had been aroongdme years.

Table 4.1. Percentage Distribution of Initial Awaeness of Evaluation by Survey
Participants’ Position.

N Gatekeeper 1 Gatekeeper 2 Can't Never
Leadership | Leadership| Recall Knew
Administrator 10 50% 0 40% 10%
G1 SLC LT/Coord| 7 100% 0 0 0
G2 SLC LT/Coord| 21 29% 24% 33% 14%
E%tg " 10 90% 0 10% 0
Teacher 171 35% 6% 36% 23%
Other* 24 33% 8% 25% 33%
Total 243 39% 7% 33% 21%

*Qther includes administrative assistants, counseltechnicians, and nurse.
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The Year 5 disaggregated data showed some modiffetences across schools, one of
which was also found in Year 3. First, BHS staffrevthe most aware of the evaluation under
Gatekeeper 1 (81% of 62) and Gatekeeper 2 (82% )of Secondly, WHS staff reported the
least awareness under Gatekeeper 1 (72% of 75 pln#rander Gatekeeper 2, DHS staff was
the least informed (72% of 57 aware). The low petage at DHS can be explained by the low
number of staff who reported positive attitudes%$ Towards the evaluation. Alkin et al. (1982)
noted that the interest and attitude of those mesipte for making decisions play a critical role in
determining use. One can speculate that intenesatitude also affected evaluation awareness.
The weak approach employed to inform staff wasyf@ionsistent across schools. In Year 5
focus groups discussions, teachers reported barageaof the evaluation primarily as a result of
their own survey participation and administering flurvey to their students. Specifically, when
asked if they were aware of the evaluation, a Bé#slier mentioned that “there was a survey
last year” while another one indicated “and, theas this [focus group].” At DHS, one teacher
mentioned that she “gave [surveys] to [her] kidd peine] did one, so yeah, [she] was aware of
[the evaluation].” One teacher, at DHS, was ablddscribe the situation accurately by stating
that, “Oh, | know that we’re, we were on a granifra few years ago and | know that we do our
yearly evaluations.” Thus, in focus groups, onigdeacher in Year 5 seemed to have been
properly informed about the evaluation. As expecédl principals reported in interviews being
aware of the formal evaluation. Because survefigiaation among administrators was so low
in disaggregated form, it is difficult to conclutheat awareness followed the organization’s
social structure under both gatekeepers. It appdhiat this might have been the case at BHS

and DHS.
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When looking closely at the evaluation awarenesbade who served as SLC lead
teachers, survey results seem to suggest thatmbreymore likely to find out about it during the
leadership of the gatekeeper under whom they serRedults from a one-way ANOVA
identified a statistically significant differende,(2, 24) = 13.29, p<0.0001, between Gatekeeper
1 lead teachers when compared to Gatekeeper 2daekers and between Gatekeeper 2 lead
teachers and the lead teachers who served undegatekeepers. In general, lead teachers
serving under Gatekeeper 2 were likely to have doout about the evaluation approximately 1.9
years later (p<0.000) than those serving underkeafeer 1 and 1.6 years later (p<0.001) than
those serving under both gatekeepers. Thus, thbseserved as lead teachers under Gatekeeper
1, were more likely to have learned about the eatada within the first three years of the SLC
initiative. This seems to suggest that havingaaéeship role increased the likelihood of
awareness as teachers were more likely to findbaotit the evaluation once they became
leaders. This finding also applied to WHS. Resfritm a one-way ANOVA suggested that
there was also a statistically significant diffesenF (2, 6) = 11.96, p<0.0081, between
Gatekeeper 1 WHS lead teachers when compared ekésgaer 2 WHS lead teachers and
between WHS Gatekeeper 2 lead teachers and the l@dd3eachers who served under both
gatekeepers. In general, WHS lead teachers semvidgr Gatekeeper 2 were likely to have
found out about the evaluation approximately 2 & geater (p<0.011) than those serving under
Gatekeeper 1 and 2.1 years later (p<0.017) thasetberving under both gatekeepers. There
was no statistically significant difference witlgegd to the other two schools. However, the
pattern suggesting that awareness improved wheadeiship status was acquired may be of

practical significance at each of the schools.
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These results just discussed provided some defaiten evaluation awareness was
acquired but, to dig deeper, it is important toeistigate how they learned this information. Who
was responsible for raising awareness? And, hosvtiia done? In Year 5 only, staff who
knew about the evaluation were asked to indicate they learned about it. A total of 114 staff
members responded to this open-ended item. Thingssed it by identifying either the person
who informed them about the evaluation or the mammehich they learned about it. With
regard to who informed them, staff identified tHeCScoordinator, lead teacher, and
administrator as the source of information while tbp three most popular responses with regard
to how staff learned were meetings, through paitton in the survey/focus group, and e-mail.
It was unexpected that staff learned about theuawiain as a result of their participation in the
survey/focus group.

Not surprisingly, staff identified the top threesgmns in the organizational structure and
the manner in which those individuals are mostyike communicate as the primary source of
information about the evaluation. The fact that 81.C coordinator was the most common
response is consistent with the duties associaitddtmat position, which included dealing with
the logistics of the evaluation’s data collectiati\aties. The SLC coordinator and
administrators were popular responses among tegadmewere finding out at a meeting or
through survey/focus group participation. Leacdkess were not a source for teachers, which is
unexpected given that lead teachers were resperfsibtlisseminating SLC-related information
to teachers on their teams. The SLC coordinatdmagetings were the main source for
administrators and lead teachers serving underk@aper 2. Lead teachers serving under

Gatekeeper 1 identified the SLC coordinator, meggstiand e-mail as the source for their
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knowledge about the evaluation. It is importarknow how staff learned about the evaluation
because, most likely, these were the ways in wtiels also learn about the findings.
Disaggregated results highlight that schools diifien terms of whom staff identified as
most influential in raising awareness about thduateon. The results suggest that staff at BHS
placed greater importance on administrators andingse those at DHS on lead teachers and
meetings, and WHS identified the SLC coordinatatha@smost influential in raising awareness
about the evaluation. The SLC coordinator wasibet important to lead teachers at WHS
under both Gatekeeper 1 and Gatekeeper 2. Undeké&gper 2, WHS lead teachers also
learned about the evaluation at meetings. Forteachers at BHS, administrators were the most
influential during the period under Gatekeeperl@&lership; no one was identified during
Gatekeeper 1's administration. Because no onadeasified at DHS under the leadership of
either gatekeeper, it is difficult to speculate witayed that prominent role for lead teachers
there. A critical point suggested by these findimgythat there was no clear manner in which
WHS teachers and BHS and DHS lead teachers leabwd the evaluation, suggesting that
perhaps staff learned about it randomly withoutlgace of a strong leader. Another point is
that given the lengthy sessions Gatekeeper 2 adafog discussion of findings, it is
inexplicable why DHS lead teachers did not repeatting about the evaluation through

meetings or why more BHS teachers did not do so.

Recap. This subsection served as the first step in tilndysof evaluation experiences among

staff. Specifically, it aimed to shed light on ttate of evaluation awareness district-wide and at
each individual school. The percentage of unawtai at the end of Gatekeeper 2’s leadership
was fairly consistent with the percentage of unavaiaff at end of the leadership of Gatekeeper

1. Survey results under both gatekeepers suggdstedvaluation attitudes and awareness were
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aligned with the school’'s organizational structun&ith administrators being the most informed
and teachers the least. In focus groups, onlytemeher under Gatekeeper 2 seemed to have
been properly informed about the evaluation. larY® all lead teachers serving under
Gatekeeper 1 indicated being aware of the evaluatidle almost all of those serving under
Gatekeeper 2 reported the same. Of statisticaifgignce was that lead teachers serving under
Gatekeeper 2 learned about the evaluation 1.9lgearthan those serving under Gatekeeper 1
and 1.6 years later than those serving under kaittkgepers. This suggested a relationship
between an SLC leadership role and the likelihdoevaluation awareness. Administrators and
the SLC coordinator were identified as the soufaaformation for teachers but, ironically, lead
teachers were not. The two most popular respomgiesegard to how teachers learned about
the evaluation were meeting and through survey&agoup participation. To conclude, both
gatekeepers shared a similar pattern of evaluatiareness among staff, albeit with just more
staff members reporting awareness during Gatekdepézadership, when there was more room
for growth given the early stage of the initiative.

There were minor differences across schools wiganekto attitudes towards the
evaluation and awareness about it. As noted Wehaggregated results, evaluation attitudes and
awareness were aligned with the school’s orgamaatistructure fairly consistently during the
leadership of both gatekeepers. The Year 5 disgaded data showed some moderate
differences across schools, one of which was alsod in Year 3. First, BHS staff were the
most aware of the evaluation under Gatekeeper Gatekeeper 2. Secondly, WHS staff
reported the least awareness under Gatekeeperuhtdeit Gatekeeper 2, DHS staff was the least
informed. There was a pattern suggesting thatewesss improved at each of the schools when

leadership status was acquired. Of statisticalisogince was that lead teachers at WHS serving
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under Gatekeeper 2 were more likely to have fourtchbout the evaluation 2.3 years later than
those serving under Gatekeeper 1 and 2.1 yearthaterthose serving under both gatekeepers.
Lastly, staff at BHS placed greater importance @miaistrators, those at DHS on lead teachers,
and WHS identified the SLC coordinator as the nmffiiential in raising awareness about the
evaluation. Meetings were the primary source éarming about the evaluation at all three

schools.

Awareness of Evaluation Findings

After learning about the staff's level of awareness important to proceed by
examining the results for their knowledge of evatrafindings. Data from staff surveys and
interviews/focus groups were analyzed to get aretstdnding of the level of awareness of
findings among staff. The staff survey first expld this issue in Spring 2008 (Year 3), the last
year of Gatekeeper 1's term, and again in SpririPZ¥ear 5), during the leadership of
Gatekeeper 2. Focus group and interviews on $bkisei were only conducted in Year 5.

The survey findings for Year 3 and Year 5 seenugggest that staff experiences under
Gatekeeper 1 differed from those under Gatekeepémgler Gatekeeper 1, 56% of the 159
survey respondents indicated being unaware ofutakiation results, while only 28% of 264
reported the same under Gatekeeper 2. Items wanded slightly different but were
comparable in asking survey participants whethey tmew about the evaluation findings. Like
with the evaluation in general, administrators (3808) were more likely to be aware of
findings than teachers (23% of 154) under Gatekekpas also the case with administrators
(80% of 10) and teachers (69% of 181) under Gateke2. Ironically, of the lead teachers, only
some (33% of 21) of those serving under Gateke2peported never knowing about the

evaluation findings. It is unknown why awarenesprioved among staff in general under
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Gatekeeper 2 but deteriorated among lead teackers.can speculate that Gatekeeper 2’s push
at the SLC coordinator level to establishing a daéndly staff culture may have led to
improved awareness of evaluation findings amongtes. This will be explored in more detail
shortly in the discussion of interview and focusigy data.

Table 4.2 illustrates the years staff were awardefindings. Lead teachers serving
during Gatekeeper 2’s leadership did report sigaiftly higher percentages of awareness in
Year 4 than other staff. High awareness amongtkachers during this time is also supported,
as previously discussed, by the findings from w&ws and focus groups. Lead teachers
serving under Gatekeeper 1, however, shared higlepeges with administrators and, in Year
3, also with teachers who later served as leadetsruGatekeeper 2. It is possible that
awareness of findings were fairly similar among adstrators and lead teachers due to the
manner in which Gatekeeper 1 interacted with stA.mentioned previously, Gatekeeper 1
attended SLC leadership team meetings at the sesitesl These were attended by
administrators, SLC coordinators, and lead teach&nsis, if findings were discussed, they were
discussed in the presence of both administratatdesd teachers. Unfortunately, it is difficult
to explain the results with more accuracy given fluene staff members could not recall when
they learned of evaluation findings. Also, becathsy were thinking back retroactively, one
would have to question how well staff recalled wittegy first learned about the findings. Given
that evaluation findings for Year 1 were not disseated until Year 2, one has to wonder why
Year 1 was selected as the period in which somredelaabout the findings. These limitations
will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.gémeral, however, lead teachers reported higher

percentages in the years in which they servedaatets.
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Table 4.2. Year of Awareness of Evaluation Findingby Survey Participants’ Position.

Gatekeepe_r 1 Gatekeepe_r 2 Can't | Never
N Leadership Leadership Recall | Knew
Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4
Administrator 10 | 20% 30% | 20% 10% 30% 20%
G1 SLC LT/Coord 8 25% 13% 0 0 38% 0
G2 SLC LT/Coord | 21 5% 10% | 29% 24% 14% 33%
Both SLC LT/Coord| 13 8% 31% | 38% 38% 0 0
Teacher 181 9% 8% 7% 10% 33% 31%
Other 31| 13% 13% | 13% 16% 16% 29%
Total 264 | 10% 11% | 11% 13% 28% 28%

Participants could select more than one year salfo¢rcentages do not add to 100%.

The pattern that emerged from these findings sugdleat there was less awareness of
findings than the evaluation in general under lgattekeepers and that the organizational
structure might have once again had an influeneceas administrators than teachers reported
awareness. lItis clear that at the mid-point efithtiative, during the last year of Gatekeeper 1’
leadership, awareness of evaluation findings wa®erely low. It should be noted that survey
participation among administrators, unfortunatetgs fairly low in Year 3. While awareness
improved substantially under Gatekeeper 2, it ghboel noted that teachers were still the most
unaware. This should not have been the case fnadrhe initiative was a bottom-up reform.

Under both gatekeepers, the pattern for the disggded results did not deviate much
from what was reported district-wide. On avera&§¥o more staff were aware under Gatekeeper
2 at each school than under Gatekeeper 1. Impqgrtants to highlight are that under both
gatekeepers, BHS teachers (27% of 56 in Year 3;in7¢ear 5) were the most aware of
findings and those at DHS (71% of 24 in Year 3; 58%ear 5) were the least aware. Both
gatekeepers noticed this negativity among DHS .st@titekeeper 1 attributed it to the fact that
“[DHS] had a history of SLCs that had failed andwizad to restart again.” Gatekeeper 2

described his challenge in working with DHS aslifigg a mentality that this reform is tied to a
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grant and not tied to what'’s best for the kidsfiu$, both gatekeepers were aware of the
resistance to SLCs, and presumably to the evalyaidDHS. In Year 5, WHS administrators
were the most unaware of findings when comparetdio counterparts in other schools. No
comparison could be made to Year 3 as participdtyoadministrators was extremely low. In
general, lead teachers across schools serving Gatekeeper 1 reported learning about the
findings in the years in which they served as lesd&or BHS and DHS, it was also the case
that those serving under Gatekeeper 2 learnecedintitings in the later years of the grant. It
was difficult to assess the organizational strietumfluence as the number of administrators
per school was so low. Thus, it can be concludatdawareness of findings grew from the end
of Gatekeeper 1's leadership term to the end oéKzetper 2’s leadership consistently across
schools and that BHS staff were the most awardlaysk at DHS the least.

In Year 5, during the leadership of Gatekeepent2rviews and focus group discussions
helped explain awareness among staff as it shatldigthe dissemination process of the
evaluation findings. In Year 5, the BHS and DHSCStoordinators reported having shared the
evaluation findings with their entire staff. ThéiB SLC coordinator, who served under the
leadership of both gatekeepers and presumablyheaskime procedure in place, stated the
following about the findings:

Usually, when they come in, we’ll send them outedmail to the whole staff.

Whether or not they read, that is another storyt vige do send it out... It's put

out there. We're very transparent. When the mfation comes in, we put it out.

And whatever they do with it, they do with it. \Wepe that they skim through it.

At DHS, the SLC coordinator serving only under Gatper 2 reported something similar:

And | do distribute it to the entire staff... Someoke to read it, some choose not

to read it. Unfortunately, you know, we haven'eheable to address it at a
faculty meeting. | mean | think that would be the@ptimum.

69



The WHS SLC coordinator, who also served under gatekeepers, and thus presumably
followed the same protocol under both, reported phiacipals, counselors, and lead teachers
received and discussed the findings but lamentad‘timfortunately” the evaluation results were
not formally discussed at staff meetings. Thus|euthey were discussed at the site, they were
done so in a “limited scope” by a select few. Triterviews with the SLC coordinators revealed
that while the findings may have been dissemintaigte majority of staff, only those at the top
of the SLC social structure (SLC coordinator, pipats, and lead teaches) benefitted from
serious discussions about them. It is no surpties, that in Year 5, 28% of the 264 staff
members who took the survey reported never knoaigut evaluation findings during the five-
year period of the grant. Two of the 10 admintsiraespondents noted that they had no
knowledge of the findings, a percentage better thiaat (non-lead) teachers indicated (31% of
181) but slighter lower than what the lead teack®r%o of 42) reported.

There was consensus among SLC coordinators tithh@ia were discussed with lead
teachers. Data from focus groups in Year 5 sedamedpport the survey results that suggested
greater awareness among lead teachers when conipared-lead SLC teachers. In focus
groups, lead teachers confirmed that they reviaWedindings. It was evident that lead teachers
learned about the evaluation findings as a resgutieoduties associated with their leadership
role. A BHS lead teacher, for example, acknowledggving “just seen [the report] this year as
a lead teacher.” While all lead teachers repdrdg aware of the evaluation findings, they
described different ways in which they learned altbem. Lead teachers at BHS reported being
aware of the evaluation findings having revieweglitechool’s section at a district meeting.
They also discussed them at a site SLC meeting gralbtead teachers. One BHS lead teacher

did not read the report but indicated having a gloidea of the results” from talking to the SLC
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coordinator about the findings. DHS lead teackhen® also aware of the findings having
reviewed them “at the very beginning of the yedra district meeting. WHS lead teachers
reported being aware of the evaluation findingsi@found out about them at a staff meeting.
Thus, all lead teachers were aware of some evatuéitidings and indicated having reviewed
them in an SLC-related meeting.

While lead teachers across schools mentioned exptsithe findings, it is unclear what
information about the evaluation results they ustberd or retained, at least at DHS. A DHS
lead teacher summarized that although he coulaewdssarily “rattle them [findings] off,” he
was certain lead teachers “had been made awaneg’DBIS teacher noted having read the
report last year, but another one revealed thatdila’t see the document so that was just a
little bit of | guess you could say hearsay.” AmatDHS lead teacher elaborated by stating that
“we need to do this, we need to do that, that's itomas related to me.Thus, aly one DHS
lead teacher revealed having actually read thertep@s previously mentioned, all SLC
coordinators mentioned sharing the findings witidiéeachers but only two specified discussing
the evaluation results with the SLC leaders. pegped that while lead teachers across schools
were aware of the evaluation findings, they mayhase necessarily read the evaluation report.

