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Abstract

This article explores the development and evaluation of the Building Leadership Team
Assessment Tool (BLT-AT), designed to measure Professional Learning Communities’ (PLCs’)
use of effective school improvement practices. The BLT-AT is grounded in Ohio's inclusive
instructional leadership model, which emphasizes the improvement of teaching and learning,
capacity building through support and accountability, an open and collaborative culture, and
systemwide learning. The work to develop the BLT-AT aimed to provide schools with a reliable,
open-access tool for assessing and monitoring their school improvement practices. A practice
profile, which can help PLCs debrief BLT-AT results, also accompanies the instrument. Data
for testing validity claims about the instrument came from a survey of PLC (and potential PLC)
members across various Ohio schools, predominantly located in suburban areas. The study
used exploratory factor analysis, which resulted in the identification of three key constructs:
culture of continuous improvement, culture of shared leadership, and culture of inclusiveness.
Scales constructed to reflect each of the factors also showed high internal-consistency
reliability. Overall, the findings suggest that the BLT-AT is a promising instrument for
measuring school-level improvement practices, as described in contemporary literature on
educational leadership and reform.
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Introduction

Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) now operate in some schools and school districts
to support educational improvement, mobilizing teams of teachers and administrators to
undertake inquiry and professional learning as well as school-level planning, decision making,
and problem-solving (DuFour et al., 2016; Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). Arguably, in fact,
the members of school-level PLCs and their educator colleagues represent major stakeholders
in school improvement work (e.g., Murphy, 2005). As Elmore (2004) claimed, improvement
requires change “from the inside out” in large part because educators are the stakeholders
whose practices need to change in order for schools to improve.

In Ohio, school-level PLCs are typically referred to as Building Leadership Teams (BLTs).
These teams are the school-level PLCs in a three-tiered leadership team structure! that forms
one of the foundations of Ohio’s approach to school improvement.? Use of this approach (or
something similar) is recommended by the Ohio Department of Education and Workforce
(DEW) for all districts and charter schools and required by those undertaking mandated
improvement efforts because of their low performance. Because our work to develop the
instrument took place in Ohio, we named the instrument the Building Leadership Team
Assessment Tool.

Despite the critical role of school-level PLCs, a limited number of tools are available to support
their efforts. Such tools might include practice profiles specifying evidence-based
improvement practices, instruments to measure the use of those practices, and various
professional learning resources. Of these types of tools, professional learning resources exist
in profusion, but relevant instruments and practice profiles are more difficult to find and access.
Moreover, some available instruments and practice profiles with this focus are out of date,
while others impede access by charging a fee.

Nevertheless, if PLCs had access to high-quality and open-access tools of this sort, they would
be well positioned to track their own impact empirically and to use such impact data to improve
their own functioning. Indeed, PLCs’ focus on data-based decision making in general makes
them ideally situated for monitoring their schools’ use of evidence-based improvement
practices.

Measuring the Effectiveness of PLCs

When PLCs function effectively, they contribute to increased faculty collaboration (Hallam et
al., 2015; Hargreaves, 2019); better understanding and use of data (e.g., Cavalluzzo et al., 2014;
He et al., 2020; Schwanenberger & Ahearn, 2013; Supovitz, 2013); increased use of evidence-
based instructional practices (e.g., Grabarek & Kallemeyn, 2020; Huguet et al., 2014; Marsh

" The other two tiers include District/Community School Leadership Teams and Teacher-based Teams.
2 The other foundation is a five-step data-based improvement process that is much like other Plan-Do-Study-Act
processes.
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et al., 2015); and improved school outcomes, such as more equitable opportunities to learn and
improved student achievement (Bryk et al., 2010; Carlson et al., 2011; Cavalluzzo et al. 2014;
McNaughton et al., 2012; Shen et al., 2020b; Supovitz, 2013). PLC effectiveness, however,
implicates both effective teaming processes and the use of effective school improvement
practices (e.g., Forrest & Moquette, 2016).

According to a large body of evidence (see e.g., Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006), productive teams
establish structures and norms to govern meeting procedures, interpersonal relations, and
follow-through. Many rubrics and other instruments currently available to educator teams
orient to these characteristics of effective PLCs and other collaborative workgroups (see e.g.,
Bowen et al., 2006; Stoll et al. 2006).

Far less common are tools (e.g., practice profiles, rubrics, and other measurement instruments)
that orient to effective school improvement practices, especially sets of practices that, in
combination, operationalize a coherent improvement framework (Day et al., 2008; O’Brien et
al., 2022). Such a framework conceptualizes the desired outcomes of improvement work, offers
a theory of action to support the conceptualization, and specifies structures and related
protocols to guide improvement initiatives. According to some researchers, an improvement
framework of this sort is needed for shaping environments in which the efforts of PLCs become
meaningful and practicable (O’Brien et al., 2022; Schildkamp & Poortman, 2015).

Research Aims

The current research sought to use a parsimonious improvement framework, grounded in
Ohio’s work on inclusive instructional leadership (IIL), as the basis for developing a valid,
reliable open-access instrument that would enable PLCs to assess their use of (and growth in
their use of) effective school improvement practices. It also sought to develop a practice profile,
keyed to the instrument, to help PLCs understand and increase their competence with the
improvement practices. This new open-access instrument was intended to provide a snapshot
of PLC performance at a point in time and to enable PLCs to track their performance over time;
and the practice profile was also intended as a tool to guide discussions among PLC members
about their efforts to learn about and use evidence-based school improvement practices.

