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ABSTRACT 
 
 

The 2001 passage of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) marked the beginning of an increased 
federal presence in school reform efforts (Dee, 2012; US Department of Education, 2003). 
While reauthorized in 2015, from 2001-2015, NCLB required all schools and districts 
receiving Title I funds to track student achievement by measuring the adequate yearly 
progress (AYP) of students on standardized tests (Mathis, 2009; NCLB, 2001). Failure to 
make AYP for more than two consecutive years garnered the “school in need of 
improvement” designation (US Department of Education, 2003); schools with “needs 
improvement” status for five consecutive years faced the threat of restructuring.  
 
To compel aggressive restructuring, the federal government increased the budget for School 
Improvement Grants (SIGs) to $549 billion, with the caveat that one of four restructuring 
models (turnaround, transformation, restart, or closure) be used as the reform method 
(Dragoset et al, 2015; Ed. Gov, 2011). Turnaround, the focus of this study, enacts sweeping 
changes in curricula, structure, instruction, and staffing, particularly requiring the removal of 
the principal and allowing no more than 50% of the current teaching staff to be rehired 
(Dee, 2012; Calkins et al., 2007; Hassel et al, 2006; NCLB, 2001).  
 
Educational turnaround research has done very little to catalogue the experiences of these 
rehired teachers with the federal turnaround model. This dissertation seeks, then, to 
illuminate the rehired teachers’ experiences with the reform, as well as their impression of 
the policy as it was enacted in their settings. The study also seeks insight into the role rehired 
teachers played in the process and areas in which they received or provided support.  
 
The findings of an initial pilot study revealed that at different stages of the reform 
(announcement, process, implementation), teachers experienced a range of emotions, from 
disappointment to appreciation. In this current study, rehired teachers reported similar 
experiences including grief, distrust and empowerment. However, this study also unearthed a 
connection between the participants’ turnaround experiences and psychological contract 
violation. Notably, the findings suggest that the manner in which reform is enacted, may 
affect the rehired teachers’ experiences and minimize the effects of contract violation. 
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

In 2009, more than 5,000 (or 5%) of our nation’s 100,000 public schools were slated 

for restructuring, one of the most severe government responses to consistently failing 

schools (Dee, 2012; Kutash, Nico, Gorin, Rahmatullah & Tallant, 2010; Branson, 2009; 

Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore & Lash, 2007). Multiple federal options for restructuring 

included transformation (replace the principal, implement teacher and principal evaluation 

systems centered around student growth, assume new governance, institute major 

instructional, operational and structural changes), charter restart (“convert to charter school, or 

close and reopen under a charter management or education management organization”), 

closure (“close and enroll students in higher achieving district schools”) and the focus of this 

study, turnaround (Dragoset, L., James-Burdummy, S., Hallgren, K., et al, 2015). 

Turnaround is defined as a restructuring method that is swift and all-encompassing 

(Dee, 2012; Calkins et al., 2007). Under turnaround, the principal is removed, no more than 

50% of current staff can be rehired, instructional reforms are instituted, learning time is 

increased, operational flexibility is provided and community-school engagement is mandated 

(Dragoset, L. et al, 2015; NCLB, 2001). Thus, within a short time frame, dramatic changes 

are enacted in school leadership, organization, instructional practices, staff evaluation, 

student social supports, staffing, governance, curricula, and resource allocation (Dragoset, L. 

et al, 2015; Hassel, Hassel, Arken, Kowal & Steiner, 2006; Herman, Dawson, Dee, Greene, 

Maynard, Redding & Darwin, 2008; Calkins et al., 2007; NCLB, 2001).  

Background 

Under No Child Left Behind, the 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act, a school that failed to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) for 

more than two consecutive years was designated as a “school in need of improvement” 
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(Dee, 2012; US Department of Education, 2003). Specific consequences for schools in need 

of improvement were based on the number of years the school had failed to make AYP and 

ranged from student transfer rights to school restructuring. In the beginning stages of state 

NCLB implementation, many schools, despite having had a history of consistent failure prior 

to the stronger NCLB regulations, were still moving, quite slowly, through incremental 

stages of reform (Sawchuck, 2009). Instead of making sweeping changes supported by 

NCLB, many districts maintained the status quo by implementing only small, incremental 

reforms that did not adequately address the severity of the issues in a timely manner (Dee, 

2012; Sawchuck, 2009; Calkins et al., 2007). While these reforms were more “politically 

palatable . . . [they] rarely included dismissals and often meant only superficial changes to 

curriculum and governance” (Sawchuck, p.1, 2009).  

In response to the lack of aggressive approaches to reform, the Obama 

administration, through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, funneled 

$13 billion to Title I1 (Branson, 2009). Of this $13 billion, $3 billion was targeted toward 

turning around the lowest-performing schools in the nation through School Improvement 

Grants, or SIG (Dee, 2012; Ed.Gov, 2011). With this increased funding, the Department of 

Education implemented more stringent SIG procedures which mandated that schools 

receiving awards make sweeping changes, a “sharp contrast to the current free flowing 

nature of Title I school improvement aid” (McNeil, p.20, 2009; Dee 2012). The $3 billion 

SIG funding increase combined with the $546 previous SIG allocation, as well as the more 

stringent eligibility criteria, highlighted the federal government’s desire to support change in 

persistently underperforming schools (Dee, 2012). Education Secretary Arne Duncan stated 

                                                           
1 Title I (Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act) provides funding to districts and 
schools with high percentages of children from economically disadvantaged households. Title I disbursements 
are calculated based upon the cost of education per state and census poverty data. 
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that while he had “no illusions about how hard this is . . . if we continue to tinker around the 

edges another generation of kids will graduate unprepared for the future” (Ed. Gov, 2009, 

para4). 

Turnaround proponents believed this extreme level of intervention was necessary to 

reverse the damage chronically failing schools have inflicted upon students (Dragoset, L. et 

al, 2015; Branson, 2009; Paulson, 2008). The characteristics of failing schools are 

prominently touted within the public education sector: primarily located in larger, urban 

centers with high teacher turnover; poor teacher quality; ineffective leadership and 

instructional practices; poor working conditions; lack of proper accountability; and lowered 

expectations (Dee, 2012; Calkins et al., 2007). Among a host of severe problems, these 

schools are also perceived as dumping grounds for unqualified teachers and administrators 

who provide substandard instruction and leadership (Lee & Burkam, 2002; Calkins et al., 

2007) and have “limited information on what constitutes effective practices” (Dee, p.9, 

2012). Turnaround proponents contended that these failing schools had multiple 

opportunities to make effective and lasting changes for students and repeatedly failed.  

However, very few of those supportive of this radical change focused on how this 

drastic reform affected the multitude of teachers in schools undergoing these complete 

system overhauls. In particular, as schools followed the NCLB turnaround model guideline 

to “screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent” (NCLB, 2001), rehired 

teachers who had been chosen to remain on staff, found themselves in familiar surroundings 

enacting unfamiliar policies, under new leadership, without the majority of their previous 

colleagues.  