The survey data previously discussed suggestsethateachers across schools did not
disseminate or discuss evaluation findings withrt8&C teachers. Focus group data supports
the finding that suggests that teachers were fiotnred about the evaluation results. The
burden of sharing and discussing the findings wadchers was placed on lead teachers, who
were, according the DHS SLC coordinator, “suppdsddke the information to their SLCs.”
Similarly, SLC coordinators at BHS did note that fmdings were e-mailed but that staff had

the discretion on what to do with that informatidfvhile not all lead teachers mentioned
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whether they shared findings with their SLC teash&vo at BHS acknowledged not having
done so. One simply stated that “I have not shanedh anybody.” A different BHS lead
teacher admitted the following:

| think it would be hard to ask all the other teas below me to read it or reflect on it.

But maybe pulling out something that stands autes positives and some negatives

from previous years, maybe sharing that with tesald help them understand where

we need change.
At DHS, lead teachers did not mention sharing eatédua findings with teachers in their SLC
teams. One WHS lead teacher did report sharinlgayan findings with her SLC teachers but
only “positive information, and not negative” to kesteachers “feel more positive about their
own academy.” This action is not unexpected giv the evaluation literature notes that
middlemen have a tendency to leave out negativinigs when sharing the information with
subordinates (Eaton, 1969; Guba, 1975). Giverigsgemination process, it is no surprise, then
that all teachers reported in Year 5 focus grogpudisions that they did not know about the
evaluation findings. Thus, despite efforts repebitg the SLC coordinators about disseminating
evaluation results to all teachers, Year 5 focasigrdata support the survey results that suggest
minimal awareness of the evaluation findings amomgrlead SLC teachers.

While non-lead teachers at BHS were interestedaming about the evaluation findings,
they admitted not being informed. When askedef/taware of the findings, one BHS teacher
replied “no” while another stated “no, but do téli listening.” Other BHS teachers, however,
could not assert with authority whether administrethad distributed any information to them.

“I'm sure it's here. Has it been put in frontud? Not that | can say that | saw it. I'm

not going to say no.... | can’t necessarily say ittebeen handed to me.”

“I remember an e-mail from [the SLC coordinata@yisg if anybody’s interested in
seeing the results, come over.”
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There were two references to “a survey last yesug\adence that they were aware of the
evaluation but not the findings and one teacher mentioned having participated in “this,” the
focus group. No one, however, could discuss thairps.

A concern that arose at BHS was that lack of inftram about findings was leading to
misconceptions. A BHS teacher reported in the$agoup that because “they keep having
surveys, but | never know what the result is, betk@ep having SLCs, so | can only assume the
result is good.” This may be a logical conclusialbeit wrong of course, for teachers to make if
they are aware of the ongoing evaluation but doseetany programmatic change. Another
BHS teacher also mentioned being intimidated abmading through the evaluation findings.
He noted that while interested in knowing the eabn results:

I’m not a researcher like you. So a lot of tingsu’ll get a piece of paper with all of

these numbers on it, and | just want to know, Vghthe take-home story? You need to

simplify it for me, and that way, | can make meense of it, instead of just a page full of

numbers. That'’s just me.
Perhaps intimidation might have also discouragbeérdBHS teachers from reading through any
information handed to them that pertained to thewation. Leviton and Hughes (1981) did
document that use is less likely to take placétéfincentive to read difficult reports is low.”
Hence, previous experience may have been a faaoluging teachers from reading about the
evaluation findings. The comments made by this Bé#eher also allude to the habit of
confusing what a formal evaluation is with raw dais mentioned previously in the discussion
of the data use training conducted by Gatekeepdfri&.possible that teachers may not be

informed of what a formal evaluation means and associate evaluation findings with raw data

(i.e. test scores).

® Leviton and Hughes (1981), p. 538.
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Teachers at DHS were aware of the evaluation atedaddiection activities but reported
never having seen or heard about the evaluatiaimys. This lack of awareness is despite the
fact that the DHS SLC coordinator e-mailed the eatan findings to the entire school staff and
instructed lead teachers to share the reportsStit teachers. Not one lead teacher at DHS
mentioned having share the findings with their Se@chers. In his defense, one teacher did
report that “in all fairness, | might have seentpaf [the report] or excerpts from it, but | never
saw an actual report or anything.” While a DHStesa mentioned being aware of the findings,
s/he confused the question about the formal evialuand answered with an informal evaluation
in mind. This informal evaluation conducted by/her SLC colleagues led to a three-day
summer workshop in which they “went through theleagon numbers — attendance, behavior,
and academics.” This tendency to confuse evaluatith achievement testing data is not new
(Lyon et al., 1978).

Only one teacher at WHS stated that “no, | have@teived the findings. The rest
indicated that they could not recall whether orthetevaluation findings were ever shared with
them. The following are very telling comments magaVHS teachers when asked if they were
aware of the evaluation findings:

“I'm not gonna say no. Maybe | have been giveh it.

“It probably was made available to us and it was of those pick it up and read it if you

want kind of thing.”

“We get it told to us, but you know, if you’re nally involved in it you sat there and

listened going, ‘that’s nice, | had nothing towlioh it, but okay."”

“I'm on the fence.”

“I might have.”

“It might have been at one of the meetings; it widué something you just go ‘oh,

okay.”
“I'm sure it has been made available to us.”
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One teacher summarized for the group that bectiayentere not directly involved with SLCs,
they did not pay attention to SLC administrativeuiss at faculty meetings. Regardless, these
WHS non-lead teachers had no knowledge of the atialufindings.

Even if given the benefit of the doubt and it iswased that teachers at each school were
indeed provided with the findings, it is clear tktay did not read anything handed to them nor
paid attention if they were relayed to them at @ting. While some teachers were clearly
interested in knowing about them, they had no kedgé of the findings. Survey results in Year
5 support that there was low awareness among teaabe81% of 181 reported never knowing
about any findings. In general, focus group datnged a bit contradictory. On the one hand,
teachers were interested in learning about theuatiah findings but, on the other hand, they
could not recall with certainty whether the findsngere indeed shared with them. This seems to
suggest that perhaps how the findings were relayditem played a critical role in retention of
the information. This point will be explored intdié shortly in the discussion of survey results
pertaining to how staff learned about evaluatiowlifngs.

Interview data in Year 5 suggested that administsahad the highest degree of
awareness of the evaluation findings among stHifie BHS principal was aware of the findings,
as the report was “e-mailed to me... at some poirieean the year and | remember reading
sections of it.” While he chose not to discusasita group with his staff, he informed them that
school-wide goals were based on the evaluationrgsj of which they should have knowledge
given that the SLC coordinator disseminated thentdp all staff. Specifically, the BHS
principal noted that “this is an issue... this is wi're addressing it... based on the following
data... we did quote the [evaluation] interview... fimgs.” The principal at DHS received a

hard copy from Gatekeeper 2 and “we discuss it,thed it's discussed with the lead teachers.”
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The DHS SLC coordinator concurred that the evabuafindings were indeed discussed at a lead
teachers’ meeting but not at a faculty meetingead keachers were instead instructed to share
the information with their SLC teachers. At WHBg fprincipal also reported receiving a copy
directly from, and discussing it with, Gatekeeper® noted in detail how the process worked:
| get feedback from [Gatekeeper 2]. ‘We’ve got tbgort; we've read it. I'm sending
you... your section of the report, you may wanna $ocn these areas.” The [SLC
coordinator] and | sit down and review it, and tlengo from there.
Unlike at DHS, the WHS principal deferred to theCStoordinator to share the evaluation
findings with the lead teachers. The WHS princge#med the least involved in raising
awareness about the findings as he only discussea with the SLC coordinator. The WHS
SLC coordinator, thus, had the discretion to sitameth the whole staff. At BHS, the principal
seemed to use the findings for teacher buy-in whieprincipal at DHS discussed them with
lead teachers. Thus, in general, all principgt®red learning about the findings after receiving
the report in either hard copy or in an electrdarmat.

Staff were also asked in an open-ended surveyiiténear 5 only, to indicate how they
learned about the evaluation findings. Seventy-foaff members responded to this item. As
when asked how they first learned about the evialuastaff also responded to this open-ended
item concerning the evaluation findings by identifyeither who informed them about the
findings or the manner in which they learned alibatn. In general, the SLC coordinator, lead
teacher, and administrator were the individualstified as the source of information by staff
while the top three most popular responses witaneetp how staff learned were meetings and e-
mails.

As with learning about the evaluation, staff idéatl the top three positions in the

organizational structure as their source for kn@nabout the findings and the manner in which
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those individuals were most likely to communicatthihem. The fact that the SLC coordinator
was the most common response under both gatekaspmenssistent with the duties associated
with that position, which included sharing evaloatfindings with lead teachers and, in some
cases, the whole staff. Learning about the finglisigmeetings in Year 5 is also consistent with
the manner in which SLC coordinators communicated staff. Not surprisingly, meetings
were the most common response for every staff megroep. In focus group discussions,
there was consensus among lead teacher that greyeteabout the findings at meetings, with
the district workshop meetings being the most comnmesponse. While one would have
expected lead teachers to be the most common resaomong teachers, given that they were
responsible for disseminating SLC-related informratio their teachers, the SLC coordinator was
instead the most popular response in Year 5. Br 8docus groups, as noted earlier, only one
lead teacher acknowledged having shared positindnigs with her SLC staff. In Year 3, lead
teachers were a common response among teachero{38% In interviews, principals at DHS
and WHS recalled receiving the evaluation reparectly from the district office from
Gatekeeper 2 in hard copy and the principal at B¢pBrted it was e-mailed to him. As
mentioned earlier, a BHS teacher made referenaa t&smail from the SLC coordinator in
which he invited staff those interested to visg bffice to learn about the findings. In general,
these findings suggest that meetings, the SLC auatat, e-mails, and lead teachers were the
most influential sources in raising awareness effidings.

The disaggregated results highlight that schodferéid in terms of who was most
influential in raising awareness about the evatuatindings and how that was done. Under
both gatekeepers, the SLC coordinator was mostentlal among staff at BHS and DHS. No

such prominent leader emerged at WHS during time téreither gatekeeper, which may suggest
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that either a formal structure to disseminate im@tion about the findings was not in place or
that weak leaders administered the grant. Amoaghiers in Year 5, the only deviation was that
lead teachers were the most informative at DHSrogg schools, meetings were mentioned the
most as the manner in which information conceringgfindings was shared with staff at BHS
and WHS. At DHS, staff identified many differenays in which they learned about findings
without one necessarily developing as a strongbdisource. This may suggest that DHS did
not have a formal structure in place to dissemifiatBngs or perhaps there was no interest in
knowing about them, as DHS was the site with thstléith in evaluations. In general, two
important points came from these disaggregatednysd 1) WHS lacked strong leaders to share
information about the findings, and, 2) DHS staffrevnot interested in learning about the
findings or were finding out about them randomly.

In focus groups and interviews in Year 5, lead maod-lead teachers, as well as
administrators, shared information about how tleayred about the evaluation findings. As
mentioned already, it was clear that principalenesd the evaluation reports directly from the
district office either through a hard copy from &adeper 2, as was done at DHS and WHS, or
via e-mail at BHS. There was consensus amongtézather focus group participants at each
school that they learned about the findings at $&/&ted meetings, as noted earlier in this
subsection. Two BHS lead teachers admitted ttegt larned about the findings but they never
actually read the report. As previously discuss#idhe non-lead teacher focus group
participants at the three sites acknowledged Het hever learned about the evaluation findings.
Only one lead teacher, which happened to be at VEEISowledged having shared positive

findings with her SLC staff. As previously menteah it was the SLC coordinators at BHS and
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DHS who shared the findings with their whole stait discussed them only with lead teachers.
The WHS SLC coordinator only shared them with celors and lead teachers.

SLC coordinators at DHS and WHS, as previously maetl, lamented the fact that
evaluation findings were not formally discussefbatilty meetings. This could have possibly
led to greater awareness of findings among teachgersurvey results point to meetings as the
most common way in which aware teachers learnedtahe findings. And yet, some teachers
in focus groups, as mentioned earlier in this ab@mould not recall whether or not findings
were indeed shared with them at meetings. Thisisee suggest two obstacles in raising
awareness about evaluation findings: first, prolslevith the dissemination process and
secondly, the presence of a staff culture thatodisages teachers’ engagement in program/policy
development. Perhaps how the findings were reléyathff played a critical role in retention of
the information. Simply distributing a handoutloiefly talking about findings at a meeting may
not be enough for teachers to understand and@inrstich information. Engaging in in-depth
discussions, as lead teachers did, could havelatbte teachers retaining information about the
findings. Ultimately, however, if teachers feet ttndings do not directly affect them, then they
are not going to pay attention when they are bdiagussed in meetings or read in a handout. If
there is no incentive to be engaged, then why bpé&specially when there is so much on their
plate already? This is a paradox — teachers relkd aware of the findings if they are going to
use them but because they have been conditionael dbservers rather than participants in the

policy-making process, they have no incentive &eabout them.

Recap. Evaluation awareness of findings did vary by positiole and school under both
gatekeepers. The percentage of unaware staff @atekeeper 2 was much lower than what

was reported by staff under Gatekeeper 1. Thisalgsthe pattern for administrators and
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teachers, when disaggregating the data. Desg@terprovement, focus group data in Year 5
suggests no awareness of findings among teachi@is.might have been due to flaws with the
dissemination process, as there is evidence thatspio lead teachers not sharing the evaluation
findings. One can speculate that perhaps Gatek@&ppush to have SLC coordinators use
findings may have led to them taking a more aatole in raising awareness among teachers.
Under Gatekeeper 2, the SLC coordinator, lead sgachnd administrators were identified more
often as the individuals who raised awareness abaltiation findings. The SLC coordinator
was also the most common response under GatekkeeMeith the exception of Year 3, lead
teachers were not identified as much as expectguitddbeing responsible for disseminating
SLC-related information to their teams. The twosty@opular responses with regard to how
teachers learned about the evaluation findings weetings and e-mail. To conclude, both
gatekeepers shared a similar pattern of evaluéitidings among staff, with administrators and
lead teachers being the most informed and teatheldsast. The main difference being that
more staff reported awareness of findings durintel@seper 2’s leadership.

In Year 5, awareness of evaluation findings imptbfrem Year 3 at each school. There
was more awareness across groups at BHS than atthiretwo schools under both gatekeepers.
Also, DHS teachers were the least aware underdmittkeepers. Focus group data suggests
flaws with the evaluation findings disseminationgess across schools as there was evidence
suggesting that lead teachers did not share infowmwmith teachers. Results varied by school
with regard to how staff learned of the evaluafiodings. At WHS, staff did not identify one
particular individual as being responsible for irgsawareness, which may suggest either a lack
of a formal structure to disseminate informatiorir@ presence of weak leaders. The SLC

coordinator clearly played an important role irsiiagg awareness at BHS and DHS. Meetings
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were mentioned the most at BHS and WHS as the plheee information concerning the
findings was shared with staff. At DHS, there wasevident way in which the findings came to
light or a particular person who shared informatdmout them. This may suggest that staff

learned randomly or that there was no formal stmécin place to disseminate findings.

Evaluation Use

It is easier to get an idea of how prepared staffevio use evaluation results after getting
a sense of their awareness of both the evaluatigeneral and its findings. Data from staff
surveys and interviews/focus groups were analyaegkt an understanding of the level of
evaluation use among staff. The staff survey @sgilored evaluation use in Spring 2008 (Year
3), the last year of Gatekeeper 1's term, and aiga8pring 2010 (Year 5), during the leadership
of Gatekeeper 2. Focus group and interviews anigisue were only conducted in Year 5.

Survey results seem to suggest that evaluatiomasemore prevalent under Gatekeeper
2 than Gatekeeper 1. In Year 3, the survey itequired if decisions were made on SLC
implementation based on the evaluation resultgs [Eist year of Gatekeeper 1's leadership, 44%
of 147 staff members reported not having made acjstns regarding SLCs based on the
results and an additional 42% indicated that the isimply did not apply to them. When asked
if findings were used to inform decisions pertagnto their own SLCs, 63% of 65 staff members
indicated that evaluation use had not taken plddais, depending on what type of use was
envisioned, 86% to 63% of staff under Gatekeepeparted not having used the findings to
make informed decisions, higher than the 56% of @tdler Gatekeeper 2.

While teachers reported a similar rate of no usieuboth gatekeepers, administrators
reported being more active under Gatekeeper 2heédénd of Gatekeeper 1's leadership, survey

results suggest that no use by administrators (ar@)very minimal use by teachers (37% of 64)
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took place. By the end of the grant, under thddeship of Gatekeeper 2, the majority of
teachers (64% of 181) also reported no use ata@lkistent with what was reported under
Gatekeeper 1, if we add those reporting no use J3@#% those who never used the findings but
planned to do so (31%). This is no surprise g awareness of findings to begin with, as
previously discussed, was so low among teachatsreistingly, Table 4.3 below illustrates that
as use decreased from Year 3 to Year 4 for admatass, it nearly doubled for teachers and
increased substantially for lead teachers servimitpuGatekeeper 2. Perhaps this was
influenced by Gatekeeper 2’s move in Year 4 to IRI€ coordinators accountable for using
evaluation findings. The decline in use from Y8do Year 4 by administrators may be
explained by the nature of the grant: a bottoniritg@ative. It may not be a surprise that 40% of
administrators never used the findings, especglign that principals were the administrators
most likely to use them. More administrators undatekeeper 2 reported use than under

Gatekeeper 1. The manner in which staff useditiagnigs will be discussed shortly.

Table 4.3. Year of Evaluation Use by Survey Partipants’ Position.