Theoretical Framework

The development work for the Building Leadership Team Assessment Tool (BLT-AT) drew on
an earlier effort in Ohio to design a set of district-level leadership tools including a four-domain
model of inclusive instructional leadership, an instrument to measure district-level
performance in each of the four domains (i.e., the Systemic Improvement Practices Review or
SIPR), and a practice profile to enable district teams to discuss, learn about, and make use of
inclusive instructional leadership practices associated with the improvement of district
outcomes. The district-level practice profile is available online through the website of the Ohio
Leadership Advisory Council (OLAC).
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Four Domain District Leadership Model

The model supporting district-level leadership work in Ohio resembles Fullan and Quinn’s
(2015) “coherence” model of leadership, which incorporates practices across four domains:
focusing direction, cultivating collaborative cultures, deepening learning, and securing
accountability. The Ohio model, with its emphasis on inclusive instructional leadership of
district improvement, however, characterizes its four domains as: prioritizing the improvement
of teaching and learning (roughly equivalent to focusing direction from the Fullan and Quinn
model), building capacity through support and accountability (roughly equivalent to securing
accountability), sustaining an open and collaborative culture (roughly equivalent to cultivating
collaborative cultures), and promoting systemwide learning (roughly equivalent to deepening
learning). A literature review summarizing the evidence that supports Ohio’s model was
developed by Anderson and Rincén-Gallardo (2021). Major scholarship supporting each of the
domains is referenced below.

e Prioritizing the Improvement of Teaching and Learning: According to researchers,
effective school districts focus their improvement efforts on practices shown to improve
teaching and learning. Support for focused efforts comes from the engagement of all
educators in the process, the instructional leadership of principals, the use of a
differentiated system for providing support, and the allocation of relevant human and
material resources (e.g., Honig, 2008; Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 2011; Robinson
& Timperley, 2007).

e Sustaining an Open and Collaborative Culture: A robust body of literature supports the
claim that effective districts shape their organizational cultures in ways that embed
collaborative, caring, ethical, equitable outlooks and practices that are amenable to
continued improvement (e.g., Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bryk et al., 2015; Fullan, 2011;
Hargreaves, 1995).

e Building Capacity Through Support and Accountability: Researchers such as Elmore
(2002) and Hargreaves and Fullan (2012) have found that districts improve by
expanding capacity systemwide through a reciprocal system of support and
accountability. Efforts to build capacity are intentional, aligned to district goals, based
on relevant data, and responsive to the needs of personnel.

e Promoting Systemwide Learning: Reinforcing the theoretical literature on
organizational systems (e.g., Senge, 1990), educational researchers have found that
effective districts engage in continuous learning through inquiry processes involving
formative assessment, thoughtful reviews of data, and ongoing monitoring of agreed-
upon actions and their desired outcomes (e.g., Fullan, 2016; Hamilton et al., 2009;
Marsh, 2012; Peddler & MacBeath, 2008; Rowland et al., 2018).

Related Models

In addition to the Fullan and Quinn model, three other related models share commonalities with
the Ohio model. These include the Wallace Foundation model (Grisson et al., 2021), the
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WestEd “Turnaround Schools” model (WestEd, 2017), and the SEDL model (Hipp &
Huffman, 2010).

The Wallace Foundation Model. In their 2021 summary, Grissom and colleagues
synthesized the Wallace Foundation's two decades of research on the impact of principal
leadership on school outcomes, highlighting four key domains that support effective practices.
The first domain, engaging in instructionally focused interactions with teachers, involves
principals’ active collaboration with teachers on curriculum and instructional matters.
Principals’ engagement involves observing classroom teaching, coaching teachers as they work
to adopt evidence-based instructional strategies, assisting teachers in using data to enhance
instruction, and providing constructive feedback. This domain closely aligns with the Ohio
model's emphasis on prioritizing the improvement of teaching and learning.

The second domain, building a productive climate, centers on creating an environment
characterized by trust, collective efficacy, and a culture of inquiry. Such an environment fosters
engagement in learning among both teachers and students. This domain mirrors the Ohio
model's focus on sustaining an open and collaborative school culture.

The third domain is facilitating collaboration and professional learning communities. Although
the comparable domain in the Ohio model—building capacity through support and
accountability—is somewhat broader, it reflects a similar set of leadership practices.
Specifically, this domain in the Wallace model emphasizes encouraging and supporting
educators' collaborative efforts to learn about effective instruction, improve their use of
evidence-based practices, and utilize relevant data to meet students' needs.

Finally, the fourth domain, managing personnel and resources strategically, involves the
effective and equitable allocation of teachers and other resources that support student learning.
Notably, this domain contributes a more managerial focus than is evident in the Ohio model.
In contrast to Wallace, moreover, the Ohio model places greater emphasis on systematic
inquiry, especially collaborative engagement around data-based decision making.

The Turnaround Schools Model. Reflecting research assembled by WestEd’s Center
on School Turnaround, the Rapid School Improvement model is a comprehensive approach to
enhancing educational outcomes in low-performing schools. It is characterized by four key
domains: Turnaround Leadership, Talent Development, Instructional Transformation, and
Culture Shift.

The first domain, Turnaround Leadership, focuses on the rapid improvement of low-
performing schools by emphasizing visionary leadership and the implementation of high-
leverage improvement strategies. It involves aligning structures and resources to support these
strategies and mobilizing staff to advance the improvement efforts. This domain also highlights
the importance of data-based decision making, the use of customized strategies to meet local
needs, shared responsibility for improvement work and outcomes, and a commitment to

Journal of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies (JELPS) Volume 9 Spring 2025 Issue



Journal of Educational "N Southern

SC Connecticut

Leadership and Policy Studies = seetss

ISSN#: 2473-2826

monitoring improvement actions and results. The practices within this domain are like those in
the Ohio model’s domain, systemwide learning.

The second domain, Talent Development, entails practices for effective human resource
management. It involves policies and procedures for identifying, selecting, placing, retaining,
and nurturing high-quality personnel, particularly teachers and school-level leaders. This
domain emphasizes the importance of professional learning opportunities that are high-quality,
individualized, responsive, and job embedded. In comparison to the Ohio model, it most closely
aligns with the building capacity domain.

Like the practices in Ohio’s prioritizing the improvement of teaching and learning, WestEd’s
third domain, Instructional Transformation, treats high-quality curriculum and instruction as
central to school improvement. It assumes that curriculum should be based on rigorous
academic standards, instruction should rely on evidence-based practices, and frequent
assessment should guide instructional decisions for individual students and groups of students.
Additionally, systems of support should address each student’s learning needs in part by
reaching into the community to extend the transformative power of the school.