Turnaround opponents contend the federal turnaround staffing guideline was ill-

conceived. As American Federation of Teachers President Randi Weingarten stated 
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“wholesale firing of staffs, pretending that if you just close a school and open a new one it 

will solve all the problems—that’s the wrong way.” (Dillon, 2009). Other critics agreed 

pondering, “what incentive would there be for anyone to teach at these schools” (Klein, p.1, 

2009) when leadership and some staff are summarily removed? Furthermore, to then 

exercise the federally sponsored option of rehiring teachers from the previous regime could 

invite sabotage or signal an unconscious allegiance to the past (Calkins et al., 2007; Hassel et 

al., 2006).  

Proponents of federal turnaround reform argued that the teacher staffing policy, 

however, returned the power over the school to the teacher (Calkins et al., 2007; Herman et 

al., 2008). In the new school, teachers were backed by new and substantial supports, 

including regular and structured time to meet with colleagues, increased instructional time, 

curricular and assessment supports, and instructor autonomy (Dragoset, L. et al., 2015; 

Calkins et al., 2007). Proponents also contended that rehired teachers were integral to the 

new school (Feldman, 2010). Rehired teachers gave the new staff knowledge of, and 

connections to, the school community and families (Feldman, 2010). In effect, rehired 

teachers provided the contextual knowledge some believe is important to the success of the 

reform (Hassel et al., 2006; Feldman, 2010; Calkins et al., 2007).  

Yet, scholarly educational reform research is lacking on the effects federal 

turnaround rehiring policy has on the rehired teacher. Thus, many people who endorsed this 

sweeping reform knew very little about how rehired teachers experienced this unsettling 

dynamic—a crucial oversight, given all that is known about both the challenge and the 

importance of teacher buy-in to the successful implementation of school improvement 

efforts (Herman et al., 2008; Haycock, Jerald and Huang, 2001; Calkins et al., 2007).  
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This lack of data prompted me to craft a qualitative pilot study (Randall-Weeks, 

2012). The pilot was designed to unearth the experiences of rehired teachers with 

turnaround reform. I conducted my study in the Big East School District2. The pilot findings 

illustrated that rehired teachers were committed to making a difference in the lives of their 

students and to standing with them as they traversed the new academic landscape. However, 

these dedicated professionals, who willingly joined the reform efforts, had to contend with a 

myriad of experiences and emotions, both negative and positive. 

Looking Forward 

 While the pilot participants shared their experiences with reform in their specific 

contexts, I was curious to know how different contexts and implementations would affect 

other rehired teachers’ stories and experiences. The data from the first set of teachers in my 

pilot study suggested that, were I to speak with more rehired teachers and ask more 

probative questions, my understanding of their perceptions of their roles, supports, barriers, 

and insights might be deepened. As a result, I increased the breadth and depth of my 

questioning, along with my sample size, in order to garner additional insight and further 

refine the “emerging categories and theories” from the pilot study (Guetterman, 2015; 

Ritchie, Lewis and Elam, 2003). 

In this study, I used purposive sampling to collect data and to achieve proper data 

saturation (Guetterman, 2015).  Data saturation is the process of gathering and analyzing 

data until no new insights would be obtained from further expansion of the study sample 

(Ritchie, Lewis and Elam, 2003; Bryman 2001).  In this study, after sampling eighteen rehired 

teachers across districts and schools, a multitude of similar shared experiences were 

unearthed. These experiences included some negative perceptions, illustrated by such themes 

                                                           
2 All names, places, and other identifiers attached to the pilot study have been changed and pseudonyms 
provided. 
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as “grief”, “not treating people as people”, and “distrust”. However, there were also 

instances of positive experiences, as evidenced by themes such as “cautious optimism”, 

“hopeful”, and “empowerment”.  Further, this study illustrates how the lens of psychological 

contracts better explains the rehired teachers’ experiences and perceptions. The study 

concludes by suggesting that proper attention to the psychological contracts in place, prior 

to the turnaround implementation, could lessen negative effects and increase positive 

engagement with the reform. 
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Chapter 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

The concept of educational reform is not new. Over the years, districts and schools 

have implemented countless methods of reform in an effort to increase student 

achievement. The majority of reform efforts focused on reforming curricula, teacher 

learning, and instructional practices (Hess and Darling-Hammond, 2011; Gewertz, 2009; 

Mathis, 2009; Herman et al., 2008; Calkins et al., 2007). Educational turnaround reform, 

however, is an emerging field of study. Of the limited scholarly research conducted, most 

focuses on the implementation and effectiveness of School Improvement Grants (SIG), the 

driving force of the federal turnaround reform efforts.  

SIG Background and Prior Research 

In 2001, with the passage of No Child Left Behind, the US Department of 

Education (USDOE) declared school wide reform a necessity for consistently 

underachieving schools. Funding for implementing whole school reform was to be made 

possible through the awarding of School Improvement Grants, or SIG, along with Title I 

funding (Dee, 2012; McNeil, 2009; Branson, 2009; Ed Gov, 2009). However, while NCLB 

authorized SIG for schools designated as schools in need of improvement in 2001, SIG did 

not receive funding until 2007, when it received a modest appropriation (Dee, 2012). In 

2009, SIG received another influx of funds through the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act. Shortly thereafter, in 2010, more than $3.5 billion in SIG awards were 

provided to state agencies along with specific eligibility guidelines and requirements for 

grantees (Dee, 2012; Dragoset, L. et al, 2015).  

The USDOE categorized eligible schools into three tiers “based on each school’s 

level (elementary or secondary), eligibility for and receipt of Title I program funds, and 

achievement or graduation rate” (Dragoset, L. et al, p. 2, 2015).  The schools most 
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prioritized for SIG funds were Tiers I and II3 and they were required to implement one of 

four whole school reform/intervention models: transformation, turnaround, charter restart 

or closure4. Nationwide, the transformation model was most popular: however, turnaround 

was the next most popular model chosen by schools (Dragoset, L. et al, 2015; Hurlburt et al, 

2011).  

The blueprint for the SIG turnaround model is business process reengineering, or 

BPR, one form of business organizational reform (Hess and Gift, 2008). The BPR approach 

“concentrates on tearing down and rebuilding the business process as a whole, rather than 

tweaking its functional tasks” (Hess and Gift, p.31, 2008). According to Michael Hammer, 

one of the developers of the approach, BPR’s style of change is like “taking an axe and a 

machine gun to your existing organization” (Hess and Gift, p.31, 2008). Corporations such 

as Taco Bell, Hallmark, and US Sprint, to name a few, employed BPR in the mid-1990s, with 

mixed results. In some cases, corporations underwent multiple reengineering attempts before 

they achieved success (Caldwell, 1994). These multiple reengineering attempts netted the 

corporations a level of experience that many believe had more to do with their eventual 

successes than the actual BPR approach (Caldwell, 1994). Nevertheless, BPR remains the 

model on which federal turnaround reform efforts are based. 