Gatekeeper 1 Gatekeeper 2 ,
N Leadership Leadership g::at” 't'}es\é%r
Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4

Administrator 10 10% 30% | 30% 20% 10% 40%
G1 SLC LT/Coord 8 25% 38% 0 0 0 38%
G2 SLC LT/Coord | 21 0 5% | 10% 29% 10% 48%
Both SLC LT/Coord| 13 0 15% | 31% 54% 8% 8%
Teacher 181 4% 3% | 4% 7% 12% 64%
Other 31 | 13% 13% | 13% 16% 16% 29%
Total 264 | 4% 6% | 8% 12% 10% 56%

Participants could select more than one year salfo¢rcentages do not add to 100%.

Survey results for lead teachers suggest thatwieeg more likely to use the findings the

years in which they served as leaders. Thosetézauhers who overlapped gatekeepers were
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more likely to have used findings than lead teasidro served under only one gatekeeper. This
may suggest that the more years of leadershipeasimably was the case for those who
overlapped gatekeepers, the more likely use woane laken place. This may also explain the
trend of gradual increase in use through time anatingad teachers. Despite this gradual
increase in use, it is, nevertheless, inexplicaliig more than one-third of Gatekeeper 1 lead
teachers and close to one-half under Gatekeepmpd2ted no use. This seems fairly high for
lead teachers.

Moderate changes took place across schools inadien compared to Year 3. Due to
low participation by administrators in disaggregifterm, it is difficult to draw conclusions
regarding their evaluation use and to compare twatekeepers. For teachers, it can be
concluded that over 80% of teachers across schaiks unlikely to use the findings under
Gatekeeper 1 to make site-based decisions. Meresp®rtedly took place for making SLC-
based decisions across schools under Gatekeepéselremained fairly consistent at DHS
under both gatekeepers, but, under Gatekeepecased by 13% at WHS and improved by
12% at BHS. Among lead teachers, use was morky li@éhave taken place the years in which
they served as leaders. Those who served undeké&sger 1 were more likely to have reported
use in Years 1 and 2. This was the case for tiee tbchools. And yet, 60% 5 of WHS lead
teachers who served under Gatekeeper 1 indicat¢thity never used the findings, as was the
case with the majority of BHS lead teachers (63%)aferving under Gatekeeper 2. Itis
unknown why such a high percentage of lead teachpated never using the evaluation
findings, especially in Year 4 when Gatekeepersirutted lead teachers to incorporate findings
into their action plans. At DHS and WHS, those wskoved under Gatekeeper 2 were more

likely to have used the findings in Year 4. Ipsssible that use was taking place informally and,
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therefore, lead teachers were not aware that thlei@vion report had informed their action plans.
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, there ardlehges in documenting use as it can happen
informally (Leviton & Hughes, 1981).

Focus group data in Year 5 provided some depthddeiad teacher and administrator
survey results for self-reported use of evaluatiodings. In the WHS lead teacher focus group,
one lead teacher discussed how she used evalt@iatiomgs while another teacher explained
why he had not used them. At BHS, lead teachakesproadly of how the findings were used
to address some of the challenges they were faditogone indicated that they personally had
used the evaluation findings. At DHS, lead teaslspioke specifically of interventions that had
taken place to address some of the weaknessedietent the evaluation report. What lead
teachers, principals, and SLC coordinators disclabeut their use of evaluation findings will
be forthcoming shortly in this section. As presbuexplained, teachers did not discuss use of
evaluation findings in focus groups as they wereeven aware of the findings.

In Spring 2010 (Year 5) under Gatekeeper 2 stafévasked in an open-ended item to
indicate specifically how they used the evaluafiadings, if they reported having used them.
Ten staff members of the total 62, or 16%, who esisied this item reported that the findings
were used to generate conversations/discussiong 8h€s while 24% indicated that findings
were used for planning purposes. Twenty-five stadfnbers or 40% revealed that the findings
were indeed used to make direct program developoiemges. Thus, in the case when use did
take place, it did so primarily for direct programun change. It is critical to note this as it
highlights the influence the evaluation had in deeelopment of SLCs in this district. Equally
important is to recognize that in addition to beusgd for programmatic change, the findings

were also used for planning purposes.
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Who used the evaluation findings for programmaliange? Teachers (36% of 25) and
lead teachers serving under Gatekeeper 2 (32%)dfazbthe highest percentages reporting that
findings were used to make actual programmatic gésn Twenty-four percent of those who
mentioned programmatic changes as the type ofhatédok place were lead teachers who
served under both gatekeepers and only 4% werengtrators. Administrators (50% of 10)
made up the highest percentage of staff reportiagfindings were used for conversation
purposes. This was consistent with what was regdart principal interviews, as described in the
following by-site discussion.

In the case of every school, when use took plackd iso primarily for direct
programmatic change. More staff at BHS (45% oftBajh at the other schools reported that the
findings were being used directly for programmatiange. Who used the evaluation findings
for programmatic change at each site? At BHS hitac(50% of 8) and lead teachers (66% of
6) serving under both gatekeepers reported higtepe&rges having indeed used the findings to
implement programmatic changes. In focus groupagelver, BHS teachers did not mention
using the evaluation while lead teachers did noviple details of how they used the findings.
While a lead teacher pointed out that the reporitiaeed a lack of SLC awareness/
identification among students, two BHS lead teaseted SLC identification was improving
but did not mention whether they had personallyedamything directly to address the issue. A
different BHS lead teacher speculated how she nmejlgct on the report and perhaps pull
“some positives and some negatives from the prewears, maybe just sharing that with
[teachers], would help them understand where wd nkange.” Furthermore, one BHS lead
teacher noted that the findings were “influencingt “driving” change but did not explain what

this meant. This lead teacher felt this way desthie efforts of the principal. The principal at
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BHS noted that although he “already knew what veasdl,” he quoted the report extensively to
justify action. It is possible that BHS lead teachdid not realize that some of the interventions
that came from the administration were influencgdhe evaluation findings. The principal
noted that “we were able to create some more apteams this past year” that were influenced by
the evaluation findings. This may not have beenroanicated effectively to lead teachers.
This issue has been documented in the evaluatamtipe literature. In a review of studies on
evaluation use by local educational agencies, ldmd) Thompson (1983) concluded that use of
evaluation does take place. However, this is vedys directly visible as use can be indirect
and incremental (Alkin et al., 1979).

At WHS, lead teachers under Gatekeeper 2 had finesi percentage (75% of 4) of staff
reporting evaluation use for programmatic changeWHS, lead teachers in the focus groups
did not discuss programmatic change. Instead]eatketeacher mentioned using positive
evaluation findings to build morale in her SLC goauhile another indicated that the district
office decided “to drive whatever they want.” Irgstingly, one administrator at WHS reported
evaluation use for programmatic change, the onhgiadtrator to do so across schools. In
interviews, the principal at WHS noted that thelings caused some “rethinking” and led to
some things being “tweaked.” There was very lfimlitative data to support the survey results
that evaluation findings were used to make progratimmthange to SLCs at WHS.

Lead teachers under Gatekeeper 2 at DHS had thedtigercentage (100% of 4), when
compared to the other two schools, reporting hauseg evaluation findings to implement
programmatic changes. This was also reflecteeitailéd descriptions in focus group
discussions. One DHS lead teacher mentioned hdactgally made some decisions and with

the master schedule” collaboratively with the otflead teachers under the guidance of the SLC

86



coordinator. An additional collaborative decisioade in reaction to the report, as one DHS
lead teacher reported, was doing an “SLC breakfadlifferent DHS lead teacher seemed to
credit the SLC coordinator for that decision aswbted “I think that was [the SLC Coordinator]
reading the report, taking the information, andnigyto do something with it.” Other lead
teachers confirmed that the SLC coordinator playedctive role in guiding them. Thus, it
appears that the DHS SLC coordinator facilitatestalssions among lead teachers on school-
wide decisions pertaining to the SLC initiativeth@r lead teachers mentioned how they had
personally used the findings. A lead teacher spokgneral terms about “working harder this
year based on the findings on the identity” andigiieg “this year on interventions and where
we're intervening and all that stuff.” Another teeeacher described in detail what prompted his
use of the evaluation:
| guess the parent findings was what kind of... gyening to me.... It put the mirror
up... on my part that | needed to do a better jobh,wibu know, the parents... It's a nice,
you know, you're sort of in this bubble, everythsgoing good, and then that mirror’s
put up and it’s like, ‘oh’ you know.
His surprise to learn about the lack of awarenessng parents led him and his SLC team to
implement a fun activity aimed at both students paictnts. A different lead teacher did know
about the findings but reported “still figuring diow to use or transfer that information into an
activity/change for “progress next year.” The feguoup discussions at DHS seem to suggest
that lead teachers did not necessarily see theection between the push to implement change
through outcome charts or school-wide goals aneéWaduation findings. As previously
mentioned, one DHS lead teacher noted that whiteesthanges had taken place, she did not
“know that the report was the sole motivator... dwnthat was significant change but not

directly because of the report.” A different ldadcher reported that he had “not heard of

someone saying | read this report and | did this, and that.” While one lead teacher did note
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that she learned how findings were being addrelsseduse she was told “we need to do this, we
need to do that; that's how it was related to nii@g information was not necessarily in reaction
to the evaluation report.

A DHS lead teacher summarized that district an@slcahdministrators and lead teachers
were working hard to improve SLCs by doing suchdgbias fixing the master schedule, a
problem identified in the evaluation report. Ipigssible that not all the findings were a surprise
as mentioned by the SLC coordinator, and, therefeael teachers did not see the connection
between proposed changes and the evaluation fisdiimgerestingly, the principal at DHS
indicated that the findings contradicted what sékeled and, thus, she used them to investigate
if things were not communicated well to staff, sots, and parents. Furthermore, she indicated
that the evaluation findings caused discussionraftéictions which led to “shifts not changes” in
the SLC program. It has been heavily documentatitifindings are unexpected in light of
other sources or experiences, then they are leddg to be used (Caplan et al., 1975; Weiss and
Bucuvalas, 1977; Patton, 1997). It seemed thdttieachers were more active in generating use
out of the evaluation than the principal.

The aggregated survey results and the qualitatite ahalysis suggest that lead teachers
were more active than principals in using the figdi for programmatic change, as was the case
at DHS and WHS. This would be consistent withiitb#tom-up design of the reform. When use
did take place, it did so for programmatic change primarily by lead teachers. There was
more evidence of use at DHS than the other twodslas lead teachers were able to provide
concrete examples of how the evaluation findingeewssed. District-wide, principals revealed
that evaluation findings were used for discussemms, at a macro-level, to implement change.

At BHS, the principal seemed to have taken a motigaarole in using the evaluation findings to
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justify actions taking place and to influence nexerventions. Use, however, may have been
under reported given that the data seemed to suthgesome lead teachers at each school did
not necessarily see the connection behind propaseidions by the administration and the
evaluation findings. Despite the low percentageeathers who reported use in the survey and
in focus groups, as previously discussed earli¢higichapter, they had the highest percentage
(47% of 15) reporting that they used the findingsftiture planning. The disaggregated survey
results and the qualitative data analysis sugbestat every school when use took place it did so
primarily for direct programmatic change.

In Year 5, staff were also asked in an open-endecky item to indicate who they
thought used the evaluation findings to improve SBa€their schools. Of the 265 staff members
who answered this item, 59 or 22% indicated thatetbaluation findings were used by the
administration, the most popular response. Intergly, though, only 8% of those reporting that
administrators used the evaluation were themselgigsnistrators. They instead were more
inclined to think thatlistrict administration used the evaluation, as 25% oktgkt who
attributed use tdistrict administrators werschool siteadministrators, the highest across groups
excluding “Other”. Perhaps administrators wereeet@d to use, or were perceived as using, the
evaluation findings, a point raised by Gatekeepearlier in this chapter. Survey results and
findings from qualitative data analyses suggedtwhale administrators were among the most
informed of the evaluation and its findings, thegreznot necessarily the most active users and
most definitely not for direct programmatic changée caveat here, however, is whether the
SLC coordinator was identified as an administrators possible that some staff members
considered the SLC coordinator an administratdipalgh this survey item was open-ended and

many attributed use specifically to the SLC cooattin. Lead teachers serving under Gatekeeper
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1, for example, named administrators and the SldZdioator most often. Lead teachers
serving under Gatekeeper 2 attributed use faimsistently to school site administrators, district
administrators, SLC coordinator, lead teachers,eaath teachers. Even teachers as a group
seemed to believe that the evaluation was mostgedministrators, the SLC coordinator, and
lead teachers. In any case, this finding seemsadgest that, despite the bottom-up nature of the
reform, there was, nevertheless, a perceptiornptiogrammatic change in the form of use of
evaluation findings fell upon administrators.

As the gualitative data suggest, evaluation findinmgre mostly used by the SLC
coordinator and the lead teachers. This is cardistith how users were identified by staff in
the Year 5 survey. Twenty percent of 265 staff iipers attributed use to their site’'s SLC
coordinator while another 20% reported that leadhers used the findings to develop SLCs.
This is consistent with the findings of intervieatd, as will be discussed shortly by site. Other
interesting results from this item, which askedfstaidentify the primary users of the findings,
pertain to teachers. Interestingly, teachers (## also identified as user of evaluation
findings. Of those who reported teachers as usiagvaluation, not one was a school site
administrator; instead, they were mostly teach@t84 of 18). Hence, teachers were identifying
themselves as users of the findings, albeit innowbers. Seven percent of staff reported not
knowing who might have used the evaluation findiagd 2% indicated that no one used the
findings at all. Teachers comprised the highestg@age of the group of individuals who did
not know who used the evaluation (89% of 19) oraatbd that no one used it (83% of 6). If
teachers were using the findings, they were domig sery low numbers, as previously
discussed in this chapter. They were not expdotede the findings, as evident by the staff's

lack of identification of teachers as users. Iy ease, teachers were not even aware of who was
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using the evaluation findings or, worse, they wagssimistic as they felt no one used the
findings.

These findings pertaining to the identificationeefiluation users shed light on what was
perceived and what was reality. Administratorsev@aost often identified by staff as users of
the findings. However, previous findings suggbat the SLC coordinator and lead teachers
were the most active users. In fact, the SLC doatdrs, by providing detailed descriptions of
their efforts in implementing changes, seemed tthbenost active and influential users. They,
of course, had the closest relationship with thelggepers. This may suggest that this close
relationship, in particular with Gatekeeper 2 arggrofessional development workshops on
data use and prescription of use, may have infegnise at the SLC coordinator level. It may
have also influenced use by lead teachers, althiug/imore difficult to make this connection.

The disaggregated results suggest that the adnaitidst was perceived as playing a more
visible role using evaluation findings at BHS and®than at WHS. Despite this perception,
administrators were not identifying themselves@asBHS administrators were just as likely to
select administrators as the SLC coordinator akiatian users, whereas WHS administrators
were more likely to point to lead teachers. Asv/mesly discussed with the aggregated results,
the fact that others were selecting administratoaiy suggest that perhaps they were expected to
use, or were perceived as using, the evaluatiahngs. Opposite of administrators, teachers
were identified the least as users of evaluatindifigs at each school. At DHS, there really was
no expectation for teachers to use the evaluatimhinigs while there was very little at WHS.
Teachers as a group across schools seemed toebtiavthe evaluation was most used by
administrators, the SLC coordinator, and lead teech those at the top of the SLC

organizational hierarchy. BHS and DHS teachersgaalightly more emphasis on
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administrators than WHS teachers, who identifiedl3hC coordinator more often. In any case,
just as the aggregated results, these findings sesnggest that, despite the bottom-up nature of
the reform, there was still the perception acraes®als that programmatic change in the form of
use of evaluation findings fell upon administratansl not teachers.

Lead teachers seemed to be perceived as more attVEeIS than at the other two
schools, where the SLC coordinator had more prone®e Interestingly, lead teachers serving
under Gatekeeper 2 at BHS and WHS attributed udg f@nsistently to numerous individuals
(administrators, SLC coordinator, lead teacherd,euen teachers). Those serving under
Gatekeeper 1 at DHS and WHS pointed to adminissate users of the evaluation, and in the
case of WHS, also to the SLC coordinator. This swygest that while use was perceived as
being limited to those high in the SLC organizasiostructure under Gatekeeper 1 at WHS, a
variety of perceived users emerged under GatekeepAt DHS, there was a shift in the
perception from administrators as primary usersui@htekeeper 1 to the SLC coordinators and
lead teachers under Gatekeeper 2.

The analysis of qualitative data also suggeststhigELC coordinator played an active
role in using the evaluation findings. In faceyhwere used primarily by the SLC coordinator at
BHS and DHS. As noted earlier in this chaptehmdiscussion of the aggregated results, the
two BHS SLC coordinators indicated that the evaduahad “significant impact” on the SLC
initiative and that its findings “dictated our tlergoals this year.” This was in reference to
school-wide goals. They further noted that theyKed at the major issues that have been found
in the report and [they] design [their] followingar around those.” They went as far as to
describe a monitoring system in which use of figdiwas supervised through each SLC’s action

plan. The DHS SLC coordinator also mentioned thatfindings “are used when looking at the
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action plans.” She gave concrete examples, suttreeSLC breakfast previously discussed, of
ways in which the findings were used. The DHS $bGrdinator noted that the SLC breakfast
was a collaborative decision made by “the leadsira%effect of looking at the data.” Despite
these concrete examples of use, the DHS SLC cadatinontradicted herself as she noted that
the evaluation was useful but then later statetish@ really “didn’t see any surprises” and did
“not think it has been as useful because of thédunnput.” The limited input was in reference
to low survey participation. Thus, it seems ti@t BHS SLC coordinators had more faith in,
and were more likely to be driven by, the evaluafiadings.

There was very little evidence that the evaluatindings were used at WHS. This may
explain the results for the survey item that asitedf to identify users of the evaluation. As
previously mentioned, these results differed sigaiftly from what the other two schools
reported. The SLC coordinator was the third mogiutar response at WHS. The WHS SLC
coordinator stressed that while “the data kindeaifiirms what | feel” and evaluation findings
were “oh, sure absolutely” used, he spoke vaguediyfailed to provide details as to how exactly
they were used. As previously mentioned, onlylead teacher noted how she personally used
the findings — to build morale in her SLC groupet¥ead teachers were identified the most at
WHS as the users of evaluation findings. Admiaisirs were the second most popular group to
be identified. Even the WHS principal was vagudescribing use as he simply noted that the
findings led to “rethinking” and to some things ihgi‘tweaked” here and there. The principal
noted that he let the SLC coordinator “be a qudsiiaistrator of the entire program” as he
himself did not “tend to get too involved.” Thuwsithout a strong SLC coordinator as in the
other two schools, a supportive administrationtd8HS, and an active lead teacher core as there

was at DHS, WHS was left with little interest aydevel to use the evaluation findings. This
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was consistent with what Gatekeeper 1 noted: “[Wsi&ted with the idea that they already
had everything going, and it's perfect.” Gatekeepaoted that it was a challenge to make
WHS staff realize that they were not perfect. @reg recall that in Chapter 3, WHS was
described as having a reputation for housing tegidi’'s strongest academic programs and
serving as its sports powerhouse. Given this egqut, there was no real incentive for WHS
staff to be interested in implementing change.