The fourth domain, Culture Shift, attends to cultural features that affect dynamics among
internal school participants and interactions with external stakeholders. This set of practices
emphasizes trust, respect, and shared responsibility. It involves establishing and maintaining a
positive, academically focused school climate characterized by focused attention on student
learning, high academic expectations, and the provision of various supports to enable students
to meet high expectations. Practices in this domain are like those described in the Ohio model’s
sustaining an open and collaborative culture.

SEDL Model. A third related framework, developed through the extensive work of the
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL), describes effective school
improvement work in relation to practices in six dimensions relevant to the work of PLCs.
These are (1) shared and supportive leadership, (2) shared values and vision, (3) collective
learning and application, (4) shared personal practice, (5) supportive conditions—structures,
and (6) supportive conditions—relationships.

Like the Ohio model, this framework provided the basis for instrument development work,
resulting in the publication of the Professional Learning Community Assessment—Revised
(PLCA-R) (Hipp & Huffman, 2010; PLCA, 2010). The PLCA-R, which is available for
purchase from its developers, gives PLCs a snapshot of the extent to which their school
improvement work matches SEDL’s six-domain framework. Within the SEDL model,
moreover, both the practices to be used by educator teams and the conditions that support those
teams are included. The SEDL domains of practice are depicted, along with parallels to the
Ohio model, in Table 1.
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Table 1
SEDL Model of PLC Leadership
Domain School Practices Comparable Ohio
Domain
Shared and Supportive e Nurturing leadership among staff Building Capacity through
Leadership e Shared power, authority, and Support and Accountability

[ J
Shared Values and Vision e
[ J
°
[ J
Collective Learning and )
Application )
°

Shared Personal Practice °

[
[
[
Supportive Conditions )
(Structures)
[ J
[
Supportive Conditions )
(Relationships) °
[
[ J
[

responsibility
Broad-based decision making
that reflects commitment and
accountability

Espoused values and norms
Focus on student learning
High expectations

Shared vision guides teaching
and learning

Sharing information

Seeking new knowledge, skills
and strategies

Working collaboratively to plan,
solve problems, and improve
learning opportunities

Peer observations to offer
knowledge, skills, and
encouragement

Feedback to improve
instructional practices

Sharing outcomes of instructional
practices

Coaching and mentoring

Resources (time, money,
materials, people)
Facilities
Communication systems

Caring relationships

Trust and respect

Recognition and celebration
Risk-taking

Unified effort to embed change

Prioritizing the
Improvement of Teaching
and Learning

Promoting Systemwide
Learning

Promoting Systemwide
Learning

N/A

Sustaining an Open and
Collaborative Culture
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Domain School Practices Comparable Ohio
Domain

Note: Adapted from Hipp and Huffman (2010).

As the comparison of the Ohio model with the three other, related models suggests,
considerable consensus exists about specific practices that contribute to school and district
improvement. Structures supporting these practices, moreover, typically require the
engagement of educators (and sometimes other stakeholders), often organized into teams
referred to variously (e.g., PLCs, BLTs, District Implementation Teams—DITs) across states
and locales. This article refers to all such teams as PLCs, including among them teams with a
primary focus on data-based decision making as well as those with a primary focus on
professional learning.?

Literature Review

The research team searched the literature for reports of other efforts—beyond those already
discussed, such as the SEDL work—to develop instruments for measuring schools’ use of
evidence-based improvement practices. The team looked for instrument-design studies as well
as program evaluations that incorporated measures of the use of evidence-based school
improvement practices, rather than the existence or strength of improvement outcomes. As a
notable example, the team determined that measures of school climate (of which there are
many) targeted an (albeit important) outcome of improvement work, but not the practices
constituting the work itself. Similarly, instruments gauging school performance by measuring
staff, student, or community satisfaction (e.g., Antoniou et al., 2016) focused more on attitudes
and outcomes than on practices.*

One of the first instruments measuring practices leading to school improvement was the
Appalachian Educational Laboratory’s (AEL) Continuous School Improvement Questionnaire
(CSIQ; Meehan et al., 2002). Based on the school-effectiveness and school-improvement
literature available at the time, the instrument focused on six domains of practice: Learning
Culture, School/Family/Community Connections, Shared Leadership, Shared Goals for
Learning, Purposeful Student Assessment, and Effective Teaching. The technical manual for
the CSIQ reported that the instrument was both reliable and valid, with high reliability
estimates, ranging from .89 to .98. Concurrent validity was also reported based on analyses
comparing the CSIQ with the School Climate Questionnaire (SCQ). Notably, the relatively
high correlation between the total scores from the two instruments (r =.75), suggested that the

3 Some teams, especially those that orient to improvement cycles, maintain a dual focus on data-based decision-
making and professional learning.

4 The research team recognized that decisions about how to classify instruments (e.g., as measures of
improvement practices versus measures of improvement outcomes) were not always clearcut. For example,
Cohen and Wiseman’s (2022, p. 74) study included a measure called “perceptions of peer culture,” which
incorporated measures of both improvement practices (e.g., “the time I spend collaborating with my colleagues
is productive”) and improvement outcomes (e.g., “there is a low tolerance for ineffective teaching at my
school”).
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CSIQ’s improvement practices were clearly associated with a well-known measure of one
important improvement outcome—school climate.

An instrument based on work dating from the 1990s—the 5Essential® Practices Survey
developed by the University of Chicago Consortium on School Reform (Sebring et al., 2006)—
combined items relating to school-climate outcomes with items relating to improvement
practices—categorized into five improvement domains: (1) Effective Leaders, (2)
Collaborative Teachers, (3) Involved Families, (4) Supportive Environment, and (5) Ambitious
Instruction. The instrument was designed with a teacher form and a student form, with the
measures on the teacher form fitting better with improvement practices and those on the student
form fitting better with improvement outcomes. Of the survey’s 22 measures, 14 were designed
for teachers. These are listed in Table 2 below along with their reliability estimates.