Over the last few years, a limited amount of scholarly research was conducted on the 

SIG reform models. As outlined in Usage of Practices Promoted by SIG (2015), the limited 
                                                           
3 Tiers I and II were schools that were: “1-Receving or eligible for Title I; 2-In improvement, corrective action 
or restructuring under NCLB and among the lowest 5% of schools in the state based on ELA and Mathematics 
proficiency rates, or HS graduation rates under 60%; and 3-Not progressing for at least two years. Tier I was 
usually elementary or secondary schools already receiving Title I funds, while Tier II was usually secondary 
schools eligible for Title I, but had not received funds. Tier III were schools that were Title I funded and under 
NCLB in need of improvement, corrective action or restructuring status and the remaining Title I funded 
schools that did not meet Tier I or Tier II requirements” (Dragonset, L. et al, p.2, 2015) 
4 While previously defined in the introduction, turnaround emphasizes: principal removal and no more than 
50% teachers rehired, instructional reform, community engagement, operational flexibility and support, use of 
social-emotional and community oriented support and services, staff evaluations with student performance key, 
data driven and differentiated instructional strategies, extended school day, and embedded PD. Transformation 
includes all of the above, minus the staff removal. Restart requires reopening under CMO or EMO (Dee, 2012) 
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studies focused primarily on SIG site selection, monitoring and support. In one study, the 

Center on Education Policy (2012) reviewed how SIG and non-SIG schools implemented 

practices along with the similarities and depth of the practice (Dragoset et al, 2015). In 

another case study, 25 SIG school principals were studied noting the variance of leadership 

capabilities (LeFloch et al, 2014). Studies from the Government Accountability Office, the 

USDOE and Center on Education Policy, also briefly addressed SIG implementation 

challenges, including administration and teacher recruitment and retention, confusion on 

effective use of data “to inform and differentiate instruction; and limited state capacity to 

provide assistance” (Dragoset, L. et al, p.4, 2015; Center on Education Policy, 2011, 2012; 

Government Accountability Office, 2011; USDOE, 2012).  

SIG effectiveness research is also quite limited; however, the “available research 

generally finds a positive relationship between SIG and student achievement” (Dragoset et 

al, p.4, 2015). A study in one of the largest urban US districts noted that the SIG turnaround 

and restart models evidenced increase in test scores for both math and reading, particularly 

in middle and elementary schools (Gold et al, 2012; Dragoset et al, 2015). As well, the 

Council of Great City Schools conducted a descriptive analysis which noted that the gap in 

students scoring at or above proficient on state exams in SIG schools vs. non-SIG schools 

(non-SIG eligible and SIG eligible without grant) was narrowed in the first two years of SIG 

(Dragoset et al, 2015; Council of Great City Schools, 2015). Another descriptive analysis by 

the US Department of Education revealed that two thirds of SIG schools made gains in 

both math and reading, after one year of implementation (Dragoset et al, 2015; USDOE, 

2012). In School Turnarounds: Evidence for the 2009 Stimulus, Thomas Dee (2012) uses the data 

from the largest SIG award grantee, California, to examine the effects of SIG reform. Based 

on English, math, science and social studies results, Dee found a positive “relationship 
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between SIG and a school-level academic performance index” (Dragoset el al, p. 4, 2015; 

Dee, 2012). As well, those schools that implemented the SIG turnaround reform model had 

the most positive results (Dee, 2012).  

Of the limited scholarly research on federal turnaround reform, however, there is a 

decidedly programmatic bent.  Unfortunately, my interest on the effects of the reform on 

those who would enact the reform is not addressed. Noting the dearth of scholarly research, 

and that the SIG turnaround reform model was based upon radical business reform models, 

it seemed appropriate for me to next delve into the organizational change literature. It was 

my desire to find literature which highlighted the voices of the affected. 

Research on Rehired Workers 

Regrettably, I unearthed limited research on the effect of radical business reforms on 

the remaining workers. In fact, the organizational business research “on change has been 

criticized for having a managerial bent" (Chreim, 2003) and less focused on the retained, or 

rehired, worker. Instead, managing change and the effect of change on employee outcomes was the 

focus of the vast majority of the research, while a decidedly smaller amount underscored the 

employees’ experiences with the radical reforms of restructuring, reorganization, or 

reengineering.  

Reger et al (1994) state in Creating Earthquakes to Change Organizational Mindsets “radical 

or revolutionary reforms require a blank page approach to change—the removal of long 

accepted practices and a willingness to start over, essentially from scratch. But companies are 

not blank pages. They have rich histories of successes and failures, cultures, and implicit 

assumptions about how to conduct business”(Reger, Mullane, Gustafson & DeMarie, pg.33, 

1994). This historical perspective and organizational identification, which is most often held 

by the retained or rehired employee, can lend itself to confusing emotions in the aftermath 
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of the reform. Many “employees may experience vulnerability, chaos, and even an anomic 

state in their identity” (Jungsik, Song & Seongsoo, p.1020, 2013). In some instances, workers 

may revert to dysfunctional routines or engage in “habitual patterns of negative behavior . . . 

that are triggered automatically and unconsciously by familiar circumstances or stimuli” 

(Garvin & Roberto, p.109, 2005). To other employees, this “organizational change 

incorporates threat, as well as challenge. The threat arises from the fact that change often 

upsets employees’ understanding of how things work, or what they mean in a given 

organizational context” (Kruglanski, Higgins, Pierro & Capozza, p.1305, 2007). The 

challenge in this scenario is how to encourage employees to embrace the change.   

Organizational change research notes that the psychic cost to the retained worker 

can be high. As one employer reported about the retained employees, “Not only did they not 

have the emotional support of the person they knew . . . but they no longer had the support 

of the physical area they’d known as home. It’s like you wake up one day, and your family’s 

gone and you’re homeless” (Moore, p. 58, 1995). For other retained employees, “[i]t’s like 

being a survivor in a holocaust; you suddenly start to feel guilty for surviving . . . which 

affects the attitudes and the behaviors inside the workforce” (Hamson, 2001). Workers can 

become depressed as “relationships are disrupted, friends move on, and jobs disappear” 

(Garvin & Roberto, p.108, 2005). There can also be an increase of “job-related stress 

because job roles, positions, and occupational skills can be changed, causing employees to 

feel a sense of uncertainty about the future” (Jungsik, Song & Seongsoo, p.1020, 2013). This 

sense of uncertainty and skepticism about the future is also captured in the singular study I 

unearthed around the actual voice of the retained worker.  

A study by O’Neill and Lenn (1995) highlighted how the retained workers, who are 

middle management, experienced similar emotions.   O’Neill and Lenn interviewed middle 
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managers from one corporation in the midst of corporate downsizing and asked them about 

their “emotional responses to the strategy” (O’Neill and Lenn, p. 23, 1995). The researchers 

coded the participant’s responses which ranged from anger, anxiety, cynicism, resentment, 

resignation, retribution to hope. As one middle manager noted in what the researchers coded 

as anger, “Stop telling us to work smarter. Show us how . . . stop blaming us! We’ve been 

loyal to the company. We’ve worked hard, and did everything we were told. . . . And now 

you say we did wrong” (O’Neill and Lenn, p. 24, 1995). In what the researchers coded as 

resignation, another middle manager shared, “Listen, damn it. I stood up in a meeting to say 

morale was bad and then was criticized by my boss…I’m being criticized for telling the 

truth. Aren’t’ we supposed to be a company with integrity? I understand what’s going on. I’ll 

play along.”  (O’Neill and Lenn, p. 24, 1995). The authors illustrate that the voices of these 

middle managers matter and that leaders should listen as decisions are being made that affect 

everyone (O’Neill and Lenn, 1995). Similarly, Mishra & Spreitzer (2009) note in Downsizing 

the Company Without Downsizing Morale, retained workers need to know that their managers are 

effective, reliable and available. 