To probe further, survey participants in Year 5evalso asked in an open-ended item to
describe how the identified users employed theuatan results. Of the 145 survey
respondents who answered the item, 51 staff menab&5% indicated that the evaluation
findings were indeed used by someone for direajiammmatic change, 23% noted that the
findings were utilized for planning purposes, addclreported that the findings were used to
generate conversations/discussions. Twenty-eigtugnt of staff members were categorized
into a miscellaneous category, which was compnsedarily of negative commentary (don’t
know, useless, no planning, n/a) about how thargglwere used. Approximately one-third of
90 teachers who responded to this item seemedigvéé¢hat those who used the findings did so
for programmatic change but 38% mentioned miscetias negative comments. More
administrators, two-thirds of the nine who respahtiethis item, seemed to think that whoever
used the findings did so for planning purposesly@th% of administrators believed the findings
were actually used to implement changes to SL@sgrBmmatic change (46%) was the most
popular response among the 13 serving under Gaitek@evho responded to the survey,
followed by planning purposes (31%). Lead teaseeving under Gatekeeper 1 reported that
the findings were used by someone primarily to geieeconversations (50% of two) and to

make programmatic changes (50%). Thus, there wasc@ption among lead teachers and non-
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lead teachers that when evaluation findings weeel uhey were used primarily for the purposes
of programmatic change. Administrators, on theepttand, seemed to think that they were used
primarily for planning purposes. This raises thesjion as to whether administrators simply did
not expect other staff members to implement progmatitc changes.

The main difference between schools was that wisileg evaluation findings for
programmatic change was overwhelmingly identifie8ldS and DHS as the main type of use
by the identified users, it was mentioned secoatiWHS. At WHS, planning was the number
one response among survey respondents, very cliadelyed by conversations/discussions.
One can conclude that there was a perception atBie§ and DHS that when evaluation
findings were used, they were used primarily f& plurposes of programmatic change. Again,
WHS'’s difference when compared to the other twmethmay be due to very little evidence of
actual use. It should be noted that 25% of stafH#S and WHS and 35% at DHS fell into the
miscellaneous category, which was comprised prignafinegative commentary (don’t know,
useless, no planning, n/a).

BHS and DHS teachers perceived programmatic chagtse primary form of use.

This was especially done at BHS where the prinagigabrted using the evaluation findings to
justify school-wide goals. Given that the SLC ainator at DHS mentioned that evaluation
findings were integrated into action plans, one s& how 30% of teachers would report
programmatic change. There does seem to be ew@darigHS that findings initially used for
planning purposes eventually translated into prognatic change, as discussed in detail by lead
teachers. At WHS, teachers pointed to plannindp@snain source of use but very closely
followed by conversations. Programmatic changa eetegory was the least popular response

among WHS teachers suggesting, again, that lgttetuse took place there. There seemed to
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be evidence that a lot of planning took place atS\tit very little change, if any, occurred.
This may be to what Gatekeeper 2 referred to wieestdted that to some schools, the evaluation
was great information “but as you can tell from iayear three, year four, year two
evaluations, it's the same issue over and overi§ unknown whether the findings were “being
addressed with quality but [they were] definitebirg addressed.” In summary, the differences
were that teachers at BHS and DHS perceived pragedio changes as the main use while
those at WHS seemed to think findings were usedatly for planning purposes. Interestingly,
however, administrators at DHS seemed to thinktlicse WHS — that findings were used
primarily for planning purposes. BHS administratdrd not address this survey item.

Lead teachers differed across schools in how tleegep/ed the evaluation findings being
used by others. In general, participation of lesmthers under the leadership of Gatekeeper 1
was too low and not worthy of a discussion. At B&fsl DHS, SLC lead teachers serving under
Gatekeeper 2 seemed to think that the evaluatienusad for programmatic changes. At WHS,
even lead teachers under Gatekeeper 2 seemedhdtht findings were primarily used for
planning purposes. It is possible that SLC develept was moving at a slower pace at WHS
than at BHS and DHS. Perhaps with more time, teadhers at WHS would be more inclined to
believe that findings were being used for programmranange. It was possible that WHS staff
were not interested in making any changes givein skbool’s perception as perfect.

Focus group data from Year 5 provided some insightvho teachers perceived as using
the evaluation findings and how. When DHS teachen® asked if changes took place as a
result of the evaluation, the most common resporese”l wouldn’t know” or “we wouldn’t

know.” Teachers at WHS reported not knowing wheduthe findings and how because, as put
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by one teacher, “we’re not involved with SLCs.” @ther DHS teacher detailed what he thought
might take place:
No, | haven’'t heard anybody say | need to do tiferéntly now because of that report
or... they haven’t said anything about that. | thin& next step will be at the.. perhaps at
the next meeting when they, if at the meeting, tiadyabout the results. And then, that
would be the time to discuss changes. But | dibiirik that’s really been done yet.
At BHS, teachers were unaware of the evaluatiodiriigs and, therefore, could not comment on
who they thought might have used them. Thus, ea$ayroup discussions, there was evidence
of very little awareness across schools as to veeal the evaluation findings and for what.
While one DHS lead teacher noted that “personalbyl haven't heard of someone
saying | read this report and | did this, this, #mat,” for the most part lead teachers did share
information about how the evaluation findings wased. As previously discussed, this was
done when discussing the various interventionsemgeinted at DHS. A WHS lead teacher
commented that “it seems like [Gatekeeper 2] inntlaén office drives whatever they want.” He
seemed to think that at the moment “they” [meartagekeeper 2 and the main office] were
pushing for outcome charts, the planning formatuseeach SLC lead teacher, to reflect
evaluation findings. A DHS lead teacher noted:that
| didn’t hear anybody go back and say, ‘oh the repaid this so now we need to do
this.” I don’t recall hearing that. | mean, we’iad significant changes and... we’ve had
a lot of district guidance through the SLC cooator’'s meetings up there. | know there
was significant change, but not... directly becaafsthe report.
Thus, teachers could not articulate exactly whal uke findings and how they were used by
colleagues, if they indeed were used. Unless amrastrator or the SLC coordinator explicitly
mentioned the association between an interventidrtize evaluation report, lead teachers could

not make the connection. This was primarily duthofact that lead teachers were just vaguely

familiar with the findings not having read the repoAs noted earlier in this chapter, lead
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teacher commented that they had a “rough ideaeofebults” but could not necessarily “rattle
them [findings] off” and maybe “didn’t see the dooent so that was just a little bit of | guess
you could say hearsay” or were told unofficially'a®& need to do this, we need to do that, that's
how it was related to me.” Without being well-infeed about the findings, lead teachers were

unable to identify when SLC changes or intervergiamere influenced by the evaluation report.

Recap. At the end of Gatekeeper 1's leadership, suresults suggest that no use by
administrators and very minimal use by teacherk ptace. Teachers felt more inclined to use
findings for the development of their own SLCs tli@nthe overall SLC initiative. The majority
of teachers in Year 5 reporting no use at all, sp@st with what was reported under Gatekeeper
1. This is no surprise given that awareness diifiigs to begin with was very low among
teachers. Survey results for lead teachers sutiggsthey were more likely to use the findings
the years in which they served as leaders. Sumayts also seem to suggest that the more
years of leadership, the more likely use would talleee. Lead teachers and principals described
some form of use, albeit vaguely on the part ofptiecipals. All SLC coordinators were very
detailed in their descriptions of how they useddhaluation findings. Findings were used
primarily to make direct program development changehey were also used for planning
purposes and to generate conversations/discussimng SLCs. Lead teachers were most likely
to use the findings for programmatic change whaleiistrators for conversation purposes. In
general, administrators were most often identibgdtaff as users of the findings, followed by
the SLC coordinator and lead teachers. The dapgest that SLC coordinator and lead teachers

were the most active users of the evaluation figslinThe SLC coordinator, by providing detail
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descriptions of their efforts on implementing chesi\gseemed to be the most active and
influential users.

With regard to the disaggregated results, in YeartBe end of Gatekeeper 1's
leadership, survey results suggest that adminsgalid not use the findings, at least at BHS and
DHS, and that minimal use by teachers took platkeathree schools. No conclusions can be
drawn with regard to WHS because administratorsdigoarticipate in the survey. A much
lower percentage of teachers at BHS used the fysdiman teachers in the other schools. The
high percentage of teachers reporting no use im ¥&acomparable with the results of the Year
3 survey, if adding those who reported no use thitse who reported never using the findings
but planning to do so. It is not surprising theg¢ would be so low among teachers given that
awareness of findings was also low to begin wighpreviously mentioned and as discussed by
teachers in focus groups. What is surprisingas #ldministrators reported low percentages of
use. Survey results highlighted that 40% of adstiators at WHS and 50% at DHS never used
the findings. No conclusions could be made withard to BHS administrators.

Use by lead teachers was more likely to have tgkace the years in which they served
as leaders. There was consistency across schdblsagard to when and how the evaluation
was used. In the case of every school, when ustalle place, it did so primarily for direct
programmatic change. More staff at BHS than abther schools seemed to believe that the
findings were being used directly for programmahenge. While BHS teachers and lead
teachers serving under both gatekeepers reporaethidy indeed used the findings for
programmatic changes, there was no evidence oirttiocus group discussions. At WHS, lead
teachers under Gatekeeper 2 had the highest pageergporting evaluation use for

programmatic change but no discussions concernimgy@mmatic change took place during the
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focus group sessions. Lead teachers under Gak2e DHS reported the highest percentage,
when compared to the other two schools, of evalnaise for programmatic change. This was
also reflected in detailed descriptions in focusugrdiscussions by DHS lead teachers. Staff
also identified those who they perceived as udiegetvaluation findings. The administration
may have played a more visible role using evaludiiidings at BHS and DHS than at WHS,
where lead teachers seemed to be more active SIGeoordinator also seemed more
prominent at BHS and DHS than at WHS. What israkethat teachers were identified the least
as users of evaluation findings at each schoolntérviews, SLC coordinators asserted with
confidence that findings were indeed used to maleetdprogrammatic changes and, in the case
of BHS and DHS, provided rich description. Thenpipals at DHS and WHS did not use the
findings for programmatic change while the BHS pifpal reported that the findings influenced

school-wide goals.

Chapter Summary

Gatekeeper 1 and Gatekeeper 2 defined their plploes on evaluation through their
descriptions of their perceptions, values, expeasnadministrative styles and interactions.
While their perception of the SLC initiative evalioa was fairly similar as they both learned to
appreciate the practical uses of the evaluatianctintext of the program under each of their
leadership did differ. The only evident differennoghe gatekeepers’ perception of the
evaluation was that Gatekeeper 2 considered tHaatwves “partners.” Both gatekeepers
acknowledged that the the organizational struabfitbe district and schools precluded them

from establishing accountability measures with rdda use. With the exception of the large,
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structurally-based grant requirements, the schitmksaff had the autonomy to decide if and
how the evaluation findings were to be used.

While both gatekeepers shared similarities in tht@ractions with staff, there were also
some notable differences. Gatekeeper 1’s intenagtivith staff varied more than Gatekeeper
2’s given that the program evolved substantiallptighout her leadership. It gradually became
a more cohesive, centralized structure in whichlsbaght SLC leadership staff from all three
sites to the district office. While Gatekeepemnatmued with the centralized approach he
inherited from Gatekeeper 1, a new grant substgnimcreased the number of SLC coordinators
he supported. At meetings, Gatekeeper 1 focugsethply on professional development on
SLC theory, SLC practice, administrative proced@®sociated with the implementation,
evaluation needs, and general leadership develdpn@atekeeper 2, on the other hand, focused
on action plans, institutional goals, data analyses, professional development on core subjects,
evaluation needs, and strengthening career pathw&ysle Gatekeeper 2 provided more depth
than Gatekeeper 1 in formal discussions regardmatuation findings, Gatekeeper 1
disseminated findings to a broader audience (eclobo$s professional learning community and
the school board). Both gatekeepers indicatedthigadutonomy at each site precluded them
from enforcing use of the evaluation findings, @sleaccording to Gatekeeper 2, the goals of the
grant were being blatantly ignored or violated.eTioth expected lead teachers to share the
findings with other teachers but were pessimidtious whether this was actually accomplished.

There were some differences during the leaderdheaach gatekeeper with regard to
evaluation experiences among stakeholders. Desstelifference, a similar pattern influenced
by the organizational structure of the schools exadent within each gatekeeper’s leadership.

The main differences between gatekeepers weradmainistrators and teachers under
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Gatekeeper 2 reported higher percentages of avss@féndings than those under Gatekeeper
1. Furthermore, administrators under Gatekeepep@rted a significantly higher percentage of
use than those under Gatekeeper 1. This may gevilldkion that experiences were more
positive during Gatekeeper 2's leadership. Howedead teachers under Gatekeeper 1 reported
slightly higher percentages than those serving uGagekeeper 2 of awareness of the evaluation
and its findings, as well as use. This differetmmyever, may be influenced by very low survey
participation among lead teachers serving undeeKeaper 1 and the fact that they had to think
retroactively about their experiences when theyexkas leaders, as the survey was administered
in Year 5. Due to these issues, it was difficudtike a reliable comparison between Gatekeeper 1
and Gatekeeper 2 with disaggregated data.

The organizational structure of the schools haogract on evaluation experiences of
staff. Under Gatekeeper 2, administrators, a®amgrwere the most aware of the evaluation and
its results and the most active in using them;leecwere the least aware and less likely to
report use. Stakeholders perceived administrai®the most likely users of the findings and
teachers as the least likely. It can be concludatistaff's experiences under Gatekeeper 2
followed the hierarchical organizational structaofeéhe schools — those on top were more
informed and active than those at the bottom. Whsaggregating the data by school, this was
also the case for WHS. There were minor exceptoiHS, where teachers reported a slightly
higher percentage of use than lead teachers, ddd%t where more lead teachers than
administrators reported use. Interestingly, wbBileS staff was the least positive attitudes about
evaluation and were least aware of it and its testliey reported more evidence of use than the
staff in other schools. Under Gatekeeper 1, mdneimistrators and lead teachers than non-lead

teachers were aware of both the evaluation arfthdsgs but more teachers than administrators
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reported using the results. Also, more lead teactan administrators were aware of the
evaluation findings and reported use. Thus, thexga slight deviation in the social hierarchy of
the organization under Gatekeeper 1, as teachgostee more use than administrators and more
lead teachers than administrators were informeditathe findings. This was more difficult to
assess in disaggregated form as participation byrastrators was so low. It is also important

to note that as far as evaluation experiences gl@etekeeper 2, all groups reported a steady
decline in percentages starting with evaluationranass at the top, awareness of findings in the
middle, and use at the bottom. For those servirtguGatekeeper 1, there was one notable

exception — teachers reported a higher percentaggedhan of awareness of findings.
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CHAPTER 5

Discussion and Conclusions

Despite all the gains made in the evaluation dis@since the 1960s, there is,
nevertheless still, a great need for further eroginesearch on evaluation theory and practice.
Typically, when evaluation theory and practice aildressed in the literature, they tend to be
discussed in fairly broad terms. There is a neezhggage in conversation about some of the
logistical issues that come into play during anleaton. In particular, additional evaluation use
studies within field contexts might be fruitful.hiB was the purpose behind this dissertation.
This type of study is needed to learn how to malauation more accessible to stakeholders at
all levels of an organization’s social structuk®ith school district budgets shrinking and
forcing the closure of research and evaluationsutfiere has never been a more critical time to
study how to maximize evaluation use among schiadfl. s

The previous chapter outlined the detailed resilthis study. A lot of information was
presented and discussed with the intention of dingisnapshots of the diverse evaluation
experiences of staff during the leadership of twfecent individuals. Low survey participation
limited the scope of the quantitative findings. vigheless, much qualitative data offered salient
insights and made important contributions to ttexditure on evaluation practice. What lessons
were learned from the results discussed in Chd@tewhat were some of the limitations in this
study? And, what are the implications for futueegarch? This chapter will wrap up this
multiple case study by addressing these questions.

The results of this study suggest a number of itamblissues pertaining to factors that

influence evaluation use. The table on the follayypages summarizes those points while also
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providing a discussion of their significance angbiications. The table also includes a

description of each gatekeeper’s experience teses\evidence of how each issue arose.
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I ssue Gatekeeper 1 Gatekeeper 2 Comment/Discussion
Role of During Gatekeeper 1's| With the help of the assistant| Supervisors have the power to drive evaluation utse.
Supervisors | leadership, direct superintendent, Gatekeeper 2 was evident from Gatekeeper 2's experience that

supervisors did not
seem to have taken an
active role in the
evaluation. Principals,
who supervised schoo
staff, were not very
involved and neither
was the assistant
superintendent, who
supervised both the
Gatekeeper and the
principals. The lack of
involvement from
direct supervisors may
have hindered more
possibilities of
stakeholder use of
findings.

was able to succeed in makin
principals understand the nee
to address particular evaluatic
findings. Gatekeeper 2 was
clear that he did not supervise
principals, SLC coordinators,
or lead teachers and, therefor
had no authority to require an
of them to use the evaluation
findings to inform changes to
SLCs. However, he knew to
turn to the assistant
superintendent for help. The
assistant superintendent, wha
job duties included supervisin
high school principals, could
exert more pressure on
principals to use the findings {
implement changes to SLCs.
Pressure from supervisors
proved to be more successful
in triggering use than
recommendations or
suggestions from Gatekeeper
2, a district administrator with
no supervisorial authority.

Principals, as supervisors of
school staff, were expected tg

gstakeholders were more likely to use findings wtey
dfelt slightly pressured by their supervisors. Tdwson
phearned here was that prescribed use by an authorit
figure may help move a reform forward. A superviso
» does not need to decide what changes are to take pl
but, instead, may simply need to guide a convensaib
ethat stakeholders can come upon a decision on elang
ythey can implement. The supervisor does not piescr
what needs to be done, just that something mudbbe.