Table 2
SEssential Practices Teacher Measures
Domain Measure Reliability
Effective Leaders Instructional Leadership 0.86
Program Coherence 0.81
Teacher Influence 0.85
Teacher-Principal Trust 0.88
40Collaborative Teachers Collaborative Practices 0.83
Collective Responsibility 0.89
Quality Professional Development 0.87
School Commitment 0.83
Teacher-Teacher Trust 0.85
Involved Families Parent Influence on Decision Making in  0.89
Schools
Parent Involvement in School 0.88
Teacher-Parent Trust 0.88
Supportive Environment Expectations for Postsecondary 0.83
Education
Ambitious Instruction Quality of Student Discussion 0.73

Validation studies conducted in the past (Bryk et al., 2010) and again more recently (Hart et
al., 2020) have shown that the instrument predicts two important educational outcomes: growth
in academic test performance of elementary school students and school attendance. According
to recent research using the 5Essential Practices Survey, the instrument is valid for use in
comparing schools with one another and for measuring growth in improvement practices across
time within one school (Hart et al., 2020).

Concerned with school improvement in the Netherlands, another team designed an instrument,
the ZEBO, that combined a focus on school improvement practices with a focus on school
improvement outcomes, such as school climate (Schildkamp et al., 2009; Schildkamp &
Visscher, 2010). Its domains included: (1) achievement orientation and high expectations, (2)
staff professionalization, (3) pupil care and inclusiveness, (4) consensus and cohesion among
staff, (5) frequency and content of staff meetings, and (6) school climate.
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One recently developed instrument, the Orientation to School Renewal, measured schoolwide
use of improvement practices (Shen et al., 2020a). This instrument conceptualized
improvement efforts along seven dimensions, three of which were found to predict academic
performance of students. The three influential dimensions were:

e Dimension 1: Focus on Students and Their Achievement: This dimension involves
practices that prioritize student learning and achievement. Schools that maintain this
focus implement programs and strategies specifically designed to improve student
outcomes, often by emphasizing core academic subjects like mathematics and language
arts. Relevant practices include setting clear goals for student achievement, using data
to inform instruction, and providing targeted support to students who need it.

e Dimension 2: Continuous School Improvement: Practices within this dimension
support the ongoing evaluation and enhancement of instruction through rigorous use of
an improvement process (such as a Plan-Do-Study-Act cycle). A process of this type
entails regular reflection on current teaching methods, work to identify and use
evidence-based methods, and data-based decision making.

e Dimension 7: Internal Responsibility: Practices within this dimension revolve around
fostering a sense of responsibility and accountability within the school community for
student success and school performance.

The dimensions with less direct influence on student achievement were: (1) Dimension 3:
Balance Between the Internal and External Influences; (2) Dimension 4: Use of a Process
Emphasizing Inquiry and Dialogue; (3) Dimension 5: Implementation Fidelity; and (4)
Dimension 6: Treatment of Implementers as Active Developers.

Similarities and Differences Across the Instruments

The various instruments developed to measure school-level improvement practices were
similar conceptually, with differences primarily reflecting variability in scope (e.g., inclusion
of both practices and outcomes) and granularity (e.g., inclusion of very specific practices such
as frequency of staff meetings). Sharing a similar purpose, all the instruments, including those
that also specified improvement outcomes, focused on improvement practices. Furthermore,
all the instruments were multi-dimensional, encompassing multiple practice domains (called
“dimensions” by some of the instrument development teams) to reflect the complexity of
improvement work within school environments. Most of the instruments also showed relatively
high levels of scale reliability and some evidence of predictive validity.

Differences across the instruments in relation to the following characteristics included:

e Number and Nature of Domains: The instruments differed in the number of domains
they covered—a difference reflecting choices about the granularity of the practices that
were included. The PLCA-R, the CSIQ, and the ZEBO each had six domains with a
combined focus on practices and outcomes; the 5Essential Practices Survey had five
domains; and the Orientation to School Renewal instrument had seven domains.

e Unique Domains: While overlap existed in practices specified, such as shared
leadership and a focus on curriculum and instruction, each instrument also incorporated
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unique domains. For example, the CS/Q included Purposeful Student Assessment,
while the Orientation to School Renewal included Continuous School Improvement
and Internal Responsibility.

e Predictive Power: The instruments appeared to vary in their predictive power regarding
specific educational outcomes. For example, the Orientation to School Renewal and the
SEssential Practices Survey were found to predict academic performance, while the
CSIQ predicted school climate but not academic performance. Such differences,
however, may have reflected decisions about study design more than actual differences
in the instruments’ potential to predict outcomes.

Methods
This section reviews the instrument development process used by the research team, including
the steps taken to support claims about the instrument’s technical adequacy (i.e., construct
validity and reliability). It also describes sampling and data collection procedures as well as
data analysis methods.

Working as part of the third-party evaluation team employed to monitor the work of a
leadership-development initiative in Ohio, the researchers used a systematic instrument
development approach, described as the MEASURES approach by Kalkbrenner (2021, p. 2).
Its steps included: (1) making the purpose and rationale clear, (2) establishing an empirical
framework, (3) articulating a theoretical blueprint, (4) synthesizing content and scale
development, (5) using expert reviewers, (6) recruiting participants, and (7) evaluating validity
and reliability (p. 2). The researchers had previously used a similar process in a related effort
that resulted in the development of a measure of school-level social justice practices.

Initial Instrument Development

The research team used Ohio’s four-domain inclusive instructional leadership model and its
measurement tool, the Systemic Improvement Practices Review—SIPR, as the basis for
developing a companion instrument for school-level PLCs. Using the practice profile version
of'the SIPR, the research team translated statements about systemwide practices into statements
about school-level practices. Table 3 presents an item from each domain, illustrating what the
translation process looked like.

Table 3
Item Translation lllustrations by Domain
Domain District Level Illustrative  Building Level Translation
Item
Prioritizing the improvement Sustain a focus on a limited  Establish, communicate, and
of teaching and learning set of improvement goals promote a limited set of
and strategies school goals that focus on
the improvement of teaching
and learning
Sustaining an open and Value the contributions of Work to build a
collaborative culture all personnel as the basis for collaborative culture that

encourages contributions
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Domain District Level Illustrative  Building Level Translation
Item
building a collaborative from all members and values
culture the contributions of all

members, however diverse

Building capacity through Provide staff at all levels Help the school’s
support and accountability with multiple opportunities  administrative team provide
for practice and support instructional personnel with

coaching support that
addresses district-wide and
school-wide goals

Promoting systemwide Monitor and provide Monitor school-wide data
learning feedback to educators about  use

their ongoing use of data to

inform instructional

improvement

An expert panel of three educational leadership experts—two practitioners and one faculty
member—reviewed the statements and suggested editorial changes. Because the Anderson and
Rincon-Gallardo (2021) literature review had already demonstrated the strength of the
theoretical and empirical basis supporting the school-level statements, the researchers asked
the experts to focus primarily on the clarity of items and their relevance to school-level
improvement.