These voices of middle managers, and the few anecdotal responses of retained 

business reorganization workers in previous studies, highlight the limited focus of research 

on the rehired worker. Yet, as an aspiring urban educational leader, I believe it is necessary 

to unearth the experiences of rehired teachers whose professional world is upended by 

drastic changes to policies, management and practices. In the age of increased accountability 

and focus on educational equity and excellence (driven by district, government and 

community desires and incentives) those teachers who remain to drive reform must be 

included in the process.  The educational reality is that there is a limited supply of teachers, 

thus it is imperative that we utilize current teachers dedicated to reform efforts. To utilize 
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these rehired teachers appropriately, and best inform our turnaround efforts, we must first 

learn about the previous experiences of this teaching cohort with turnaround reform. 

However, neither the business, nor educational literature expansively focuses on the 

voice and experience of the rehired worker. The primary focus of the literature is on managing 

change and the effect of change on employee outcomes. Yet, interestingly, within these two bodies of 

research, the concept of psychological contracts is referenced. Upon reviewing the scholarly 

research on psychological contracts, and subsequently psychological contract change and 

violation, I surmised that these concepts most nearly approximate the experiences of the 

rehired teacher.    

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK   

Organizational Change Literature 

In order to potentially better understand the experiences of the rehired teachers in 

turnaround reform, I turned to the organizational change literature, specifically psychological 

contracts. In the organizational change literature, particularly the arena of employment 

relations, “psychological contracts” describe an exchange-based, mutually beneficial, 

customarily unspoken agreement between the employee and their organization (Randmann, 

2013; Tomprou et al, 2012; Coyle-Shapiro and Shore, 2007; Freese, 2007; Roehling, 1997). 

Psychological contracts are not limited by “contractual legalities of employment”, but are 

more concerned with how the “individual views the employment relationship”, as well as the 

“unspoken and implicit expectations” of that individual (Randmann, 2013; Guest, 2004; 

Smithson and Lewis, 2000). As such, any change implemented in the workplace, without first 

focusing on the impact to the psychological contract, can negatively impact both the 

individual and organization, and destroy the contract (Randmann, 2013; Tomprou et al, 

2012; Morrison & Robinson, 1997; O’Neill & Lenn, 1995; Morrison, 1994). As researchers 
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have noted, the psychological contract is a “two way exchange of obligations” between the 

organization and employee (Randmann, 2013; Guest and Conway, 2002). Thus, when the 

contract is changed, or violated: organizational commitment and trust decrease; negative 

feelings such as anger and betrayal arise; attitudes and behaviors, along with organizational 

functioning, are negatively impacted (Randmann, 2013; Tomprou et al, 2012; Cable, 2010; 

Kickul 2001; Restubog, Bordia and Tang, 2006; Robinson and Rousseau, 1994).  

As I analyzed the study’s data and detected themes, I searched for an explanatory 

lens for what I was learning.  After reviewing this initial research around psychological 

contracts, change and violation, it appeared that these concepts might provide an 

appropriate lens with which to analyze this study’s findings. 

Psychological Contracts: Background and Key Aspects 

In an effort to better comprehend psychological contracts, I felt it was important to 

understand the origin of the concept. Psychological contracts derive from the work of Karl 

Menninger, MD. In his book The Vital Balance (1963), he discussed "the requirements of the 

patient and doctor which were necessary for both to ensure the hard work of therapy. He 

described a contract that both implicitly accept so they can do that work” (Morrison, p.354, 

1994). In 1966, Harry Levinson, PhD, published a case study in the Harvard- journal 

Management and Mental Health on the Kansas Power and Light Company (Morrison, 1994; 

Levinson, 1966; Levinson et al., 1962). In that study, Dr. Levinson theorized that 

psychological contracts in work settings (Morrison, p.354, 1994) include five defining 

qualities, which many believe still hold true: (1) unspoken expectations, (2) expectations 

from the past, (3) interdependence, (4)psychological distance, and (5) dynamism (or a 

changing nature) (Morrison, 1994; Levinson, 1966; Levinson et al., 1962).  

Unspoken expectations  
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There are certain expectations of the employer/employee relationship that are preconceived 

and primarily unspoken (Randmann, 2013; Van der Smissen, et al, 2013; Tomprou et al, 

2012; Morrison and Robinson, 1997, Morrison, 1994). As Ataby (2007) notes, employers are 

expected to “provide fair compensation, opportunities for personal development, and a 

psychologically and economically comfortable environment”; while employees are to use 

their knowledge and talents for the work requested by the employer. This is the framework 

from which most people operate in their work relationships (Keim et al, 2014). 

Expectations from the past 

There are expectations that employees and employers have based upon their previous 

interactions. While most of these expectations are unspoken, a “lack of shared definition” 

does not make them less powerful or requisite (Van der Smissen et al, 2013; Tomprou et al, 

2012; Morrison and Robinson, 1997; Morrison, 1994). 

Interdependence  

The contract relies on the interdependence of the employee/employer. There is an 

expectation of “loyalty and interdependence” from both sides regarding the psychological 

contract (Tomprou et al, 2012; Coyle-Shapiro and Shore, 2007; Rousseau and McLean Parks, 

1993; Morrison, 1994). As Morrison notes, “everyone needs to know upon what and upon 

whom they can depend”.  

Psychological Distance 

Psychological contracts also deal with psychological distance, in which a balance of personal 

and professional intimacy must be maintained (Morrison, 1994; Rousseau, 1989). The 

employee needs to feel an intimate relationship to others in the workplace but not so close 

that they cannot foster their own personal needs (Morrison, 1994). Schalk (2004) notes the 

desire of employees to have opportunities that are aligned with personal goals, yet they want 
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them provided by the workplace. Psychological distance is an odd push/pull dance but as an 

intricate part of the psychological contract, it focuses on the importance of group intimacy 

and autonomy. 

Dynamism:  

Finally, psychological contracts contain an expectation of fluidity, in which employees expect 

“different things of themselves and others over their career (when they are sick, during times 

of stress, etc.)" (Morrison, p. 355, 1994). As such, psychological contracts change informally, 

over time, with new expectations created and reinforced (Morrison, 1994).  