Research by Cox (1977) pointed out that more attent
will be given to findings most relevant to a manége
needs. This explains the times when Gatekeepad 2ch
s&sk the assistant superintendent for help in pregsu
gprincipals to enact use. King and Thompson (1283)
concluded that stakeholders are more likely to use
findings when there is a perceived need or whea “th
aesults are directly applicable to an issue thegtmu
address.” (p. 11) The key here is the issuerthat be
addressed. When Gatekeeper 2 made some issues
priorities that principals had to address, thentas&
place. Furthermore, King and Thompson (1983)
concluded that “to work in a school district iswork in
a political environment where specific individuatm
make a difference and can actually make evaluaisen
occur.” (p. 12) This study suggests that an irchliei
with status and supervisorial authority have thegrato
motivate stakeholders to use the evaluation firgling

play a critical role in driving

)

By now, it has been heavily documented that the
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evaluation use. This
expectation came from both
above (the district office) and
from below (teachers).
Gatekeeper 2 expected the
SLC coordinator and principa
to make sure findings were
infused into action plans.
They were supposed to be th
overseers of evaluation use o
campus. At the same time,
teachers felt it was not within
their purview to use findings t
make decisions. Instead, the
expected the administration tg
do so. This was despite the
bottom-up approach of the
reform.

presence of a key individual is instrumental irvithg
use (Fairweather et al., 1974; Galser, 1976; Patton
1997). In Patton language, this would be the pryma
intended user. This study strayed away from ugiag
term due to both the nature of the school district
bureaucracy and the structure of the SLC initiatiVae
bottom-up approach should have meant that the
policymakers were at the bottom of the bureaucracy,
ewhere most decisions should have been made. Polic
ndecisions and directions, however, continued toecom
from above. Stakeholder involvement in the evadwmat
was also primarily at the top and, thus, makingatre
prelevant to gatekeepers. However, gatekeepensadid
yhave sufficient supervisorial authority to driveakation

puse. The only way gatekeepers could have served as

influential primary intended users was if they tadn
granted supervisorial power.

The implications here are that supervisors nedxtoeld
accountable for evaluation use. They do needki® da
active role in monitoring use rather than simplgraig
evaluation results. If gatekeepers do not sendirast
supervisors, then they need to communicate witctlir
supervisors and inform them of this responsibililyis
important for supervisors to know even if they are
indirectly involved in the reform being evaluated.

D

Role of Belief
in Program

Gatekeeper 1 admitted
that she was not

convinced that the SLC

reform would be as
beneficial as

proponents claimed.

Gatekeeper 2 clearly believed
in the SLC initiative and was
deeply invested in moving the
reform forward. The fact that
Gatekeeper 2 perceived the

Personal interest and belief in the program infloes the
amount of energy gatekeepers invest in driving
evaluation uselt is logical that personal interests and
beliefs are a motivating factor to individuals. ig'ts
evident in any field.

initiative as a permanent
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This may have been th
reason why she did no
find it critical to make
the use of evaluation
findings a priority.

echange in education

[ philosophy that would greatly
benefit students may have
influenced his push for
decisions to be made based ¢
the evaluation findings. This
may have been the reason wi
he sought support from the
assistant superintendent and
dedicated so much time to
professional development
sessions on “data” use.

Cousins (2003) mentions administrative support and
political processes and influences at the micrelleg
variables connecting participatory evaluation and
knowledge utilization. A personal belief in a pragp is
rone that influences how invested a manager wiihbes
development. Obviously, the more interested a ig@ma
nyhe more committed s/he will be to the developnuoérat
program. Christie (2007) found an association betw
prior beliefs in program efficacy and influence of
evaluation data: use of large-scale study datamae
likely when decision-makers were convinced of a
program’s efficacy.

Gatekeepers should be the first ones to buy irtomes
being evaluated. Their supervisors should, avéng
least, attempt to sell the program to gatekeeperthe
long run, it would benefit the development of the
program.

Role of
Dissemination
Process

The manner in which
Gatekeeper 1 and SLC
coordinators shared
evaluation findings
may have influenced
used. Emphasis was
placed on distribution
of findings rather than
discussion.
Furthermore, the
findings were
distributed during an
awkward time that

Gatekeeper 2 shared evaluat
findings slightly differently
than Gatekeeper 1. While
findings were disseminated tg
the whole staff, discussions
about them only took place
among administrators, SLC
coordinator, and lead teacher|
As a result, these individuals
were the most informed and
most likely to use them.

While teachers were interesteg

obhe dissemination process under which evaluation
findings are delivered influence usBiscussing rather
than receiving the findings is more likely to lead
retention and use, especially if the discussiofuttes
strategizing how the findings can be used to make
informed decisions. Also, delivering the findirgjsa
prime time for use is more likely to get staff tdine
sthem for planning purposes.

Leviton and Hughes (1981) note that “(t)he way
evaluation is presented to users affects their
comprehension and thus the extent of use.” (p..580x
d1977) found that close verbal communication enbBang

made it difficult for

in learning about the

use. Also, Larsen (1985) further argues that prtiasien
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planning purposes.

During her leadership,
Gatekeeper 1 placed
the evaluation findings
on meeting agendas
twice and each time
allotted 30 minutes for
discussion. While
evaluators briefly
summarized the
findings to SLC
coordinators and lead
teachers and answere(
guestions, 30 minutes
may have not been
enough time for staff tg
fully understand or
ponder the findings.

Under Gatekeeper 1,
the evaluation report
for Year 1 was
officially submitted
towards the end of
Year 2, and Year 2's
report was submitted
towards the end of
Year 3. Thus, findings
were delivered when
teachers and
administrators were

evaluation findings, they coulg
not recall with certainty
whether the findings were
indeed shared with them. Th
suggests that perhaps how
findings were relayed to them
played a critical role in
retention. Rather than being
given or told the findings,
teachers may have benefitted
from discussions about them.

Gatekeeper 2 also placed the
j evaluation findings twice on
meeting agendas. At the first
meeting, 20 minutes were
allotted to the discussion but
hours were set aside at the
second meeting. The second
workshop took place after sta
had undergone training on ho
to use data/evaluation finding
Guiding questions for the
discussion were provided by
both the evaluators and
Gatekeeper 2. Gatekeeper 2
guiding questions called for
SLC coordinators and lead
teachers to note strategies to
support strengths and strateg
to improve weaknesses.
Essentially, staff had to

busy preparing for botk

1 brainstorm how the findings

j of information alone does not automatically leadise
but, instead, makes stakeholders ponder the fiscang
other outside factors before making the decisioms®or

sdisregard. Without being given a moment to disarss
ponder the findings at a staff meeting presentattos
very likely that stakeholders will simply disregahe
information. In this scenario, staff are treatedeport
audience rather than stakeholders. Alkin et &I8%)
also note that effective presentation of results is
contextual factor influencing use.

Alkin et al. (1979) note that “information dialogue an
important attribute when reporting on the evaluatio
This implies that a discussion on findings, in whic
dialogue between stakeholders takes place, is miaoca
meaningful than simply presenting findings to an
Paudience comprised of stakeholders. (p. 254). heart
support for this is found in a discussion by Priéskid
Torres (2000) in which they note the benefits dbimal
ffeducation that takes place “when organization mesnbg
wengage in collaborative, dialogic, and reflectivenis of
sevaluation practice.” (p. 27) Engaging in distogs
findings of an evaluation which is formative in mag, as
did the SLC coordinators and lead teachers, isgeamt
of the evaluation process. Preskill and Torre®020
sloquently note that “communicating and reporting
formats that are designed for use in working s@ssio
where findings are presented and then discussed can
result in greater learning than written reports and-
legay verbal communication.” (p. 31)

In the evaluation literature, the importance ofdiimess

U

as a factor influencing use has also been heavily

109



standardized tests and
the end of the academ
year. In addition,
evaluation findings
may have been
perceived as irrelevant
given that staff, for
example, would have
had to plan for Year 3
using from Year 1's
evaluation results.

One can conclude that
the dissemination
process of evaluation
findings under
Gatekeeper 1 was not
user-friendly.

would be used to implement
achange at their sites. This tw
hour workshop set the
foundation for use to take
place.

At a meeting in which data us
was discussed, Gatekeeper 2
SLC coordinators, and the
evaluators agreed to a chang
in the timeline so that
evaluation reports were to be

submitted and made available

to staff in August, prior to the
start of the academic year.
Having the report in August
would allow the use of
findings for planning purposes
prior to the start of the
academic year. Gatekeeper !
spearheaded this move to
maximize use.

One can conclude that the
dissemination process of
evaluation findings under
Gatekeeper 2 was aimed to b
user-friendly.

documented for some time (Banta and Bauman, 1976;
pFalcone and Jaeger, 1976; Guba 1975). Research by
Florio et al. (1979) found that delivering evaloats to
Congress at a relevant point in the legislativeeess was
critical in influencing use. Obviously, evaluatiosl
likely go unused if not delivered in time for aeeant
ehearing. Strommen and Aleshire (1979) found that
,hewly introduced information after the planningsof
program led to the disregard of such informatiospae
pits merits. Similarly, if evaluation findings wenet
delivered at a time for school site staff to planthe
year, then they were unlikely to get much use.
The method and format in which findings were
presented, as already discussed, seemed to indletic
awareness and use among site staff.

5 The lesson here is that gatekeepers should beioassc
about when they deliver findings to stakeholdérke

? goal should be to make them available when staffast
likely to use them, probably right before the acante
year. This means making the necessary adjustrtents
deliver the findings at the optimal time. Deliveoy
stakeholders does not necessarily have to be dligita
the delivery to the funding agency.

e

Role of
Gatekeeper
Perceptions of

Evaluation

Gatekeeper 1 initially
viewed the evaluation
as a requirement

imposed on the district

Gatekeeper 2 also stated that
he initially viewed the
evaluation as a requirement.
However, he came to

The evaluation team’s approach can help perceptaing
evaluation evolve Some individuals may have narrow
views of evaluation due to prior experiences oratieg
stereotypes. With the appropriate approach, etialua
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by the federal
government. She
eventually realized tha
the evaluation also
served as a study on th
influence and impact o
SLCs on students.
Interacting with the
evaluation team helpec
her perceptions evolve
making her realize the
practical uses of the
evaluation in the
development of SLCs.
While Gatekeeper 1
realized the practicality
of the evaluation, thereg
is no evidence
suggesting that she
truly bought into it.

understand that the evaluator|
were to provide unique and
[ important data on student,
parents, and staff that could
1delp measure the SLC effect.
f Thus, through interactions wif
the evaluation team, his
perceptions evolved, leading
1 him to understand the practic
, uses of the evaluation in SLC
development. There is ample
evidence that Gatekeeper 2
clearly bought into the
evaluation.

steams can help break stereotypes and expand narrow
views. Having individuals understand the praciigaif
an evaluation gets them a step closer to achighimgse
of findings.

hEvaluator interest in use was one of the six cdntgx
factors identified by Alkin et al. (1982) found be
strongly and consistently associated with evalunatise.
alGiven that the ABC Evaluation Team’s theoretical
sfoundation is rooted in evaluation use, one can
understand the change that took place in gatek&eper
perceptions of evaluation. Furthermore, a reviéw o
studies focusing on credibility of the evaluatiangess
or of the evaluator led Cousins and Leithwood (3986
conclude that credibility positively influence usk this
multiple case study, the evolution in perceptiopdbth
gatekeepers, but Gatekeeper 2 in particular, chnben
explained as a result of the evaluator gainingibrisy.
Shulha and Cousins (1997) note that studies hawalfo
that “evaluators working in partnership with
stakeholders” are more successful in leading to
knowledge production. Partnership being the keydwor
one used by Gatekeeper 2 to describe the role playe
evaluators.

Alkin et al. (1982) also noted that the interesd attitude
of those responsible for making decisions playitecat
role in determining use. In this case, it was emtdhat
Gatekeeper 2 expressed a greater interest in évalua
than Gatekeeper 1. In general, there is amplesgeilin
the literature that stakeholder involvement makes
evaluations more relevant, which in turn, resulgieater

commitment to use (Alkin et al., 1998).
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Research and evaluation units in school districtai sl
be aware of the various approaches to evaluatidn an
should educate administrators and leaders abou the
Gatekeepers should have positive perceptions of
evaluation if they are to use findings or encouraifpers
to do so.

Role of Gatekeeper 1 Gatekeeper 2 called for the | Monitoring use will lead to a greater likelihood thie
Monitoring mentioned no findings to be incorporated | utilization of findings.If stakeholders know that an
Use monitoring having into official action plans. accountability measure exists and that they will be
taken place. Doing so served as a manner| tequired to report how they used the findings, tey
monitor use. The SLC will have no choice but to use the findings to mfo
coordinators, lead teachers, | some decisions. Expectation alone will not lead to
and even Gatekeeper 2 informed decisions based on findings. An accodlityb
incorporated findings into measure needs to be in place to strongly encourage
action plans. Gatekeeper 2 | stakeholders to use the findings.
called upon on-site
administrators to monitor use| Patton (1997) argues that managers, with the asskst
of evaluators, can work with staff to establish a
In Year 4, Gatekeeper 2 askedmonitoring system to help everyone stay focused on
SLC coordinators not “if” but | desired outcomes. One can argue that a desiredroat
“how” they were using data, | of course, is evaluation utilization.
including evaluation findings,
to shape SLCs. He was doingThe lesson learned is that gatekeepers and supesvis
so in official meetings. This | need to be actively involved in monitoring use.rdugh
served as a monitoring activityprofessional development, district administratdrsusd
and as a way for SLC ensure that supervisors are aware of this respbtysib
coordinators to hold each other
accountable for using findings.
Role of On the survey, most | The stage of the program There are greater opportunities for use at the gaéper-

Program Stag

2 staff reported learning

allowed Gatekeeper 2 to focu

slevel at the earlier stages of an initiative, whbare is
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about the evaluation
during Gatekeeper 1's
leadership. This was
not necessarily

attributed to her efforts|.

Instead, it is likely that
the stage of
development played a
major role. Staff were
more likely to learn
about the evaluation
when they first learned
about the SLC
initiative.

The program stage
dictated how
Gatekeeper 1 interacte
with staff. At the time
of inception, when no
structure existed,
Gatekeeper 1 attended
each school’'s monthly
SLC leadership
meetings comprised of
the coordinator, lead
teachers, and, on
occasion, an
administrator to
provide guidance and
support. She had the
burden of establishing

structure where no

on action plans, aligning
schools’ goals with those of
the district, data analysis,
professional development on
core subjects, the needs of th
evaluation, and strengthening
career pathways as they relat
to SLCs. Discussing these
issues in-depth helped to
encourage and facilitate use.
When discussing evaluation
findings, SLC coordinators an
lead teachers were encourag
to report not “if” they were
using them but “how”.

Gatekeeper 2 used the
cevaluation findings to inform
the topics selected to address
meetings and professional
development workshops.

While a low percentage of sta
reported using the findings, it
is evident that use did increas
gradually, albeit very slightly,
throughout the years. One cs
speculate that staff got more
comfortable using findings
with each passing year. Also
because Gatekeeper 1 had
dealt with establishing the

more room for growth. Conversely, there are imaott
opportunities for use further down in the sociarairchy
at the later stages of an initiative, when the peog is
fairly established and staff is more likely to hdnaright
einto it. Given that very little structure exists at the
implementation stage of a program, a gatekeeper ma
ectly on evaluation results to guide his/her deaisioA
gatekeeper may be too busy focusing on his/hersneec
that s/he will not dedicate much time to promotirsg
among other stakeholders. At a later stage, howeve
once the program is fairly established, a gatekeepy
dafford to focus on pushing for use among other
edtakeholders. Also, stakeholders may feel more
comfortable using the findings with each passingyye

Gatekeepers or supervisors should inform stakehlufe
changes they personally make based on evaluation

findings. By setting the example, these individuzdn
help establish a culture that values evaluation use

e

18

structure in the earlier stages

of
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structure existed and
getting buy-in for a
new program.
Gatekeeper 1 focused
on the logistics of and
resources for
developing SLCs,
general professional
development on SLCs,
administrative issues
related to SLCs, and
leadership
development. She
spent her leadership
primarily getting the
program established,
organized, and focuse(
Not much was done to
highlight the
evaluation, other than
to address logical
issues pertaining to
data collection.
Perhaps it may have
been too early to push
for use.

Gatekeeper 1 used the
evaluation findings to
inform her decisions of
how she could best
support and guide the

N

SLC teams at each site.

.

the program, Gatekeeper 2 had
more opportunities to monitor|
use in the later stage.
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The findings led her to
1) hire a coach who
helped facilitate
evaluation use, 2)
implement SLC
coordinator meetings,
and 3) establish the
SLC lead teacher
workshops. These
critical changes
influenced by the
evaluation findings
were an investment in
future evaluation use.

Role of
Training on
Use

Gatekeeper 1 did not
provide any
professional
development
opportunities for staff
to learn how to use
data/evaluation
findings.

Gatekeeper 2 used Year 4
meetings to focus primarily orn
professional development on
how to utilize data, evaluation
findings included. The goal o
these discussions at these
meetings seemed to be to get
SLC coordinators comfortable
with requesting and using dat
These discussions may be
perceived as coaching site
leaders on how to use data tq
develop the SLC program.
These discussions triggered &
timeline change that moved tf
delivery of findings from
December to August, a prime

Professional development training on data usekislyi to
1 lead to increased interest in and use of evaluation
findings. If staff learns to appreciate the benefits of us
evaluation findings and are taught how to use the

f findings to make informed decisions, then it shdagd
easier for them to get comfortable doing so.

Given that decisionmaking was at the bottom of the
ahierarchy, some evaluation capacity building hathke
place. This is what took place in the trainingtff to
use findings. Gatekeeper 2 indirectly got involued
building evaluation capacity. He educates stafbotn
the benefits of the evaluation and how to partakibe
L process. Cousins et al. (2008) argue that “(eatedn
ne€apacity building often depends upon training and

professional development opportunities.” (p.5)
Unfortunately, it is not necessarily made availdble

time for their inclusion in

everyone equally. This was evident in the trairohg
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planning for the new academi
year.