Following the review of statements by the expert panel, the research team created an online
questionnaire to share with PLC members in Ohio school districts. The questionnaire included
40 items—10 representing each domain in the Ohio model. Each item asked, “To what extent
does your school’s BLT/PLC use the following practice?” Response choices used a 5-point
Likert scale with anchors of “to a great extent,” “to a good extent,” “to a moderate extent,” “to
a limited extent,” and “not at all.” Items were presented to respondents in random order.

99 <¢

Sampling

The researchers shared the questionnaire widely with members of the Ohio Association of
Elementary School Administrators (OAESA) and the Buckeye Association of School
Administrators (BASA), with the request that they ask BLT/PLC members (or potential
BLT/PLC members)’ to complete the instrument. Although producing a convenience sample,
not a probability sample, this approach was nevertheless intended to ensure that responses
would come from a relatively large number of diverse educators (e.g., Kalkbrenner, 2021).
Altogether 630 educators (general and special education teachers as well as principals)
responded to the survey, and 439 of those responses were usable for analysis.

5 Note that, in Ohio, members of Teacher-based Teams within schools would be eligible to become members of
their schools’ Building Leadership Teams.
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Following accepted practice for factor analysis (e.g., Beavers et al., 2013; Mvududu & Sink,
2013), the researchers set a minimum sample size of 400. With 40 items and more than 400
responses, the team judged the subjects-to-variables ratio to be adequate. As Kalkbrenner
(2021) reported, a subjects-to-variables ratio of 10:1 is typically considered acceptable even
though some researchers set a higher bar and others find that a smaller ratio is workable.

Data Analysis

The researchers used the R-interface software, jamovi, to compute descriptive statistics and
reliability estimates and to perform exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The extraction method
for the EFA was a minimum residual method combined with oblimin rotation. Model fit
diagnostics included the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI). The team used the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test as the diagnostic to
evaluate sampling adequacy.

Findings
This section first discusses the character of the survey respondents. Then it turns to the results
of the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and finally to the reliability estimates for the three
scales comprising items with factor loadings at or above .40.

Survey Respondents

Survey respondents primarily included teachers working in school buildings with various grade
configurations (see Tables 4 and 5). They also spanned a range of experience levels—from less
than one year to more than 40, with an average (mean and median) of approximately 18 years.

Table 4
Respondents by Role
Number Percent

General education teacher 353 56.0%
Special education Teacher 71 11.3%
Principal 86 13.7%
Other (Please specify) 120 19.0%

Table 5

Respondents by School Level

Number Percent

Early Childhood 12 1.9%
Elementary 389 61.7%
High School 80 12.7%
Combined High/Middle School 6 1.0%
Middle School 120 19.0%
Vocational / Technical 1 0.2%
Other (Please specify) 22 3.5%
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The respondents also represented various types of communities across Ohio, with
approximately 79% indicating that their schools were in suburban communities, 12% in rural
communities, 7% in urban communities, and 2% in town. Based on a comparison with data
from the United States Department of Education (2021), these findings indicate that the sample
overrepresented suburban locales and underrepresented the three other locales.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

Results of the exploratory factor analysis showed a three-factor structure, with 17 items loading
at or above .40 on the first factor, eight items loading at that level on the second factor, and
seven items loading at that level on the third factor. Table 4 shows the items comprising each
factor along with factor loadings. Asterisks show the items that loaded most strongly on each
of the respective factors.

Table 4
Factor Structure (* designates factor loadings above .60)

Item Factor Factor Loading
Helping the school’s administrative team establish goals and 1 0.50

performance targets for all staff
Routinely monitoring the effectiveness of BLT meetings 1 0.43

Adopting a small set of focused school-wide improvement 1 0.53
strategies that align with district-wide improvement strategies

* Ensuring agreed-upon instructional practices are used with 1 0.73
fidelity
Ensuring that instructional personnel hold high expectations for 1 0.53

each and every child in the school

* Working with the school’s TBTs to identify evidence-based 1 0.81
strategies for instruction and intervention

* Monitoring school-wide data use 1 0.77
Assisting in the selection of personnel whose skills and 1 0.48

dispositions fit with school and district priorities

Helping the school’s administrative team provide instructional 1 0.45
personnel with coaching support that addresses district-wide and
school-wide goals

* Sharing evidence-based strategies for instruction and 1 0.64
intervention with TBTs across the school by providing specific
examples how these strategies should be used in the classroom

* Ensuring that the school’s BLT and TBTs follows the five steps 1 0.79
of the Ohio Improvement Process (OIP)
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Item Factor Factor Loading
* Promoting effective data use by the school’s leadership teams 1 0.66
(i.e., BLT, TBTs)
* Helping the school’s administrative team make staff 1 0.66

assignments that support the accomplishment of district-wide
and school-wide goals

* Identifying evidence-based strategies for instruction and 1 0.76
intervention

* Ensuring that the work of the school’s TBTs is aligned with the 1 0.91
work of the BLT.