 Employees learn about the “terms” of these psychological contracts in their 

workplaces in three manners (Randmann, 2013; Rousseau, 1995; Rousseau and Greller, 

1994). Firstly, through “explicit or implicit messages” such as mission statements, or through 

the guise of “advice, directives, actual statements or promises”( Randmann, 2013; Conway 

and Briner, 2005; Turnley and Feldman, 1999). Secondly, through observing other 

employees and their treatment by employers. Employees use this as “social cues” for their 

own psychological contracts (Randmann, 2013). Lastly, employees learn about their 

psychological contracts through “interaction with human resources”, which provides 

expectations through interactions with the employer (Randmann, 2013)  

Psychological Contracts and Change 

 According to many theorists in the field, Morrison and Robinson’s (1997) When 

Employees Feel Betrayed: A Model of How Psychological Contract Violation Develops is the pivotal 

study on psychological contract violation (Temprou et al, 2012). In their work, Morrison and 

Robinson speak towards the trends that have effects on the psychological contract, including 

business restructuring (or for our purposes, federal educational turnaround reform). When 

there is an upheaval, employees and employers are unsure of their reciprocal relationship, 
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“obligations that were previously presumed by both sides, no longer exist”, leading to the 

belief that a breach of contract has occurred (Morrison and Robinson, 1997; Tomprou et al, 

2012; Chaudry, Coyle-Shapiro and Wayne, 2011).  

Morrison and Robinson posit that a “perceived breach” is the cognitive 

understanding that employers have not met their portion of the psychological contract. They 

define “violation” as the “emotional and affective state” the employee undergoes when they 

believe employers have “failed to adequately maintain the psychological contract” (Morrison 

and Robinson, 1997; Tomprou et al, 2012). Through the years, there has been continued 

research on “breach” and “violation” along the continuum of psychological contract 

fulfillment (Zhao, Wayne, Glibkowski and Bravo, 2007; Raja, Johns and Ntalianis, 2004; 

Tomprou, et al, 2012; Coyle-Shapiro and Kessler, 2000).  However, for my study of 

experiences with organizational reform, the research of theorists Tomprou et al, (2012) in 

Experiencing Organizational Change in Greece: the Framework of Psychological Contract, provides the 

most appropriate frame, noting “experiences of organizational change are positively related 

to feelings of contract violation” (p.388).  Van der Smissen, Schalk and Freese (2013) 

illustrate how changes in the psychological contract could occur when the employer 

“changes the deal” through organizational change. Organizational change can affect the 

psychological contract, through six very distinct factors: the type of change; the impact of 

the change on the daily work; the impact of change on the employee’s “perceived future 

within the organization”; success of past organizational change; the justification of the 

change; and how the change is managed (Van der Smissen et al, 2013).  The experiences of 

the participants in this study with federal turnaround reform support the above. When these 

factors occurred in the districts in this study, the subsequent findings support the belief that 

the psychological contracts between employee and employer were changed.  
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Essentially, as the research notes, any change in the workplace will create new 

expectations, demands and relationships (Kickul, Lester and Finkl, 2002; Pate, Martin and 

Staines, 2000; Morrison, 1994). Yet, during organizational changes, employees can feel that 

“the psychological contract” between themselves and the employer was broken (Keim et al, 

2014; Conway et al, 2014; Probst and Lawler, 2006; Saunders and Thornhill, 2003). As a 

result, organizational change can be seen as “threatening, arousing feelings of vulnerability 

and the fear of losing security” (Van der Smissen et al, p. 316, 2013; Saunders and Thornhill, 

2003). This causes a “negative effect on the attitudes and behaviors of individuals” 

(Randmann, p. 127, 2013; Cable, 2010). These negative attitudes and behaviors highlight the 

psychological contract violation that the organizational change has triggered; and were 

shared by some study participants.  

As previously noted in the Literature Review, the voices of the rehired, or retained 

worker during drastic organizational changes in both business and education, are limited. 

However, after a review of the organizational change literature on psychological contracts 

and my data, I believe that the experiences of the rehired participants in this study can be 

best understood through the lens of psychological contract change and violation. I will 

address these insights more expansively in the Cross Site Analysis section. 
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Chapter 3: METHODOLOGY 
 

As a review of the literature highlights, there is a gap in the scholarly research on 

federal turnaround reform. The voices and experiences of the rehired teachers who are on 

the frontlines, implementing the reform, are noticeably absent. Maxwell (2005) states, “The 

strengths of qualitative research derive primarily from…its focus on specific situations or 

people, and its emphasis on words rather than numbers” (p.22). As such, I designed a 

qualitative study of the perceptions and experiences of rehired teachers with turnaround 

reform.  Through semi-structured interviews with rehired teachers in turnaround settings 

(Cohen et al, 2007; Maxwell, 2005), I sought a discussion of the participants' experiences 

with the reform, as well as their impression of the policy as it had been enacted in their 

settings (Seidman, 2006). In-depth questioning (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003; Legard et al, 2003) 

solicited the participant’s insights into the role they played in the process and I probed 

(Maxwell, 2005) for areas in which they wanted, or provided, support.  

To provide context, background and perspective (Lewis, 2003) to the turnaround 

process in each district, I conducted semi-structured interviews with district and building 

administrators and reviewed “unobtrusive resources” (Creswell, 2009) such as artifacts from 

the reform implementation, student achievement data, and district demographic data. Next, I 

used the Five-Phase Analytic Cycle (Yin, 2011) to analyze the study’s data: Compiling, 

Disassembling, Reassembling, Interpreting and Concluding. Finally, I assessed my study’s 

validity considerations. 

Research Question 

The following overarching research question, with three main components, guided 

my inquiry:  
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How do rehired teachers from chronically failing schools that are undergoing 

turnaround reform experience that reform? 

1. What do rehired teachers perceive as possible supports or barriers in 

the turnaround implementation?  

2. How do rehired teachers perceive the effectiveness of the district 

turnaround reform policy? 

3. How do rehired teachers perceive their roles in the turnaround 

process?  

Site Selection 

I conducted my study in two urban school systems in the northeastern and southern 

regions of the United States. My site selection was guided by Maxwell (2005), who 

admonishes the qualitative researcher to make mindful decisions about site selections so that 

we can collect information to best answer our research questions. As a result, I chose 

districts that fit criteria I developed to identify potential research sites (Ritchie, Lewis & 

Elam, 2003). The criteria are based on what is known about turnaround reform 

implementation and allowed me to work with the sample population I targeted: 

1. The district is a large, urban school system with more than 20,000 students, as the 

majority of turnarounds occur in these settings. 

2. The school system has engaged in turnaround reform in its most severely 

underperforming schools in the past year.  

3. In schools slated for turnaround, the teachers in the school were re-interviewed or 

reevaluated for their positions.  

4. Following federal guidelines, the schools rehired less than 50% of the staff. 
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While there were more than two districts that fit these criteria, following are characteristics 

that specifically suggested the power of using the sites of Livingston Unified and Redbridge 

School Districts5 for this study:  

1. Superintendent reform experience. In both districts, the superintendents were committed 

to reform. They had previously encouraged a variety of curricular and instructional 

reforms in their current districts in order to increase student achievement. As well, in 

their previous districts, both superintendents had led large scale reform efforts that 

had received some national attention.  

2. History of poor performance.  Both Livingston Unified and Redbridge districts were ripe 

for drastic reform. In both districts, there was a history of poor academic 

performance, particularly in areas of higher poverty6. As well, in both districts, the 

school sites chosen for this study faced impending state takeover if extreme changes 

were not made immediately. In response, the districts implemented radical reform 

while keeping the schools under local control.  