Survey results seemed to
suggest that awareness of
evaluation findings improved
during the time that SLC
coordinators and lead teache
went through numerous
sessions focusing on
promoting data use.

cSLC coordinators and lead teachers but not non-lead
teachers. In 1983, King and Thompson called for
researchers to determine if school staff couldast be
effectively trained to use evaluation information.

A contextual factor identified by Alkin et al. (19B8in
influencing use was assistance in developing pnoresd

rQuoting an evaluator in one of the studies, it neted
that “school administrators, teachers, and pamghts
serve on Title | advisory committees often do reteh
group process skills and decisionmaking skillseyrh
must be given assistance in how to read, analyzk, a
make decisions upon evaluation data.” (p. 2) Was
what Gatekeeper 2 attempted to achieve with his
professional development workshops aimed at SLC
coordinators and lead teachers.

The lesson learned is that school districts shprogide
training on data/ evaluation use to leadershig,statl
possibly to non-leader teachers. The more confftarta
staff are using data, the more likely they will utse

Role of
Administra-
tive Approach

Gatekeeper 1's
administrative style
focused on breadth —
addressing a variety of
issues and keeping a
number of group
stakeholders (SLC
coordinators, lead
teachers, principals,
professional learning

communities, and

Gatekeeper 2’s administrative
style focused on depth — on
addressing a few issues
(primarily data needs and use
core subject content,
leadership skills) and with a
few stakeholder groups
(principals, SLC coordinators,
lead teachers, and assistant
superintendent). His focus
seemed to be on use of

A gatekeeper’s administrative approach influences
stakeholders’ use of evaluation findingsis obvious
that leadership styles affect if and how reformveno
,forward. At times, administrative approach can be
influenced by the stage of development of a refohm.
any case, the decisions gatekeepers make wilkendle if
and how findings are used by stakeholders.

In discussing the elements of administrative stiltes
impact evaluation use, Alkin et al. (1979) point to
administrative and organizational skills as paticu
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board members)
informed. Her focus
seemed to be on
awareness of findings
by a broader audience

Gatekeeper 1 did not
seem to think that
principals fit in the
evaluation process.
She indicated that
principals relied
heavily on the SLC
coordinators and,
therefore, were not as
informed as others to
implement changes.
She envisioned SLC
coordinators and lead
teachers as functioning
as distributors of
information concerning
the findings. In sharing
the findings, she
wanted them to ponde
how to make changes
to SLCs. Gatekeeper
had no expectations fg
non-lead teachers to
use the findings. She
indicated that
ownership of the

findings but by those at the to
of the hierarchy (principals,
SLC coordinators, lead
teachers).

Gatekeeper 2 spent more one
on-one time with principals
than anyone else discussing
findings. Thus, Gatekeeper 2
envisioned principals as both
active users of the evaluation
and overseers of use, at the
teacher level. He expected
SLC coordinators and lead
teachers to incorporate
findings into action plans.
Gatekeeper 2 also did not
necessarily expect non-lead
teachers to make use of the

) findings. Instead, he viewed
principals and SLC
coordinators as the policy-

) makers.

 Gatekeeper 2 used the
evaluation primarily as a
Lresource to push for use at th
rsite level. Thus, he created
opportunities for stakeholders
to think of how the findings
could be used. He called upag
his supervisor to help pressur

initiative had to be

pecritical and taking initiative as equally importarit was
evident that Gatekeeper 2's administrative approeah
more refined than Gatekeeper 1. He possessed the
administrative and organizational skills to coresnsty
push for the use of evaluation findings and created
p-accountability measures to ensure use took place.
Furthermore, he had the insight to realize therg ava
need for staff training and took the initiativedevelop
an in-depth data/ evaluation use workshop. A#,tbf
course, with staff high in the SLC hierarchy.

The lesson learned is that the approach a gateksies
has the potential to drive evaluation use. Addngss
weaknesses, having high expectations, setting up
accountability measures, providing the necessaryitig
— all seem to increase the likelihood of evaluatisa.

principals into using the
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organic and, as such,

findings to make informed

she could not prescribe decisions regarding SLCs. H

use.

Gatekeeper 1
personally used the
evaluation findings to

address needs evident

across sites. This led,
for example, to the

was consistently persistent in
encouraging and, at times,

coordinators to make informe
decisions based on the
evaluation findings. He also
led by example as he
incorporated findings into his

development of a coachown personal action plan.

position. One of the

duties of this coach was

to assist school site

staff by fostering use of

evaluation findings.

Also, Gatekeeper 1 was

responsible for
establishing the
monthly SLC
coordinator meetings.
These meetings
provided the space in
which SLC
coordinators were
trained under
Gatekeeper 2 to make
use of data/evaluation
findings.

pressuring, principals and SLC

Role of
Organiza-
tional

Gatekeeper 1
recognized that the
autonomy granted to

Gatekeeper 2 was frustrated
with the autonomy granted to
school site staff given the

The organizational structure of an institution damit
evaluation use, especially when it makes it difififar

accountability measures to existhe structure can lead
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Structure

school site staff by the
organizational structurg
of the institution
weakened her power t(
enforce use. While
Gatekeeper 1 expecte(
action, she allowed the
autonomy to dictate
how that action would
surface. She noted it
was not her role to
force teachers to use
evaluation findings.

> nature of the organizational

2 structure of the institution. He
acknowledged that the

b autonomy granted to school
site staff dictated if and how

jevaluation use took place. He
noted that he did not supervis
principals or SLC coordinator
and, therefore, did not have tf
authority to evaluate them.
Thus, he also expected actior
but allowed the autonomy to
dictate how that action would
surface. Gatekeeper 2 got
involved, or sought the
involvement of his supervisor
only under the most critical
situations.

Administrators were identified
by staff as those who were
most likely to use the
evaluation findings. This
again supports the notion that
staff members were adhering
to the social structure of the
institution with regard to use.
Administrators were expected
to use findings to inform
decisions, teachers were not.
Administrators had the same
expectation for district

administrators. Thus, staff

to an autonomy that controls the flow of informatie
> whether findings would be shared with others infirst
place. Overseers of the evaluation, the gatekegpan
only encourage use if they do not have the authtwit
enforce it. The same can be said about SLC coatalis
2with regard to SLC lead teachers, who were inforteed
eshare findings with their SLC teachers.

~

D

d he effect of the flow of information in bureaudcat
systems has been documented. In 1967, Downs'’roks

1 found that “middlemen” in hierarchical bureaucratic
systems selectively shared information. Adherd¢adbe
hierarchy is deeply imbedded in the culture of
bureaucratic institutions. In an interview by Ghig
(2008), in which a school district internal evatragtated
that “we respect the hierarchy” when describing the
communication process during an evaluation. (p) 585
their synthesis of studies, Leviton and Hughes )98
noted that the “hierarchy affects disseminatiorcaose
valuable information may never get to potentialrsise
(p. 537) This applies to SLC coordinators, whwedras
“middlemen” or mini-gatekeepers for lead teachars]
lead teachers who served as “middlemen” for teacher|
not holding a leadership position.

Alkin et al. (1979) also argue that the interrelaghip
between different stakeholders within organizations
affect evaluation utility. The fact that individeaare
bound by their roles is most true in bureaucracies.
Kennedy et al. (1980) further suggest that thersatii
an organization (i.e. the local education ageregni
uncontrollable factor evaluators deal with that canse

nonuse. They allude to a process of potentiathese
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simply believed that those
above them were responsible
for using the evaluation
findings.

“has many layers and is diffuse.” (p. 65). Alas,
previously mentioned in Chapter 2, Shulha and Gwmusi
(1997) eloquently document that the “complexity of
bureaucratic levels within the organization, times of
communication within and across these levels, bad t
dominant mechanisms for framing the meaning of
evaluation information all contributed to the pdiah
utility of evaluation findings.” (p. 198).

In discussing a conceptual framework, Cousins (2003
notes that administrative organizational suppattipal
processes and influences at the micro-level, and
organizational culture are powerful variables canimg
participatory evaluation and knowledge utilizatidn.
2008, Cousins et al. further argued that an irtgtituvith
“a flat, non-hierarchical structure with few forrzad
controls over employees’ work” tends to enhance
organization learning. (p. 5) Cousins found a bigh
capacity to use evaluations in non-governmental
organizations, implying that the bureaucratic naifr
government organizations hinders use. Thus, the
organization’s structure itself influences whether
stakeholders can learn to use findings, and it s@n
transform the organization’s culture to one thahe
user-friendly.

The lesson is that school district administrat@sdto
be aware of how the district’s organizational dinue
affects reforms. Gatekeepers may need to be grante
supervisorial power to enforce evaluation usetierdake
of moving reforms forward. Another way is to edistb
a culture in which use of data, including evaluatio
findings, is expected at all levels of the social&ure.
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Role of Gatekeeper 1 did not | While Gatekeeper 2 noted the When multiple reforms are taking place, evaluation
Reform discuss district or importance of the SLC findings will be used to address one particulaorei
Priorities school priorities with | evaluation, he clarified that it | only if aligned with school leaders’ prioritiest is a
regard to the various | was not a comprehensive challenge for administrators to decide which firgditio
reforms taking place. | evaluation that took into use when they are responsible for multiple reformhss
The only evident account all of the schools’ logical that findings aligned with their prioriti@se more
priority was hers in needs. As such, principals hadikely to be implemented. These require less waré
establishing structure | the discretion to decide which may fit better with the school-wide vision.
and buy-in into the needs were priorities and to
SLC initiative. address those. Alkin et al. (1979) argued that preexisting evalmat
bounds have an influence on the utility of an eatain.
Priorities with regard to the | A preexisting bound in the present multiple casest
SLC initiative were reflected | was what the school district proposed to do inattginal
in how the findings were used.grant application. Ignoring evaluation findingsaith
While staff had the discretion| addressed these specific preexisting bounds mediliz
to decide how to use them, | Gatekeeper 2 to reach out to the assistant supedent
survey results suggested that dor help in pressuring principals to use this infation.
those who did use the findingsLeviton & Hughes (1981) have also indicated, agdot
most chose to make direct by many writers, that research gets used more oftdre
programmatic changes or to | presence of high relevance to program concerns.
plan for the future — at least at
the SLC lead teacher and non-The lesson is that school district administrattisusd
lead teacher level. These cautiously align reforms so that changes in one can
individuals also seemed to | benefit others. While this cannot always be done,
believe that administrators supervisors should nevertheless require that aitic
were using the evaluation findings be addressed to move reforms forward.
findings for these purposes.
Role of Gatekeeper 1 noted it | Gatekeeper 2 noted it was the There are higher expectations of use for those with
Experience | was the responsibility | responsibility of lead teachers experience, or perceived as having the experience,
Using of lead teachers to to inform non-lead teachers | making decisions based on evaluation findings.
Evaluation inform non-lead about the findings. Generally, this applies to those holding a leadprsh
Findings teachers about the Furthermore, he reported that iposition. Those with inexperience are perceivedas
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findings. She admitted
that even if done, SLC
teachers did not know
what to do with
findings. Instead, she
believed that teachers
waited for
administrators to direct
them on what to do
with those findings.

Gatekeeper 1 reported
that those with
experience using
findings or who took
the initiative to use
findings were promote
to leadership positions

was the responsibility of the
administration and the SLC
coordinator to keep SLC
teachers informed about the
findings and to facilitate use.

Focus group teacher
participants reported that it
was not in their place to use
evaluation findings. The focu
groups discussions seem to

to no experience using
evaluation findings. As a
result, they invested very little
effort to keep informed about
ithe evaluation and its findings

knowing what to do with the findings. Those wiitlle
to no experience also believe it is not their placase
the findings.

Alkin et al. (1979) argued that the orientatiorusérs,
which is shaped by attitudes, perceptions, and
experiences with previous evaluations, affect eatsbn
use. Leviton and Hughes (1981) also noted thaaicer
factors affect how receptive administrators are to

sresearch. One such factor is that heavy use teatdsre

trust in research. In discussing a study, Hofstethd

suggest that teachers had littleAlkin (2003) argued that familiarity with evaluati®

may explain why administrators find reports morefuk
than teachers.

Preskill and Torres (2000) also note that transétive

.learning is incremental, meaning that learningdsidn

past experiences. This is certainly the percepiresent
in a hierarchical setting. Those at the top areegaly
perceived as more experienced.

The lesson learned is that school administratoes he
change this perception, perhaps through profedsiona
development or by monitoring use. All staff shotddl

a sense of responsibility to use evaluation finditgg
make informed decisions. They should know that a
collaborative effort is needed to move a refornwind,
especially in the case when the initiative is streed as g
bottom-up reform.
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Role of One’s
Leadership
Position

At the end of
Gatekeeper 1's
leadership,
administrators as a
group were the most
positive about and
aware of the evaluatior
than teachers.
Administrators and
lead teachers were als
most aware of the
findings. Teachers
were the most unawaré
of the evaluation and
findings. Survey
results seem to sugges
that lead teachers wersé
more likely to find out
about the evaluation
during the leadership g
the gatekeeper under
whom they served.

SLC coordinator and
lead teachers were
identified most often as
the source for learning
about the evaluation
findings.

At the end of Gatekeeper 2’s

lead teachers as a group wer
also the most aware of the
evaluation and its findings.

1 of the evaluation and the
findings.

that lead teacher were more
likely to find out about the

2 evaluation during the
leadership of the gatekeeper
under whom they served.
5tThey were also more likely to
2 use findings during the years
they served as leaders.

fThose in leadership positions
were identified as taking an
active role in the evaluation.
Administrators and SLC
coordinators were identified b
staff as sources for raising

5 awareness about the SLC
evaluation but raising
awareness about the findings
was attributed to the SLC
coordinators and lead teache
Administrators were identified

by staff as those who were

Teachers were most unaware

pSurvey results seem to sugge

Those in leadership positions are most positiveuabo

leadership, administrators andevaluation, are more aware of findings, and are enor

blikely to use the evaluation result$his could be
attributed to leaders having more experience using
evaluation findings. It is most likely, howevenat
schools have an established culture that calls upon
leaders to make decisions. Teachers are generally
excluded.

sthe issue of leadership is closely associated tdahof
the role of supervisors.

Cousins and Leithwood (1986) noted in their revadw
studies that evaluation was “reported to be of mestin
the early stages in the decisionmaking process.3%p)
Earlier stages implies that those in leadershigsrare
the ones making the decisions, as presumably Ieader
the ones with most involvement in the early stages.
While there were conflicting conclusions about wieet
position in an organizational hierarchical influesase,
Cousins and Leithwood (1986) did find that somelistsI
did support the view that “greater utilization ooew
among those with positions higher in the hierardbry,
yexample, central office administrators as opposed t
principals, and principals as opposed to teachgps.”
356). In this multiple case study, it is also intpat to
note that leadership position, closely associatiéal w
supervisorial authority, was also influential inviing
use.

S.

The lesson is that administrators need to charge th
school culture so that staff can learn that ivisrgone’s
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most likely to use the
evaluation findings.

Due to their leadership roles,
the SLC coordinator and lead
teachers benefitted from
formal discussions on the
evaluation findings. This may
have led to their high level of
awareness.

Lead teachers indicated not
having shared evaluation
findings with teachers.
Teachers could not assert wit
authority whether findings
were indeed shared. This
implied that expectations wers
that teachers did not need to
know and, perhaps, that they
did not know what to do with
the information.

responsibility to make informed decisions so thatyt
can collectively move reforms forward.

Role of Data
Collection
Activities

The role of data
collection activities
was not mentioned by
Gatekeeper 1 nor
addressed in data
collected during her
leadership.

In both surveys and focus
group interviews during the
leadership of Gatekeeper 2,
teachers revealed that they
learned about the evaluation
after participating in data
collection activities (surveys
and/or focus groups).

Data collection activities provide opportunitiesgbare
information about the evaluation and its findingdhis is
most likely to happen in large institutions withgoo
communication systems in place. Awareness of the
evaluation is a step towards use of findings.

Patton (1997) argues that paying attention to Yadielity
leads to more credible data on the part of stakiehs!
and, indirectly, more likelihood of use. In thisiliple
case study, in informing stakeholders of what waiadp
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measured, data collection instruments also infortheth
about the evaluation. This multiple case studyldpts
the potential for data collection instruments to/eaas a
direct source of information and indirectly as enido
encourage use.

The lesson learned is that school districts shbald
aware that staff is learning about the evaluatiwaugh
third parties. Efforts should be made to properfgrm
all staff. If this is not doable, then perhapsay be in
the interest of school districts to mention impotta
findings in survey format.

Role of The role of meetings | During Gatekeeper 2’s The optimal way to share information about the
Meetings was not mentioned by | leadership, meetings was the| evaluation and its findings is at meetinghis is logical
Gatekeeper 1 nor source most commonly given the isolated manner in which teachers work.
addressed in data identified as to how Discussing findings at meetings can provide
collected during her | information about the opportunities for learning to take place, to clear
leadership. evaluation was delivered. It | misconceptions, and to plan for their use. Esabytifor
was more common than the | constructivist and transformative learning to tpkace,
SLC coordinator, lead teachef,organizations need to bring people together (Piteskdl
or administrator. Torres, 2000).
The lesson for school district administrators e tiither
having more meetings or longer meeting may leaa to
better informed staff more likely to help move mehs
forward.
Role of DHS staff had the leasf DHS staff had the least The political dynamics of the evaluation attitudéstaff
School positive attitudes about positive attitudes about and administrative style of leaders affect evalmatise
Context evaluation and were | evaluation and were least at a particular site. It was clear that in one school,

least aware of it and itg

aware of it and its results. A

results. A previous

previous experience with a

negative attitudes towards the evaluation predilied
awareness of evaluation findings and use. Thengite
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experience with a
similar reform left them
resistant to SLCs. The
BHS staff was the mos
enthusiastic but,
according to
Gatekeeper 1, most
naive. The WHS staff
seemed to believe thei
school was fine and di¢
not need to invest muc
in SLCs.

similar reform left them

resistant to SLCs. BHS was

the most enthusiastic but,
taccording to Gatekeeper 2,
WHS staff
seemed to believe their schog
was fine and did not need to

most resistant.

invest much in SLCs.
!
)
h

lleadership role comprise the school political cente

the most enthusiastic staff reported the higher
percentages of evaluation awareness and knowlddge
findings.

Evaluation perceptions, administrative style, and

These issues have already been discussed in tlse row
about. The school context influences if and how/wl
take place.