* Monitoring the degree of implementation of focused 1 0.82

improvement strategies across the school

Helping the school’s administrative team design and use 1 0.57
procedures and tools that encourage continuous improvement—
both individual and collective

Ensuring all personnel adhere to high standards of ethical 2 0.40
conduct

Helping the school’s administrative team scaffold the use of 2 0.52
effective leadership practices among members of TBTs and the

BLT

* Ensuring that all professional personnel are involved in school 2 0.61

leadership teams (TBTs or the BLT)

Helping the school administrative team promote the health and 2 0.54
well-being of all school personnel

Establishing, communicating, and promoting a limited set of 2 0.47
school goals that focus on the improvement of teaching and

learning

* Working to build a collaborative culture that encourages 2 0.70

contributions from all members and values the contributions of
all members, however diverse

Monitoring the BLT’s follow-through on agreed-upon actions 2 0.40

Helping the school’s administrative team develop school-wide 2 0.42
opportunities for shared leadership

Maintaining a school environment that encourages the active 3 0.41
engagement of all students
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Item Factor Factor Loading
Communicating the expectation that all school personnel are 3 0.41
learners
* Extending care to all individuals and groups that interact with 3 0.65
the school
Helping the school’s administrative team ensure that the PD 3 0.43
provided to school personnel focuses on the needs of all learners
Establishing and maintaining positive, collaborative, and 3 0.46
productive relationships with families and other members of the
community
Encouraging all staff to take collective responsibility for meeting 3 0.49
the academic, social, emotional, and physical needs of each
student
Maintaining a school environment in which each student is 3 0.56

known, accepted, and valued

Interpretation of the Factors

The researchers examined the items that loaded heavily on each of the three factors to
characterize the common ideas comprising the three constructs incorporated in the BLT-AT.
They also worked with the Al program, ChatGPT to determine whether or not the software
would produce similar results.

For the first factor, the researchers identified five major ideas across the 17 items:
improvement, focused goals, data use, teaming, and the use of evidence-based practices. They
named this constellation of ideas: Practices to Build a Culture of Continuous Improvement
(shortened to, Culture of Continuous Improvement). ChatGPT produced a similar list; its name
for the construct was “strategic and evidence-based school improvement.”

For the eight items comprising the second factor, the research team identified four major ideas:
distributed leadership, collaboration, support, and accountability. This set of ideas suggested
the factor name, Practices to Build a Culture of Shared Leadership (shortened to, Culture of
Shared Leadership). The analysis performed by ChatGPT yielded a similar result, namely
“Collaborative Culture and Shared Leadership.”

For the third factor, the research team determined that the seven items converged on three major
ideas, all relating to inclusiveness: inclusiveness of all students, inclusiveness of all families,
and inclusiveness of all staff. The team named the factor: Practices to Build a Culture of
Inclusiveness (shortened to Culture of Inclusiveness). ChatGPT produced a similar synthesis,
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concluding that “These actions together reflect a comprehensive approach to inclusiveness,
weaving it into the fabric of the school's culture, pedagogy, and community relations.”

Diagnostics

In terms of diagnostics, the KMO measure of sampling adequacy (.98) fell in a range that Kaiser
(1974) called “marvelous,” in other words, very high. The model fit statistics—an RMSEA of
.058 and a TLI of .93—were in the high range. According to Browne and Cudeck (1993) among
others, RMSEA statistics between .05 and .08 indicate good model fit; and according to Bentler
and Bonett (1980) among others, TLI statistics above .90 also indicate good model fit.

Reliability Analysis

Constructing three scales using items that loaded at .40 and above on each of the three factors,
the research team next calculated alpha reliability estimates. The estimate for the Culture of
Continuous Improvement Scale was .97. Furthermore, removing any of the scale’s 17 items
resulted in a slightly lower reliability estimate. The eight items on the Culture of Shared
Leadership Scale contributed to an alpha reliability of .92; and again, removing any of the items
lowered the estimate slightly. Finally, the seven items on the Culture of Inclusiveness Scale
also produced a reliability estimate of .92, with all items contributing to this indicator of strong
internal consistency.

Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendation

This section first looks at the findings of the study in relation to the theoretical constructs on
which the instrument was grounded. Then it situates the findings within the empirical literature
relating to other similar instruments. Next it reviews relevant technical considerations and
concludes with recommendations, contextualized within a brief review of the study’s
limitations.

Theoretical Considerations

Although the research team grounded the instrument in the four-domain Ohio model of
inclusive instructional leadership, the team anticipated that the leadership functions of school-
level PLCs might differ from those deployed by district leaders and district-level teams.
Nevertheless, as Figure 1 suggests, many functions—scaled back to the school level-did appear
to be comparable in the opinion of the research team.
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Figure 1
Theoretical Connections

Prioritizing the
| Improvement of
I Teaching and Learning

Culture of Continuous
Improvement

Building Capacity
through Support and
Accountability

Culture of
Inclusiveness

Culture of Shared
Leadership

The one case in which parallel functions were not immediately obvious relates to the district-
level domain, Building Capacity Through Support and Accountability. Notably, school-level
PLCs may have somewhat limited power to implement accountability or professional
development systems. They may, therefore, be less likely than districts to take point on
stewarding what Richard Elmore (2002) called, “reciprocal accountability” (i.e., accountability
coupled with support).

With regard to the school-level construct, Culture of Continuous Improvement, major ideas—
improvement, focused goals, data use, teaming, and the use of evidence-based practices—are
also evident in the district-level construct, Prioritizing the Improvement of Teaching and
Learning (Anderson & Rincon-Gallardo, 2022).

The four ideas undergirding the school-level construct, Culture of Shared Leadership—that is,
distributed leadership, collaboration, support, and accountability—mirror district-level work to
build organizational capacity and promote systemwide leadership. Note that, while not taking
point on reciprocal accountability, school-level PLCs do orient to the concepts of support and
accountability as part of their work to build cultures characterized by distributed leadership.
This school-level engagement with reciprocal responsibility was recognized in the SEDL
model and instrument, the 5Essential Practices Survey, and the Orientation to School Renewal
instrument.

School-level PLCs’ engagement with practices subsumed under the construct, Culture of

Inclusiveness represents a somewhat scaled-back version of practices within the district-level
construct, Sustaining an Open and Collaborative Culture. Notably, both constructs implicate a
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respectful, invitational, and equity-focused stance toward all students, families, and staff
members (see Anderson & Rincon-Gallardo, 2022).

Empirical Considerations

The BLT-AT is similar in some ways to instruments such as the PLCA-R, the 5Essential
Practices Survey, the Orientation to School Renewal, the ZEBO, and the CSIQ that also purport
to measure school improvement practices. Like these instruments, the BLT-AT includes items
that reference practices within a number of improvement domains. It differs, however, in its
focus on practices exclusively; most of the other instruments include some scales relating to
outcomes along with some scales relating to practices.