3. Commitment to supporting the study. This commitment was a characteristic that I found 

to be crucial based upon my previous research conducted for my Qualifying Paper 

(QP). In my QP district, district administration, led by an open and curious 

instructional leader, were willing to submit to the qualitative process in order to learn 

how to move forward in their future efforts. The QP district administrators were 

anxious to know what the people in the schools, who had decided to stay with the 

turnaround school and work on the new mission, needed, endured or desired. As a 

result, I felt the pilot process was supported.  

                                                           
5 All names, places, and other identifiers attached to the study have been changed and pseudonyms provided. 
6 Data provided in District Context chapters 
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For the dissertation, I sought this level of commitment. As I began contacting large 

urban districts, I soon found that this characteristic was not always present. In total, I 

contacted seven districts that fit my research criteria and were geographically 

accessible. Livingston Unified and Redbridge expressed a genuine desire to learn 

about the experiences of their rehired teachers with radical reform. From the other 

five districts, my perception was that there was a lack of desire or capacity to support 

the study. Evidence of disinterest, or lack of capacity, included: failure to respond to 

phone calls and email correspondence; failure to comment on and/or approve my 

research proposal within a timely manner; and failure to make a final decision on 

approval. Pressuring these districts to participate seemed problematic and counter-

productive. By contrast, Livingston Unified and Redbridge districts were committed 

to learning about their rehired teachers’ experience with reform and were therefore 

supportive of participating in the study.   

4. Diverse Reform Implementation. Both Livingston Unified and Redbridge followed the 

federal turnaround reform model guidelines. The principal was removed and less 

than 50% of staff were rehired. Drastic changes were made in instructional practices, 

operations, governance, curricula and resource allocation.  Yet, the manner of 

implementation was markedly different, with both districts achieving the same goals, 

per federal regulations, but in differing methods.  

5. Geographic Accessibility.  Both Livingston Unified and Redbridge districts were in areas 

of the country that were readily accessible by a short flight. As such, I was able to 

make convenient, short-term plans for both lodging and transportation.  
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Sample Selection 

Once I determined that Livingston Unified School District and Redbridge School 

District fulfilled my criteria, I recruited the appropriate sample population for my study. I 

conducted purposive sampling to “yield the most relevant and plentiful data” (Yin, p.88, 

2011). Per my selection criteria (Ritchie, Lewis & Elam, 2003), I chose schools within the 

district that had undergone turnaround reform, had required interested teachers to be re-

interviewed or reevaluated for their positions, and had rehired less than fifty percent of these 

teachers per federal regulations. The rehired teachers within these schools were my targeted 

sample population.  

In the Livingston Unified School District, I was given a list of three schools by the 

Office of Research and Evaluation that had implemented turnaround reform and had a 

cohort of rehired teachers: Parker School, Jackson High School, and Roosevelt High 

School7. I contacted the principals of the three schools with an introductory/recruitment 

email (Appendix A). The first principal, head of Parker School, responded that she believed 

the study would increase her school’s workload. I thanked her for her time and expressed my 

understanding of her position. The second principal, head of Jackson High School, quickly 

responded to my email and provided a list of seventeen rehired teachers along with their 

email addresses. I sent out recruitment emails (Appendix B) to the rehired teachers on the 

list and received six interview commitments. 

The third principal, head of Roosevelt High School, did not respond to the 

introductory email or follow-up email. After waiting an appropriate amount of time, I called 

him to offer a personal touch to the recruitment effort. The principal responded quite 

positively and apologized for not responding earlier. He then provided me with the name 

                                                           
7 All names, places, and other identifiers attached to the study have been changed and pseudonyms provided. 
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and number of his executive assistant, who he said would send out my recruitment email to 

the building’s rehired teachers. I coordinated with the executive assistant and within one day 

of sending out the email, the executive assistant received follow-up questions about the 

study. The executive assistant referred the teachers to me so that I could respond accurately. 

While I do not know the actual number of rehired teachers sent the initial recruitment email 

at Roosevelt, as I was not given a list for what the principal stated were “privacy reasons”, of 

the three rehired teachers who had follow up questions, I garnered two interview 

commitments.  

Once I physically entered the district, the principal conferred with the Dean and they 

provided me with a list of six more names of rehired teachers that they said were not on the 

previous list used by the executive assistant for initial recruitment contact. After sending a 

recruitment email to the new list, I secured two more interview commitments, bringing my 

Roosevelt rehired teacher interview total to four. Next, in conjunction with the teacher’s 

schedules, I scheduled a research week, during which I would fly to the city and conduct 

interviews and gather contextual data. Through email and phone calls, I finalized interview 

dates and times with a total of ten rehired teachers8 and two building principals. 

 In order to gather the contextual data needed to provide background information 

for the study, I chose to also interview district stakeholders with intimate knowledge of the 

district’s turnaround process. While these interviews would not address the central research 

questions, they would provide the necessary information regarding the district’s turnaround 

process and its district and school implementation. Therefore, as I was organizing the 

                                                           
8 In my proposal, I stated that I wanted to interview 12 rehired teachers from each site. However, Patton (2015) 
recognizes that there can be resource limitations in determining and garnering a sample size (Guetterman, T., 
2015). As well, Maxwell (2013) reminds the qualitative researcher, our intent is to explain, describe and 
interpret, not to generalize from the sample to a population. As such, sampling is about the richness of the 
information received and not representative opinions. In the end, it is my belief that the resulting data in my 
study, from both districts, achieved data saturation, as well as a sufficient level of depth and richness. 
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research week, I also sent out recruitment emails (Appendix C) to three district stakeholders 

recommended to me by the Office of Research and Evaluation. While one district 

stakeholder felt he could not provide enough background knowledge he recommended 

another stakeholder. Using his recommendation, I sent out a recruitment request. The 

administrator stated she would not be in town during my research week, however she 

offered to interview by phone once she returned. I followed up with the other two district 

administrators once I was on-site.  

I made an appointment to interview one of the remaining two district administrators. 

After our meeting, she took me to the office of the other administrator who was rarely in the 

office and thus hard to reach. The second district administrator, a Broad fellow and doctoral 

student, apologized and readily agreed to participate, granting me an immediate interview. In 

total, I interviewed three key district administrators. My final interview total for Livingston 

Unified School District was fourteen participants, a mixture of: ten rehired teachers, two 

building administrators and two district administrators. 

 In the Redbridge School District, the process for securing my sample population was 

quite similar to the process in Livingston Unified. I was connected with an associate 

superintendent by the Office of Research and Accountability, who provided the names of 

two schools that had implemented turnaround reform and had a cohort of rehired teachers: 

Logan Avenue and Simmons Street. The superintendent provided the principals’ names and 

email introductions. I followed up the e-introductions with the recruitment email and a copy 

of my proposal. The principal from Logan Avenue quickly called me after receiving the 

recruitment email and left a message stating that the study would add too much work to an 

already overburdened teaching staff. I returned the principal’s call to assure her of the 

minimal time commitment needed from both her and her teachers. She thanked me for 
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calling to follow up but said that while the study sounded interesting, she still could not 

participate. I thanked her for her time and consideration.  