Gatekeepers should plan for regular meetings witioal
leaders across the district to stay informed of the
influences of school context. By addressing
administrative issues and working towards improving
evaluation attitudes, gatekeepers can help inspire

evaluation use at the site level.
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The research findings of this multiple case stuehyiole confirmatory evidence related to
a number of issues discussed in the evaluatiomditee. It is invigorating to find similar
findings in different contexts as they simply stygren the call to address weaknesses, which in
this case pertain to obstacles that hinder evalnatse. Facilitating evaluation use will help
move education initiatives forward so that they bardeveloped to their fullest and assessed

more accurately.

Limitations

This study had some limitations that were rootethenfact that it relied on secondary
data sources. First, survey items were not woobegdistently throughout the years, which
presented a challenge. Secondly, surveys in Yaad3year 4 did not identify lead teachers, a
group that played a critical role in this studyo dompensate for this short-coming, teachers
having served as SLC leaders were identified inrbe@nd were labeled as having served under
Gatekeeper 1 or Gatekeeper 2. Thus, those samithgy Gatekeeper 1 had to think retroactively
about all their evaluation experiences, unlike beas and administrators who had a reference
point for some survey items in Years 3 and 4. Esponses of lead teachers serving under
Gatekeeper 1, therefore, may not have been asateas for those who served under
Gatekeeper 2. A third challenge that arose wighstlirvey pertained to the item that inquired
whether staff had served as SLC coordinator ajpamyt during the initiative. It appears that
this item needed clarification as more survey pgodints reported having served as SLC
coordinators than what was accounted for in anuatign report. Due to this confusion,
responses for the SLC coordinator could not bertedseparately and, instead, were combined

with the responses of the SLC lead teachers.
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Another serious limitation was that survey pap&tion was low, especially among
administrators and lead teachers serving underk@aper 1. The problem with this low sample
size was exacerbated when disaggregating the gaehiools. Because the nature of the
organizational structure of a school dictates & Inggio of teachers per administrator, it was
expected that teacher participation would yielchkignumbers than administrators.
Unfortunately, participation from administratorssaexcessively low throughout the years but,
in particular, in Years 3 and 4. This low partatipn may have affected the ANOVA results for
BHS and DHS, where no statistical differences vieoed regarding evaluation awareness
between lead teachers serving Gatekeeper 1 an@éeper 2. Furthermore, given the low
survey numbers, it was difficult to put too muchigie on the descriptive analyses of some of
the survey items.

This study would have benefitted from qualitatiagadfrom Year 3 focus groups that
addressed staff's experiences with the evaluatidot having Year 3 qualitative data that
addressed this issue prevented a more in-deptiisasmaf Year 3 that could have provided a
clearer snapshot of the status under Gatekeep€hi%.would have balanced things more
equally with the Year 5 analyses, in which bothrgitative and qualitative data were taken into
account to highlight what was taking place undetetégeper 2. Lastly, transcripts indicate that
on two occasions the evaluation team failed tfolthe interview protocol during staff focus
groups. Itis possible that time ran out and,gf@e, some items pertaining to awareness of the
evaluation and its findings were not discussed.

An attempt was made to produce an accurate, usefdlhonest study despite these

limitations that speaks to the evaluation expersnaf school staff. While these flaws did limit
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the scope of the study, the findings of this migtipase study, nevertheless, are of practical

significance and make important contributions ® ¢lvaluation field.

Reflections

In analyzing previously collected data for thisltple case study, | could not help but
reflect on my experiences as a member of the etiatuteam. Although not the lead evaluator,
| nevertheless witnessed the evolution of the staitire that took place when Gatekeeper 2
became the leader of the SLC initiative. Whilehbgatekeepers were exceptional leaders,
Gatekeeper 2 seemed to have managed the mini-gatise(principals and SLC coordinators)
at the school sites more effectively than Gatekegpdt was evident that during the leadership
of Gatekeeper 2 evaluation findings began to infeamool-site decisions, many times without
lead teachers having knowledge of it. | believad bccurred because: 1) Gatekeeper 2
understood that despite the bottom-up structutbefnitiative, schools continued to function in
a top-down culture, and 2) he placed a certaineegf pressure on staff by prescribing
evaluation use. Gatekeeper 1, on the other hantgined loyal to the original structure of the
initiative, which called for SLCs to be driven lBathers. Unfortunately, the nature of the
bureaucracy and the school culture itself prohibitest teachers from fulfilling the role called
upon then by the initiative. Thus, | feel that &ageper 1 was unable to get school site staff to
use the evaluation findings to the degree thatKeatger 2 did.

| noticed that the impact on culture seemed mutense by the change of gatekeepers
than the nature of the initiative itself. | reakizthat Gatekeeper 1 had to focus primarily on the
implementation of the grant, ensuring that staffenstood the purpose behind the initiative and
encouraging the establishment of SLCs. She hadutrden of introducing the new policy to

three schools — one in which staff accepted thermefvith open arms, another in which staff

129



was overly resistant, and a third in which stafewradifferent. It was clear that in Year 1, staff
were not ready to implement the new policy let albe interested in the evaluation or its
findings. This was painfully evident to the evalaa team, as even developing a logic model of
the initiative proved too stressful and time-conswgrior staff. School site staff simply could
not envision the program and its purpose. In Ye&atekeeper 1 realized the importance of
holding the SLC coordinator meetings and quartiexdy teacher workshops. This was when a
change in culture began to take place, albeit, rabtke buy-in level rather than an interest or
appreciation for the evaluation. In Year 3, Gaggler 1 continued providing professional
development to the SLC coordinators and lead teachamarily strengthening their leadership
skills and helping them to seek more buy-in attéaeher level.

The evaluation team was aware that Gatekeeperusddcher interactions at the SLC
coordinator and lead teacher levels all three yslaesserved as director of the grant. She
indicated she wanted interest and participatidh@teacher level to be organic, as was meant to
be in a school supportive of a successful SLC celtGatekeeper 1 lamented the lack of interest
at the teacher level and partly blamed teacherthéolack of successful development of SLCs at
each of the schools. She did not feel principldgga a significant role in the development of
SLCs, as the SLC initiative was supposed to beedrlwy teachers. Thus, she did not actively
seek out the involvement of the principals in eaifog use of the evaluation findings. Even the
evaluation team had limited interactions with thie@pals, whom were interviewed annually.
During the leadership of Gatekeeper 1, the evalondagam was invited to present evaluation
findings to SLC coordinators and lead teachersdwiBoth times, limited time was set aside for

discussion. While Gatekeeper 1 was very accomnmagaith regard to data collection
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activities, she rarely referred to the evaluatiodihgs when speaking with the evaluation team
or school site staff.

Things differed substantially with Gatekeeper 2 d¢emed to focus on improving the
SLC culture on each high school campus by devetpihia established SLCs. In Year 4, he
referred to having read the evaluation reportsetmine acquainted with the status of the SLC
initiative. He decided to emphasize data usesmphofessional development with SLC
coordinators. To facilitate the use of evaluafiodings, he sparked the collaborative decision
made by him, SLC coordinators, and the evaluaBamtto change the evaluation report
deadline from December to August, just before the of the academic year. This allowed for
use of evaluation findings in the planning of tlkademic year. In Year 5, he asked the
evaluation team to be available for a two-hourisesso that SLC coordinators and lead teachers
could read through the findings, discuss them,@ad for action. He not only facilitated the in-
depth presentation of evaluation findings but, bglidating so much time to it, | feel he also
legitimized the evaluation. It was the first titheat as a member of the evaluation team | felt our
work valued, appreciated, and, most importantlgdusy critical stakeholders in the
development of SLCs. | felt that finally in Yeatle evaluation had gained respect, at least by
the director, SLC coordinators, and SLC lead teeche

A factor that seemed to have helped influence wsethat, unlike Gatekeeper 1,
Gatekeeper 2 focused on the principals to drive 8&¢lopment. Gatekeeper 2 did not only
discuss the findings with SLC coordinators and @pals, but he also held them accountable for
using what he referred to as evaluation “data” ekeninformed SLC decisions. Principals and
SLC coordinators had to report not “if’ they wei@rg to use the evaluation findings but “how”

they were going to do so. While not dictating wiegty had to do, Gatekeeper 2 was pressuring
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principals and SLC coordinators to do somethingaiA, what he asked and to whom seemed to
push for SLC policy decisions to be based on ev@mindindings. His strategy was to prescribe
use. | believe this approach was fairly succesdfié left the intricate details to the principals
and SLC coordinators, as well as the decision of tieey would influence or pressure lead
teachers to make use of the evaluation findindse dottom line was that direct action to SLCs
took place as a result of the evaluation.

The key is that Gatekeeper 1 did not perceive jais playing a significant role and,
instead, felt that buy-in and development had tatltbe lead teacher, and to some degree,
teacher ranks. Gatekeeper 2, on the other handhde principals were critical in driving SLC
development. The flow chart below highlights hafiormation regarding the evaluation
findings was disseminated at each school site guha leadership of each gatekeeper. The

chart also illustrates who gatekeepers perceivedeagrimary users of the evaluation findings.

Figure 5.1. Dissemination of Evaluation Findings@d Perceived Users.

Gatekeeper 1 Gatekeeper 2
I / !

SLC Coordinator . . <«— | SLC Coordinator
— | Principal <=| Principal
! Evaluation !
Lead Teachers|, — Use Lead Teachers
! / l
Teachers Teachers
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The thinner arrows point to how information madewty from the SLC directors at the district
office to teachers at each school site. The béwobws point to who was expected to make use
of the evaluation findings, either on their own@ck or in the case of Gatekeeper 2, with some
pressure. Itis evident that there are more arwovder Gatekeeper 2 than Gatekeeper 1. As
previously mentioned, Gatekeeper 2 believed thatimals played a critical role in the
development of SLCs on their respective campu&zdekeeper 1 seemed to think that lead
teachers where the primary users of the evalufiidmgs, as they could take the necessary
actions to make improvements to their SLCs. Wslile wanted teachers to care, and be
involved in making those informed decisions, Gatglex 1 did not really expect teachers to
actually use the evaluation findings. Gatekeepas@ did not necessarily have such expectation
but he did anticipate that lead teachers, SLC dpatadrs, and the principal would direct teachers
in implementing any actions they made with regarthe development of SLCs. While one
could argue that the actions taken by each gatekeegre influenced by the stage of the
initiative, this was not necessarily the case.s@al philosophies, interests, and administrative
approach, as already mentioned in the table disdusarlier in this chapter, played a significant
role in influencing gatekeeper actions.

Due to some limitations, data presented in thisadiation does not necessarily support
what seemed fairly evident to the evaluation teaime-presence of a greater appreciation for the
evaluation and an increase in use of findings dutte leadership of Gatekeeper 2. One of the
limitations was that staff was not aware that softhe actions being implemented at the
direction of the principals were in fact influendaglthe evaluation findings. Thus, it is very
likely that use under Gatekeeper 2 was unrepowyddda teachers and teachers. | do not believe

this was the case under Gatekeeper 1 given thatipais did not play a prominent role in
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developing SLCs. While identification of how evation findings influence use is very complex
(Mark & Henry, 2012), it is likely that this wasdltase with Gatekeeper 1. It was easier to track
the flow of information and use under Gatekeepgivén that the lines of communication were
very linear, unlike with Gatekeeper 2, who also oamicated directly with principals. Thus, |
feel that evaluation use was under reported undéekéeper 2 but not under Gatekeeper 1.

As a member of the evaluation team, | withessed these gatekeepers administered the
grant and how they interacted with staff. Experieg the small change in culture from one of
indifference to the evaluation to one that valuedhade the evaluation team, myself included,
realize the impact a gatekeeper has in influeneirajuation use. It was evident to the
evaluation team that prescribed use, not necegshtating what must be done but requiring an
action based on the evaluation findings to be taltehin fact increase use. Unfortunately, data
restrains prevented this dissertation to supp@sttiremise empirically. Observations from the
evaluation team, however, seem to support thatitdisndeed take place. This suggests that

further study of prescribed use would certainlydfeérihe literature on evaluation utilization.

Implications for Future Research

The lessons described earlier in this chapter Bhletlon the various issues that can be
further explored in future research. There isedn® understand how to proceed with each
lesson learned in this multiple case study. Knawvtimat supervisors have the power to drive
evaluation use is not necessarily something nepvdotitioners. However, it may be important
to know whether a supervisor’s perception of evadmahas more influence than their personal
belief in a reform, with regard to yielding evalieat use. Also, how does an evaluator approach
the influence of the organizational structure idesrto improve the likelihood of use? If an

evaluator could only focus on a few, which less@mula be the most fruitful to address?
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Similarly, if a school district can only invest saich in changing its culture to one that is
conducive to evaluation use, to which lesson shoegddurces go? Is prescribed use a practical
approach to achieving evaluation utilization? \While lessons were identified, each one could
be further explored in-depth in future research.

As previously mentioned, all the lessons iderdifie this multiple case study may not be
new to the evaluation field. Thus, it is surprgsthat these challenges keep surfacing despite the
knowledge about them. It is critical that mores@sh in this area is done in order to address
these challenges and break some of the barriengaloation use. Not only would this help
move education reforms, it would also result in enappreciation for evaluations, and indirectly,

to the field as well.
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Appendix A

Fall 2007 (Year 3) Survey

This survey will help your school learn more aboubat teachers think about Small Learn
Communities (SLCs) and progress towards implemgnghCs.
responses will be combined, so individual respomsSNOT be reported to anyone. Your response$
be kept strictly confidential.

Please be honest and open.

Section A: About You

1. Are you part of a Small Learning Community? oYes
a. If yes, which SLC? oSLC1 o SLC3

o SLC2 o SLC4
b. If no, would you like to be a part of an SLC? oYes
2. Position: oTeacher oCounselor

oNo

o SLC5
o SLC6

oNo

odon’t know

odon’t know

oAdministrator

3. Department(if applicable) (If you teach in more than one department, choogeof your

oArt (Fine & Performing) oEnglish

departments as a reference point for this survey.)

oTechnology

oHistory-Social Science oPhysical Education oMathematics

oForeign Language
oOther (specify):

oScience

ing
All
wil

4. Grade level: (If teaching more than one grade, please chdwsprimary grade in which you teach.)

oo™ 010" 011" 012"
5. Number of years at this school: oFirst year oYear 2 or 3 oYear 4-6 oYear 7-10
oYear 10-15 oYear 16-20 020+ years
6. Number of years teaching OVERALL:  oFirst year oYear2or3 oOYear 4-6 oYear 7-10
oYear 10-15 oYear 16-20 020+ years
Section B: Small Learning Communities
Please tell us to what extent you agree/disagréethe Strongly Strongly Not
following statements: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Applicable
1. lunderstand the vision and goals for implementing
. . . 1 2 3 4 NA
small learning communitiest this school.
2. lunderstand the vision and goals foy SLC. 1 2 3 4 NA
3. I am comfortable with howny schoo is
. X ) . 1 2 3 4 NA
implementing small learning communities.
4, I am comfortable with howny SLC is being 1 2 3 4 NA
implemented.
5. I believe that forming small learning communitied w
: . . 1 2 3 4 NA
helpthis schoolraise student achievement.
6. The schoa provides time on a regular basis for the
sharing of information, ideas, and instructional 1 2 3 4 NA
strategies.
7.1 am_a_ble to navigate throughe district’s 1 > 3 4 NA
administrative procedures.
8. | am able to navigate througihe school’ 1 2 3 4 NA

administrative procedures.

141



My SLC provides teachers with opportunities to collab®i@t decisions that will:

9. improve student achievement. 1 2 3 4
10. improve systems and processes at the school level. 1 2 3 4
11. :;nvperlove systems and processes at the department 1 2 3 4 NA
12. identify areas for professional development. 1 2 3 4

13. What has been most rewarding, so far, when it cam&snall Learning Communities?
14. What has been the biggest challenge, so far, ifreimgnting Small Learning Communities?

15. What additional resources do you feel you will nemduccessfully implement Small Learning
Communities?

Section C: Staff to Staff Interaction

One of the anticipated outcomes of creating srealiling communities (SLCs) is to create a stronger
professional network and community for school stéfé are trying to get a picture of who is in your
professional network

For the following questions, please list your naand O - 3 peoplat your schoo(could be another
teacher, an administrator, counselor, etc.) inomse to the question. You may list a name more than
once, if applicable. Agairindividual responses will NOT be reported All responses will be combined
to gain an overall picture of staff interactiortla school.

1. Whose shared ideas about curriculum and instruckioyou incorporate into your teaching?
First Initial, Last Name

Your name:
Staff Member #1.
Staff Member #2:
Staff Member #3:

2. Who do you collaborate with on curriculum and lesptanning?
First Initial, Last Name

Your name:
Staff Member #1.
Staff Member #2:
Staff Member #3:

3. When you think about possible ways of improving SL.®@ho would you share the idea with to test it
out?

First Initial, Last Name

Your name:
Staff Member #1.
Staff Member #2:
Staff Member #3:
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Section D:Attitudes towards Evaluation Practice inSchools

Please tell us to what extent you agree/disagréetine Strongly Strongly Not
following statements: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Applicable

a. Evaluation would pave the way for better teachind a

: 1 2 3 4 NA
learning for our students.
b. Our programs co_uld use evaluation to learn howeto b 1 2 3 4 NA
even more effective.
c. Implementing an evaluation would enhance our statur 1 2 3 4 NA
as a school.
d. An evaluation would make it easier to convince
- . 1 2 3 4 NA
administration of needed changes.
e. The integration of evaluation activities into ouonk
; - , 1 2 3 4 NA
would enhance the quality of decision making.
f. It would be worthwhile to integrate evaluation sities
. : : 1 2 3 4 NA
into our daily work practices.
g. There vyould be support among staff if we trieddo d 1 2 3 4 NA
evaluation work.
h. There are evaluation processes in place that estdife
: ; 1 2 3 4 NA
to review how well changes we make are working.
I Wg are allowed the time to be involved in evaluatio 1 2 3 4 NA
activities.
j-  The arguments for conducting an evaluation are ttee 1 5 3 4 NA

staff members.

Section E: Culture and Climate Change
1. In your opinion, has the culture and climate ofsbkool changed with the implementation of small
learning communities? o YES o NO

a. If YES, in what ways has the culture and clinc@tanged at this school?

b. If NO, how would you describe the culture arichate of this school?