The essential features of the school improvement domains measured by the various instruments
also overlap, even though the level of granularity differs across the instruments. With three
domains, the BLT-AT is the least granular; and with seven domains, the Orientation to School
Renewal is the most. Nevertheless, the three domains on the BLT-AT match up with domains
from other instruments. Notably, like the other instruments, the BLT-AT focuses on the
importance of shared leadership and collaboration among educators. Like other instruments, it
prioritizes practices related to data use and the implementation of evidence-based instructional
practices. School culture is also a central concern for most of the instruments, but some treat it
narrowly in terms of school climate (often measured as an outcome rather than a set of equity-
focused practices). For the BLT-AT, by contrast, all three domains characterize practices that
combine to build an open and productive school culture: continuous improvement,
inclusiveness, and shared leadership. Arguably, the BLT-AT treats improvement practices and
school culture as mutually constitutive, with improvement practices partly arising from and
partly shaping the school’s culture—mneither is a precursor to the other.

Technical Considerations

Unlike most of the other instruments, the BLT-AT is designed to be completed by school-level
PLC:s rather than by all school staff members or by some combination of staff members and
students. School-level “scores” might best be derived, therefore, by averaging the ratings of
individual PLC members, rather than by achieving consensus through discussion among PLC
members. The research team believes that the practice profile accompanying the instrument
(see Appendix A) is a better tool than the instrument itself for guiding PLCs’ discussions about
their schools’ use of improvement practices. Its use by PLCs, therefore, should follow rather
than precede or substitute for the administration of the BLT-AT.

Recommendations

Findings from the study suggest the BLT-AT may prove a workable measurement instrument
for helping school-level PLCs track their growth in the use of school-level improvement
practices. Although it is not dramatically different from some other instruments (especially the
SEDL instrument and the 5Essential Practices Survey), it has the advantage of being available
for free. Like the SEDL instrument, moreover, it also aligns with a discussion tool that PLCs
can use as the basis for selecting practices likely to promote school improvement.
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Limitations

Nevertheless, the BLT-AT needs to be used cautiously despite the instrument’s grounding in
relevant empirical literature and the current study’s promising results. For instance, claims
about the concurrent and predictive validity of the BLT-AT have not yet been substantiated. In
other words, the instrument has not yet been studied in relation to other measures of school-
level use of improvement practices (e.g., the SEDL instrument), nor has the association
between the BLT-AT and school-level outcomes (e.g., school climate, opportunity to learn,
academic achievement) been investigated.

Additional studies to support validity claims about the instrument are clearly warranted. The
research team hopes to use the BLT-AT in states outside of Ohio to determine if the instrument’s
factor structure remains stable despite differences in how school-level PLCs are constituted
and used. Plans to conduct concurrent and predictive validity studies are also under discussion.
Nevertheless, in Ohio (and available to schools beyond Ohio), the Ohio Leadership Advisory
Council has made the instrument and the practice profile available through its website.
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LEADERSHIP DOMAIN 1: CULTURE OF CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

The school uses the Ohio
Improvement Process (OIP)
by establishing leadership
teams at the building and
teacher-team levels.

The school’s leadership teams
use the five steps of the OIP.
The school designs and uses
procedures and tools that
encourage continuous
improvement—both individual
and collective.

Building Leadership Teams (BLTs) engage in continuous learning through inquiry processes. They promote school-wide
learning by using a systematic improvement process, establishing and maintaining focus, aligning the work of leadership teams, using
data wisely, using evidence-based practices with fidelity, and monitoring processes and outcomes.

Characteristics of Effective Practice by Schools Acceptable IMPLEMENTATION Acceptable SCALE
1. Use a systematic improvement process

At least 75% of the school’s
educators understand and use
the Ohio Improvement
Process (OIP) or a comparable
improvement process.

At least 75% of the school’s
educators use systematic
procedures for improving their
own practice.

2. Establish and maintain focus

The school adopts a small set of
focused school-wide
improvement strategies that
align with district-wide
improvement strategies.

The school makes staff
assignments that support the
accomplishment of district-wide
and school-wide goals.

The school provides
instructional personnel with
coaching support that prepares
them to use school-wide

At least 75% of the school’s
instructional personnel can list
the school-wide improvement
strategies.

At least 75% of the school’s
instructional personnel have
received coaching support that
prepares them to use school-
wide strategies for improving
teaching and learning.

At least 75% of the school’s
instructional personnel
endorse district-wide and
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LEADERSHIP DOMAIN 1: CULTURE OF CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

Building Leadership Teams (BLTs) engage in continuous learning through inquiry processes. They promote school-wide
learning by using a systematic improvement process, establishing and maintaining focus, aligning the work of leadership teams, using
data wisely, using evidence-based practices with fidelity, and monitoring processes and outcomes.

Characteristics of Effective Practice by Schools Acceptable IMPLEMENTATION Acceptable SCALE
strategies for improving school-wide goals and
teaching and learning. strategies.

e  When employing new
personnel, the school selects
individuals whose skills and
dispositions fit with school and
district priorities.

3. Maintain alignment across leadership teams e The school ensures that the » All teacher teams (e.g.,
work of teacher teams (e.g., TBTs) share their minutes
TBTs) is aligned with the work and their data summaries
of the BLT. with the BLT.

4. Use data wisely e The BLT determines which o At least 75% of instructional
types of data are personnel can identify and
instructionally relevant and interpret instructionally relevant
ensures that all teacher teams data.

can generate (or locate) and
interpret those types of data.