The principal of the second school, Simmons Street, was quite intrigued and 

officially agreed to host the study. Next, I sent recruitment emails to the twelve rehired 

teachers in the building and secured eight interview commitments. With interviews secured, 

we decided on the best time to visit the district and to conduct interviews based on district 

and building schedules. 

Concurrently, I worked with the associate superintendent and his executive assistant 

to identify district stakeholders to interview for district and school background and context. 

The executive assistant sent out the district stakeholder recruitment email to three district 

administrators and to three district community partners, who had partnered with Simmons 

Street during the reform implementation. The associate superintendent surmised that the 

community partners might be able to provide background on the process by sharing what 

they observed, or provided, during the turnaround process. One community partner 

representative felt that they would not bring much insight into the context for the reform as 

they felt they played a minimal part by offering small supports to teachers. I assured them 

that their context would, in fact, be valuable but they chose not to participate. I thanked 

them for their time and consideration. The other two community partners agreed to be 

interviewed and we set up interview times for the research week. Of the three district 

administrators with whom I requested interviews, one did not respond to repeated attempts 

to connect, by email or phone. The remaining two administrators returned my email request 

immediately and we scheduled our interviews during my research week.  In total, I 

interviewed four key district stakeholders. My final interview total for Redbridge School 

District was thirteen participants, a mixture of: eight rehired teachers, one building 
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administrator, and four district stakeholders (two community partners and two district 

administrators). 

Contextual Data Collection and Interview Processes 

Understanding the importance of context in qualitative research studies (Yin, 2011; 

Lewis, 2003), my contextual data collection process included assembling and reviewing 

school and district background data from “unobtrusive resources” (Cresswell, 2009). This 

process occurred prior to, during and after my in-district research travel week. I reviewed 

state report cards, district data charts, school data reports, and student achievement profiles. 

From these previously published sources, I pulled demographic data on race, economics and 

disability. I also retrieved school violence, graduation, and attendance rates. As well, I pulled 

the percentages of students in the district, and the target schools, who scored the equivalent 

of proficient or advanced on state assessments to provide a context for the numbers. In 

gathering these data and supplementing the data with “generated data collection” (Lewis, 

2003) through district stakeholder interviews, I purposefully constructed a context in which 

to better understand the study’s districts and schools engaged in turnaround reform. 

In total, I interviewed 27 individuals. These study participants included rehired 

teachers, building administrators, partner organization leaders and district administrators9.  

District Rehired 
Teachers 

Building 
Administrators 

District 
Stakeholders 

District 
Totals 

Livingston 
Unified 

10 2 2 14 

Redbridge 8 1 4 13 

Grand Total: 18 3 6 27 

 

With each participant, I conducted one face-to-face, semi-structured interview in a quiet and 

private location of their choosing, usually their classroom or office, providing the 

                                                           
9 Specific role delineation for all participants can be found in each district’s context section and in reference 
charts in Appendices H and I. 
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participants with a sense of control and comfort (Gillham, 2000; Lewis and Ritchie, 2003; 

Legard et al, 2003). I chose to conduct face-to-face interviews because the interview in 

qualitative research, particularly with a topic as personal as experiences with drastic reform, 

is “an intense experience, for both parties involved, and a physical encounter is essential 

context for an interview which is flexible, interactive and generative, and in which meaning 

and language is explored in depth” (Legard et al, p.142, 2003). All interviews were tape-

recorded for future transcription and allowed me to focus my complete attention on the 

participant and be able to observe any important cues (Yin, 2011; Denzin and Lincoln, 2005; 

Legard et al, 2003). I took field notes, as well, in order to record what I saw and heard 

beyond the “interview context”, along with my musings on my interaction in the interview 

and any issues that may be interesting to my future analysis (Yin, 2011; Arthur and Nazroo, 

2003). As needed, I conducted follow-up conversations for clarity (Yin, 2011; Arthur and 

Nazroo, 2003; Legard et al, 2003).  

The rehired teacher interview protocol I designed was organized into categories 

(Maxwell, 2005) with open-ended questions that allowed participants to reflect upon 

experiences with federal turnaround reform (Seidman, 2006). I based the protocol’s 

organizational categories on: 1-the review of the literature on federal turnaround reform and 

2-two prior qualitative studies I conducted (Maxwell, 2005). 

In the turnaround reform literature, there were key elements researchers note when 

outlining the reform. These key elements were drastic changes in: peers, administration, 

school culture, and expectation (Dragoset, L. et al, 2015; Herman et al, 2008; Calkins et al., 

2007; Hassel et al, 2006; NCLB, 2001). I used these key elements as organizational categories 

for the interview protocol (Maxwell, 2005). Next, I drew on my experience with two 
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qualitative studies I conducted for further organizational categories (Yin, 2011; Maxwell, 

2005).  

The first qualitative study I used to inform my rehired teachers interview protocol 

was one I designed for a course at Harvard. The study was with teachers who self-identified 

as having had a transformative experience in their practice. In that study, participants made 

frequent pre and post comparisons regarding their transformative events. Thus, I ensured 

the interview protocol included opportunities for the participants to reflect on, and compare, 

their experiences (Seidman, 2006) before and after the turnaround. As ground-breaking 

organizational psychologist Weick states, “all understanding originates in reflection and 

looking backward” (1979, p.194). 

The second qualitative study I used to inform my interview protocol was my pilot 

study. Yin (2011) shares, “pilot studies help to test and refine one or more aspects of a final 

study—for example…data collection instruments” (p.37). In the pilot, the participants had 

very distinct reactions that appeared to be aligned with certain periods, or stages, of the 

reform: Announcement, Process and Implementation. I integrated this observation into the 

protocol’s design, adding the three periods as organizational categories (Yin, 2011).   

I designed the district stakeholder interview protocol to vary, somewhat, from that 

of the rehired teacher protocol. The district stakeholder protocol was designed to delve into 

the history of the districts’ turnaround policy creation, process and implementation. As such, 

the protocol allows “participants to describe the personal or organisational contexts in which 

the research issue is located” (Lewis, p.56, 2003). The protocol’s organizational categories 

include: turnaround policy adoption (school and district), turnaround implementation and 

pre and post comparison. I designed the protocol to allow the participants to share their 
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system’s level knowledge as well as to clarify and reflect on the reform (Seidman, 2006), 

ultimately providing much needed contextual and background knowledge (Lewis, 2003).  

Data Analyses 

Yin (2011) shares a Five-Phase Analytic Cycle which I followed to analyze the study’s 

data: Compiling, Disassembling, Reassembling, Interpreting and Concluding. This cycle, or 

analytic process, is one that occurs in most qualitative research “regardless of the particular 

qualitative orientation being adopted” (Yin, p. 177, 2011). For me, like most researchers, 

however, this was not a “linear process”, but it occurred over time in an “iterative” and 

“recursive” manner (Yin, 2011).  