Thank you very much for taking the time to comphlatesurvey. If you have any questions or
concerns, please contact the evaluator at email @ssddedu.
Your feedback plays an invaluable role in our éffdo strengthen SLCs at your school.
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Spring 2008 (Year 3) Survey

This survey will help your school learn more abatnat teachers think about their teaching and school
environment and experience. Your responses willubed to identify the school's progress towards
meeting its Small Learning Community goaRlease be honest and open. All responses aranalxiod
will be combined across the district, and acro$mals, so individual responses will NOT be reporiz
anyone and your responses will be kept strictlyfidential.

o

Section A: About You

1. Small Learning Communities oSLC1 oSLC3 oSLC5 ol don’'t know

(SLCs): oSLC2 oSLC4 oSLC6 ol am not a part of an SLC
2. Position: oTeacher oCounselor oAdministrator

3. Gender: oFemale oMale

4. Department(if applicable) (If you teach in more than one department, choogeof your
departments as a reference point for this survey.)
oArt (Fine & Performing) oEnglish oTechnology oForeign Language oScience
oHistory-Social Science oPhysical Education ocMathematics oOther (specify):

5. Grade level: (If teaching more than one grade, please chdwsprimary grade in which you teach.)

o9" o10" 011" o12"
6. Ethnicity ~ oAfrican American oAsian/Pacific Islander oBiracial/Multi-racial oWhite
oHispanic/Latino oAmerican Indian oOther (specify):

Section B: Small Learning CommunitiegPlease indicate Not Applicable, if you are not imn SLC)

Please tell us to what extent you agree/disagréetie Strongly Strongly Not
following statements: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Applicable
16.The faculty and staff at this school are aware of

small learning communities (SLCs) and 1 2 3 4 NA

understand the purpose and goals for SLCs.

17.The faculty and staff at this school have
opportunities to suggest modifications to the 1 2 3 4 NA
SLCs that are heard and taken into considerati

18. Students at this school have opportunities to
suggest modifications to the SLCs that are heard 1 2 3 4 NA
and taken into consideration.

19. The principal and staff clearly communicate
goals, standards, and expectations for 1 2 3 4 NA
achievement and behavior to the students.

20. The school provides time on a regular basis for

SLC teams to meet to share information, discuss 1 2 3 4 NA
students’ academic progress,curriculum needs,etc
21. | understand what my role is in my SLC. 1 2 3 4 NA
22. Lessons are designed and conducted to encourage
. . 1 2 3 4 NA
students to think critically.
23. Teachers sometimes change their lesson plans lee 1 5 3 4 NA

of student suggestions.
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Section B, continued:(Please indicate Not Applicable, if you are not paof an SLC)

Please tell us to what extent you agree/disagréetihe Strongly Strongly Not
following statements: Disagree Disagree Agree  Agree Applicable
24. Teachers differentiate instruction and a variety of
teaching approaches to help students with 1 2 3 4 NA
different learning styles.
25.Teachers do a good job of making sure studen 1 5 3 4 NA
know how they can get help if they fall behind.
26. Students receive regular guidance on course
. . 1 2 3 4 NA
selection and college and career planning.
27. Students talk to me about their non-academic 1 5 3 4 NA
problems.
28. | am aware of how my students are doing in non-
) - 1 2 3 4 NA
academic areas of their lives.
29. There is a climate of trust here among student:
between students and teachers, and among 1 2 3 4 NA
students, teachers, and administrators.
30. Teachers have high expectations for all students 1 2 3 4 NA
31. Students receive prompt feedback and regular
progress reports with specific suggestions for 1 2 3 4 NA
improvement
32.1 talk with other teachers about students who
) . ) 1 2 3 4 NA
might be struggling academically.
33.The administration, teachers, and staff at this
school work together to assist students who m 1 2 3 4 NA
be at risk of failing.
34.1 talk with my students about how to get into 1 5 3 4 NA
college.
35. | talk with my students about how to pay for 1 5 3 4 NA
college.
36. Students are aware of the A-G requirements 1 5 3 4 NA
needed to get into a UC or CSU.
37. By the time students graduate from this school
they will be prepared to succeed at the college 1 2 3 4 NA
career of their choice.
38. 1 am involved with tutoring students who might
. . 1 2 3 4 NA
need some additional academic support
39. | have regular contact with parents to inform
. o 1 2 3 4 NA
them of their child’s progress.
40. The school supports the involvement of families
and community members in planning, reviewing, 1 2 3 4 NA
and improving school programs.
41. There are strong connections to the communiti
that provide students with the opportunity to 1 5 3 4 NA

engage in activities related to their college and
career interests.
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Section B, continued:
42. Immediately following high school, what percentageurrent 13' graders at your school do
you think will:

0-10% 11-30% 31-50% 51-70% 71-90%  91-100%

k. Graduate from high school 1 2 3 4 5 6
I.  Seek a full time job (instead of college 1 2 3 4 5 6
m. Join the military 1 2 3 4 5 6
n. Attend a trade/technical school 1 2 3 4 5 6
0. Attend a community college 1 2 3 4 5 6
p. Attend a 4-year college 1 2 3 4 5 6

Section C: Staff to Staff Interaction

One of the anticipated outcomes of creating srealiling communities (SLCs) is to create a stronger
professional network and community for school stéfé are trying to get a picture of who is in your
professional network

For the following questions, please list your naand 0O - 3 peoplat your schoo[could be another
teacher, an administrator, counselor, etc.) ingrese to the question. You may list a name more than
once, if applicable. Againndividual responses will NOT be reported All responses will be combined
to gain an overall picture of staff interactiortla school.

4. Whose shared ideas about curriculum and instrucltoyou incorporate into your teaching?
First Initial, Last Name

Your name:
Staff Member #1.
Staff Member #2:
Staff Member #3:

5. Who do you collaborate with on curriculum and lesptanning?
First Initial, Last Name

Your name:
Staff Member #1.
Staff Member #2:
Staff Member #3:

6. When you think about possible ways of improving SL.®@ho would you share the idea with to test it
out?
First Initial, Last Name
Your nhame:
Staff Member #1:
Staff Member #2:
Staff Member #3:
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Section D: SLC Evaluation
Directions: We (the evaluators) are also inteesieevaluation awareness and participation on your
campus. With that in mind, please answer the Wotlg questions:

2. | am aware that there is an SLC evaluation beimglaoted? oYes oNo
a. If no, | would like to be informed about this evation. oYes oNo

3. Have you participated in any of the following SL@kiation activities? (choose all that

apply)
o Logic model sessions o Presentation of results o | don’t know
o Focus group sessions o Interview o | have not participated

4. Has your participation in these evaluation actgtchanged the way you think about:
a. SLCs? oYes oNo oNot applicable
If yes, in what ways?

b. Your School? oYes
If yes, in what ways?

c. Evaluation? oYes oNo oNot applicable
If yes, in what ways?

5. Are you aware of any results that have come froenShC evaluation? oYes oNo ol don’'t know
a. If yes, how did you hear of these results?

oDirectly from the oSLC coordinator oSLC lead teacher oOther:
evaluation team
b. If no, would you like to be informed? oYes oNo

6. Have you made any decisions regarding SLC impleatient based on these results?

oYes oNo oNot Applicable
a. If yes: No Yes,a Yes, Yes, Not yet, maybe
little some extensively in the future
- lused the SLC evaluation findings to help plarea n o o q q

project(s) for my SLC.
- lused the SLC evaluation to make changes to my. SLCo m m m m
- lused the SLC evaluation to increase the attention

given to my SLC/SLCs at my school. . . - -
- lused the SLC evaluation findings to enhance my

SLC’s/school’'s commitment to SLCs. . . . .
- lused the SLC evaluation findings to seek addition o o . .

funding for my SLC project(s).
- Other (please elaborate):

Thank you very much for taking the time to comghitesurvey. If you have any guestions or corgern
please contact the evaluator at e-mail@address.¥dur feedback plays an invaluable role in our iéfo
to strengthen SLCs at your school.
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Spring 2005 (Year 5) Survey

Hello LBUSD Staff Member: For those of you who Basompleted the online SLC staff survey, we appteci
your support and we thank you for your time! Farsh of you who have forgotten or have not had aahéo take
it, we ask that you please do so soon as the samheynistration is coming to an end. You may rettadt you are
invited to participate in the annual SLC Staff Syynadministered by the ABC Evaluation Group, thiemal
evaluator for Small Learning Community (SLC) Initi@. In this survey, staff members from BHS, DH8d
WHS will be asked to answer questions about thie€@sS It will take approximately 10 to 15 minutescomplete
the questionnaire. Your responses to this sunihyoevused to identify the school’'s progress tadgameeting its
SLC goals. All responses are optional and wiltbmbined across the district, and across schawisdsvidual
responses will NOT be reported to anyone and yespanses will be kept strictly confidential. A#itd will be
collected by the ABC Evaluation Group and repotiadk to the district in an aggregated format. ol have
guestions at any time about the survey or the plures, you may contact the evaluatorsratil@address.edu
Thank you very much for your time and support. aBéestart with the survey now by clicking on thentGwe
button below.

My school:
1. BHS
2. DHS
3. WHS

My SLC:

BHS Academy |

BHS Academy Il

BHS Academy llI

BHS Academy IV

BHS Academy V

BHS Academy VI

BHS Academy VII

| don’t know

| am not part of an SLC

CENoOR~WNE

92}
=

My SLC:
DHS Academy |

DHS Academy Il

DHS Academy Il

DHS Academy IV

DHS Academy V

DHS Academy VI

DHS Academy VI
DHS Academy VII

. DHS Academy IX

10. 1 don't know

11.1 am not part of an SLC

CeNoORWNE

My SLC:
1. WHS Academy |
2. WHS Academy I
3. WHS Academy llI
4. WHS Academy IV
5. WHS Academy V
6. WHS Academy VI
7. WHS Academy VII
8. WHS Academy VIII
9. Idon't know
10. 1 am not part of an SLC
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The grade level in which | teach: (If you teachmore than one grade, please choose the primadg gnavhich

you teach.)
1. 9th
2. 10th
3. 11th
4. 12th

My position:

Teacher
Counselor
Administrator

SLC Lead Teacher
Other

agrwdpPE

Number of years teaching OVERALL:
First year

2-3 years

4-6 years

7-10 years

11-15 years

16-20 years

20+ years

N/A

ONo~LNE

During this SLC Initiative (F2005-S2010), have ysmrved as SLC coordinator?

1. Yes
2. No

If yes, what academic year(s)?
2005-2006
2006-2007
2007-2008
2008-2009
2009-2010

agrwnPE

During this SLC Initiative (F2005-S2010), have yater served as SLC lead teacher?

1. Yes
2. No

If yes, what academic year(s)?
2005-2006
2006-2007
2007-2008
2008-2009
2009-2010

agrwnPE

Please tell us to what extent you agree/disagréethe following statements:

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

N/A

| understand the purpose and goals for small lag
communities at this school.

H

H

H

3

The faculty and staff understand the purpose and
goals for SLCs at this school.

3

3

3

H

| am comfortable with how my school has develo

small learning communities.

H

H

H

3

Lo
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| understand the vision and goals for my particulg
SLC.

| understand what my role is in my SLC.

| am comfortable with how my SLC has develope

| believe my SLC will be sustained.

| believe SLCs, as an initiative on my campus, ar
sustainable.

The faculty and stafit this school have opportunit
to suggest modifications to SLCs.

Students at this school have opportunities to ssig

modifications to SLCs.

M) NN W

M) NN W

M) NN W

) NN NN

A N NN

Please tell us to what extent you agree/disagréethe following statements:

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

<
>

The school provides time on a regular basis for S
teams to meet to share information, discuss stat
academic progress, curriculum needs, etc.

3

3

L

L

| believe that small learning communities will helg
this school raise student achievement.

| am able to navigate through the school’s
administrative procedures with regard to SLC
matters.

| am able to navigate through the district's
administrative procedures with regard to SLC
matters.

Teachers use a variety of teaching approachedytq
students with different learning styles.

Lessons are designed and conducted to encoural
students to think critically.

Teachers do a good job of making sure studemisy
how they can get help if they fall behind.

Students receive regular guidance on course
selection.

There is a climate of trust here among students,
teachers, and administrators.

Teachers have high expectations for students.

Students receive prompt feedback and regular
progress reports with specific suggestions for
improvement.

Ol 0 0dod O O

Ol 0 0dod O O

Ol 0 0dod O O

Ul odod O Ol

| talk with other teachers about students who mig

be struggling academically.

L

L

L

L

L Uoo0dood O Ol O

In your opinion, what percentage of your studeritsaomplete the following levels of education: IéBse make

sure your total equals 100%)
e Less than high school
e High school graduate
e Some college
e Technical/Trade college
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e Associates degree (AA or AS) from a 2-year comnyuitlege
e Bachelors degree (BA or BS) from a 4-year college
e Graduate-level degree

Please tell us to what extent you agree/disagréethe following statements:

Strongly Agree Disagree | Strongly N/A
Agree Disagree
The administration, teachers, and staff at thimskth
work together to assist students who may be atofi D D D D
failing.
| talk with students about their plans after high
school.

| talk with my students about how to get into cgéie

| talk with my students about how to pay for coéle

Students are aware of the A-G requirements nee
to get into a UC or CSU.

By the time students graduate from this school th
will be prepared to succeed at the college or carE
their choice.

| tutor students who might need some additional
academic support.

| have regular contact with parents to inform thafn
their child’s progress.

The school supports the involvement of families g
community members in planning, reviewing, and
improving school programs.

Ol 0 Od0 O
Ol 0 Od0 O
Ol 0 Od0 O

LoD 00O

Lol Odood O

What additional resources do you feel you will needuccessfully sustain SLCs?

When did you first learn that the SLC Initiative sMaeing evaluated?

Y1 (2005-06)

Y2 (2006-07)

Y3 (2007-08)

Y4 (2008-09)

| can't recall when | learned that the SLC Initi@iwas being evaluated.
| never knew that the SLC Initiative was being eadbd.

ogkrwnE

If you did know that the SLC Initiative was beingaduated, how did you find out?

What years were you aware of the SLC Initiativeleaton findings?
1. Y1 (2005-06)
2. Y2 (2006-07)
3. Y3 (2007-08)
4. Y4 (2008-09)
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5.
6.

| can't recall the year(s) | knew about the SLQi#tive evaluation findings.
I never knew about the SLC Initiative evaluatiamdings.

If you were aware of the evaluation findings, haas ybu learn about them?

What years did you use any of the evaluation figdito make changes to your SLC?

oakrwnE

Y1 (2005-06)

Y2 (2006-07)

Y3 (2007-08)

Y4 (2008-09)

| did use the evaluation findings to make changesy SLC but | cant recall which year(s).
| have never used the evaluation findings to mddenges to my SLC.

If you did use the evaluation findings to make aemto your SLC, how were the results used?

To your knowledge, who has used the evaluationifigalto improve SLCs? (Please avoid using nameIgi
indicate the person(s) position(s).)

In what ways did this/these individual(s) use thaleation findings?

What years did you use any of the evaluation figdito make changes to your own practice?

oakrwnpE

Y1 (2005-06)

Y2 (2006-07)

Y3 (2007-08)

Y4 (2008-09)

| can't recall when | used the evaluation finditngsnake changes to my own practice.
I never used the evaluation findings to make chamgeny own practice.

If you did use the evaluation findings to make aemto your practice, please describe how you athggur
practice.

What years did the evaluation findings change thg you think about SLCs?

1.
2.

Y1 (2005-06)
Y2 (2006-07)
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Y3 (2007-08)

Y4 (2008-09)

| can't recall when the evaluation findings changfeel way | think about SLCs.
The evaluation findings did not change how | théddout SLCs.

o0~ w

If the evaluation findings changed how you thinkatbSLCs, please indicate in which ways you changed

What years did the evaluation findings change thg you think about school reform in general?
Y1 (2005-06)

Y2 (2006-07)

Y3 (2007-08)

Y4 (2008-09)

| can't recall when the evaluation findings changfeel way | think about school reform.
The evaluation findings did not change the wayiriklabout school reform.

couRrLNE

If the evaluation findings changed the way you khabout school reform in general, please indicatehat ways.
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Appendix B

Gatekeeper 1 Discussion Questions

SLC Discussion Topics
Lead Teacher Workshop
May 29, 2008

1. How do we encourage more parental involvementha&/Group)

2. What are some scheduling issues at your schoadhstegards to SLCs? (Site Group)

Mixed Groups: Please select one person to serve as a notetaker for your group. Your group
will report out their findingsto the larger group.

3. Some schools are experiencing a perceived higravith their SLC programs at their
school site. What are some ways that you caniateethe negative impact of this hierarchy
at your school?

4. Staff buy-in and involvement is at varying degraeall school sites. What are some ways to
get staff involved? How to empower teachers wisoaasigned to an SLC, but do not have
students within the SLC?

5. Several schools are either starting new Smallerriieg Communities, or transforming
existing Smaller Learning Communities with a newu®. What are some recommendations
or consideration you could offer?
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Gatekeeper 2 Discussion Questions

Discussion Worksheet (ABC Evaluations)

Site:

Strengths

Current practices that support th
strength

Strategies for building on this strengt

Areas for Improvement Barriers (Site and District)

Support Needed (Site and District)
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Evaluator Discussion Questions

Cohort X — Year 4 Evaluation Report 2008-09
Guiding Questions

Section 1: Achievement and Attitudes Towards Achiement
Academic Behavior and Expectation
College Knowledge

Section 2: Culture and Climate
SLC Awareness and Student Involvement
Personalization

Section 3: Building Leadership Capacity
SLC Development and Implementation
Parent/Community Collaboration
Challenges/Proposed Solutions

e [For each grant goal (section), what were the nmaportant and relevant evaluation
findings?
0 What could be done to address student needs?
o0 What could be done to address parent needs?
0 What could be done to address staff needs?

e How do the evaluation findings for each goal (s®ttirelate to your current action plans?

e Are the needs of parentss found in the evaluation, aligned to your acptans? If so,
how? If not, what changes/revisions can be made?

e Are the needs of studentss found in the evaluation, aligned to your acpans? If so,
how? If not, what changes/revisions can be made?

e Are the needs of stafés found in the evaluation, aligned to your acptans? If so, how?
If not, what changes/revisions can be made?
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