5. Ensure fidelity in the use of evidence-based practices e The BLT Identifies evidence- o The use of agreed-upon
based strategies for instruction instructional strategies is
and intervention. recorded in 75% of all walk-
e The BLT works with the through observations.
school’s teacher teams (e.g., e Teacher-team data show fidelity
TBTs) to share evidence-based of implementation levels of 75%
strategies for instruction and or higher.
intervention.

e The BLT supports school
efforts to ensure that all
instructional personnel are




Journal of Educational W Southern

SC Connecticut

Leadership and Policy Studies = sty

ISSN#: 2473-2826

LEADERSHIP DOMAIN 1: CULTURE OF CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

Building Leadership Teams (BLTs) engage in continuous learning through inquiry processes. They promote school-wide

learning by using a systematic improvement process, establishing and maintaining focus, aligning the work of leadership teams, using
data wisely, using evidence-based practices with fidelity, and monitoring processes and outcomes.
Characteristics of Effective Practice by Schools Acceptable IMPLEMENTATION Acceptable SCALE
able to use agreed-upon
evidence-based strategies for
instruction and intervention.

6. Monitor improvement structures and processes (e.g., BLT At least 75% of instructional

The BLT routinely monitors the

meetings, fidelity of implementation, school-wide data effectiveness of its meetings. personnel participate in
use) e School leaders and BLT discussions focusing on data
members routinely monitor the gauging the effectiveness of
implementation of focused improvement processes (€.g.,
improvement strategies across leadership team meetings,
the school. fidelity of implementation of
e School leaders and the BLT agreed-upon practices).

routinely monitor school-wide
data use.
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Building Leadership Team Assessment Tool (BLT-AT)
BLT Discussion Guide: Practice Profile (Part 2)

LEADERSHIP DOMAIN 2: CULTURE OF SHARED LEADERSHIP

Building Leadership Teams (BLTs) assist principals and other members of the school administrative team to ensure that all instructional

personnel are prepared to assume leadership roles and are given the opportunity to do so.

Characteristics of Effective Practice by Schools Acceptable Acceptable SCALE
IMPLEMENTATION

1. Distribute leadership e The BLT helps the principal e The school defines “instructional
develop school-wide personnel” broadly to include
opportunities for shared teachers, intervention specialists,
leadership. paraeducators, related services

e In league with the principal, the personnel, librarians, counselors,
BLT helps ensure that all administrators, and so on.
professional personnel are e The school provides
involved in school leadership opportunities for all instructional
teams (i.e., teacher teams or the personnel to serve on teacher
BLT). teams.

e The school ensures that BLT
membership enables all teacher
teams to have representation.
At least 75% of instructional

2. Prepare all instructional personnel to serve on leadership

The BLT helps the principal

teams prepare all instructional personnel receive some type
personnel to use effective of leadership training (or
leadership practices. coaching) each year.

e The BLT coaches new members
in the use of effective leadership

practices.
3. Promote a school culture that values support and e The BLT expects its members |® All teacher teams (e.g.,
accountability and other school colleagues to TBTs) expect their members
adhere to high standards of to adhere to high standards

ethical conduct. of ethical conduct.
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personnel are prepared to assume leadership roles and are given the opportunity to do so.

Characteristics of Effective Practice by Schools Acceptable
IMPLEMENTATION

e The BLT holds its members and
other school colleagues
accountable for follow-through
with agreed-upon plans and
practices.

e The BLT helps the principal
promote the health and well-
being of all school personnel.

LEADERSHIP DOMAIN 2: CULTURE OF SHARED LEADERSHIP

Building Leadership Teams (BLTs) assist principals and other members of the school administrative team to ensure that all instructional

Acceptable SCALE

All teacher teams (e.g.,
TBTs) hold their members
accountable for follow-
through with agreed-upon
plans and practices.

All teacher teams (e.g.,
TBTs) work to support the
health and well-being of
their members and other
colleagues.
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Building Leadership Team Assessment Tool (BLT-AT)
BLT Discussion Guide: Practice Profile (Part 3)

LEADERSHIP DOMAIN 3: CULTURE OF INCLUSIVENESS

Building leadership teams (BLTs) assist principals and other members of the school administrative team to build an inclusive culture in|
which each and every student, all families, other community members and interagency partners, and all staff are treated with care, respect,
and consideration.

Characteristics of Effective Practice by Schools Acceptable IMPLEMENTATION Acceptable SCALE

1. Promote a school culture that values and shows respect for
each and every student

The BLT helps the principal
maintain a school environment
in which each student is seen as
a valued participant in the
school community.

Every teacher team (TBT)
endorses the school-wide
belief that each student is a
valued participant in the
school community.

2. Promote a school culture that provides each and every
student with a high-quality education addressing their
academic, social-emotional, and physical needs

The BLT expects all of its
members to take collective
responsibility for meeting the
academic, social, emotional, and
physical needs of each student.
The BLT works to promote a
school environment that
encourages the active
engagement of all students.

The BLT helps the principal
ensure that professional learning
opportunities for school
personnel focus on the needs of
each and every student.

Every teacher team (TBT)
expects all of its members to
take collective responsibility
for meeting the academic,
social, emotional, and
physical needs of each
student.

Every teacher team (TBT)
works to promote a school
environment that encourages
the active engagement of all
students.

Each year, at least 75% of
instructional personnel
participate in professional
development focusing on the
needs of each and every
student.
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LEADERSHIP DOMAIN 3: CULTURE OF INCLUSIVENESS

Building leadership teams (BLTs) assist principals and other members of the school administrative team to build an inclusive culture in|
which each and every student, all families, other community members and interagency partners, and all staff are treated with care, respect,
and consideration.

3. Build an open and collaborative culture that promotes e The BLT develops and upholds |¢ Every teacher team (TBT)
positive, productive relationships with families and other protocols for showing care and adheres to protocols for
members of the community respect to all individuals and showing care and respect to

groups that interact with the all individuals and groups that

school (for instance, family interact with the school (for

members, members of the larger instance, family members,

community, interagency members of the larger

partners). community, interagency
partners).

4. Build an open and collaborative culture that supports e The BLT sets and adheres to e Members of all teacher teams
productive relationships among all staff members standards for effective (TBT) participate in a variety

professional collaboration. of professional learning
opportunities each year.

e Every teacher team (TBT)
adheres to standards for
effective professional
collaboration.

5. Build an open and collaborative culture in which all schoolle The BLT communicates the e Each year, at least 75% of
personnel participate in learning experiences that help them|  expectation that all school instructional personnel
improve their professional practice personnel are learners. participate in professional

development activities that
address their professional
learning needs.
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