Compiling Phase 

As Yin (2011) states, the objective of the compiling phase “is to organize your 

qualitative data in a systematic fashion, before formal analysis starts, not unlike straightening 

your desk and organizing your files prior to starting an assignment” (p. 182). I began my 

compiling phase by reviewing my field notes (Yin, 2011). My field notes helped me recall the 

settings, participants and my original impressions of the interviews (Maxwell, 2005). In 

reading my notes, I was reoriented to each interview and participant (Arthur and Nazroo, 

2003). Using these notes as my frame, I remembered how or why a participant used a certain 

phrase, focused on a specific train of thought, or seemed particularly impassioned. Directly 

after reviewing my field notes, I delved into my interview tapes and transcripts, beginning 

with the stakeholder interviews.  

As Yin (2011) suggests, I replayed the recordings, then read through the transcripts 

on multiple occasions familiarizing myself with the information imparted. Both the district 

stakeholder’s interview field notes and interview transcripts, helped me visualize a more 

detailed, contextualized picture of the reform’s necessity, design and implementation, 
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beyond the hard numbers (Lewis, 2003).  The district stakeholder interviews also gave me a 

glimpse into the rehired teachers’ world (school and district-wise) prior to the federal 

turnaround reform implementation. During this phase, I reviewed and “thoughtfully 

assimilated” (Yin, 2011) the contextual hard data/documents I had collected, as well. Next, I 

delved into the rehired teacher interview data, repeating the process. Again, I purposefully 

re-read transcripts and field notes associated with the rehired teacher interviews. These 

multiple readings helped me to “hear” the participant’s voices and experiences, and readied 

me to move to the next phase, disassembling.   

Disassembling Phase 

The objective of the second phase, disassembling, is to “break down the compiled 

data into smaller fragments or pieces…assigning new labels, or ‘codes’, to the fragments or 

pieces”(Yin, p.186, 2011). I used grounded theory and began my initial, open coding (Yin, 

2011; Hahn, 2008).  In open coding, categories and their properties are created (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998; Yin, 2011). The codes I initially developed for my study10, expressed the 

emotions of the participants. It appeared to me that across interviews and sites, the 

participants’ words were imbued with emotion. As a result, many of my initial codes were 

very emotion driven and included codes such as “anger”, “hurt”, or “frustration”.  Yet, I was 

challenged to look beyond the emotions of the participant and more closely at the 

experiences which undergirded the emotions. As Yin (2011) notes, this is not uncommon as 

many times during the disassembling phase, there is a “trial-and-error process” with coding.   

On my next pass, my codes became more diverse and encompassed more than 

emotion. Some of these codes were in vivo, or codes that reused the participants’ exact 

words (Saldana, 2009) such as “not treating people as people” or “ol’ southern 

                                                           
10 See Appendix G for my sample coding chart 
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defensiveness”. These in vivo codes helped me capture the participant’s voice and 

experience. As I looked at my Level 1 codes, I started to see categories emerging, or Level 2 

codes. Continuing to use the filter “experience the reform”, codes emerged that were 

categorized by how the participants: experienced support, perceived the reform’s 

effectiveness, or experienced their roles during reform implementation.  

During this disassembling phase, I also had another doctoral student well-versed in 

qualitative research review the transcripts to offer coding validation. After we read the 

transcripts, we shared our coding process and outcome. She provided feedback on my 

codes, shared with me how she had coded the transcripts and we then discussed our 

reasoning. We tended to have very similar codes, yet in the few instances of coding 

divergence we discussed our reasoning. 

Reassembling Phase 

In the Reassembling Phase, Yin (2011) notes that the disassembled fragments are 

reorganized “into different groupings…using substantive themes to reorganize the 

disassembled fragments”(p.190). As suggested by Yin, I created a chart to note relationships 

and groupings. When I began grouping similar codes, a pattern quickly emerged. I noted that 

common experiences and codes emerged in my transcripts during specific times, or periods, 

of the reform. I was able to group these codes under the labels of: Announcement, Process 

and Implementation (the three periods of the turnaround reform).  

The announcement period is the portion of time when turnaround reform is announced 

by the district as the chosen reform effort for the school(s) in need. In this period: teachers, 

parents and the community are informed of their school’s new status; teachers and staff are 

informed, usually in general terms, of the next personnel steps of the process (principal 

removal, teacher removal/reevaluation, general changes in day/structure). This period can 



 

33 
 

last from one week to a month, depending upon the level of district pre-planning and 

communication.  

The process period is the time when the district begins processing the major changes of 

the reform. In other words, during this time: the principal is removed (if not prior to 

announcement); a new principal is interviewed/hired; staff is put on notice for non-renewal 

of contract and reevaluated; HR provides a timetable for personnel changes; new staff is 

interviewed and hired; older staff is rehired/retained; initial planning and decision making 

begins for curricula and instructional changes; professional development and training begins. 

This period can last anywhere from 2-4 months. The implementation period is when the major 

changes of the reform are put into effect (structural, curricular, instructional). The school is 

now considered a new entity and all aspects of the previous school have been removed.  

I labeled these periods based upon the federal turnaround policy and the literature 

around turnaround implementation and used them as the structure for my QP pilot findings. 

I also incorporated these periods into my interview protocol. Therefore, it was fascinating to 

find that these three periods could provide structure for the experiences in the new sites as 

well. As I assembled the codes under the three periods, prevalent themes such as 

“discounted effort”, “professional and organizational confusion”, “limited support” and 

others emerged. 

Interpreting Phase 

In this phase, Yin (2011) states the “reassembled material” creates a “new narrative” 

and will become the “key analytic portion” of the draft. In this phase, I saw the narrative 

unfolding for my study. As I looked closely at my unearthed themes, I was captivated by the 

differences and similarities in the participant’s experiences between sites. In particular, I 

gathered, that when change was thrust on teachers with limited preparation, without 
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collaboration, and without an overall plan of action, the resulting experiences were less than 

positive.  Conversely, when change was guided by strategic preparation, collaboration, and 

engagement, teachers were less apt to experience negative emotions and more ready to move 

forward positively with the change. This observation led me to the research on psychological 

contracts and a framework from which to analyze my findings.  

Concluding Phase 

The fifth and final phase, the concluding phase, “calls for drawing the conclusions 

from your entire study (that) should be related to the interpretation in the fourth phase” 

(Yin, p.179, 2011). In this phase, I concluded that the story of this study can be told and 

organized two-fold: 1-Reform Periods and 2-Psychological Contracts. In my sites, at each 

period of the reform (Announcement, Process and Implementation) there were resulting 

experiences with the psychological contract. However, these experiences have similarities 

and differences based upon the manner in which the same federal turnaround reform 

guidelines were enacted.  All of which I discuss, in-depth, in the Cross-Site Analysis, Practice 

Implications and Conclusion chapters of the dissertation. 

Validity 

I worked for two years in the area of turnaround reform in a large, urban school 

district, so I believe I am an asset to this research study and can bring a knowledgeable 

insider's view on turnaround implementation. However, based on my own experiences with 

the reform, I had to ensure that: (1) I did not make assumptions about the teacher’s 

experiences or select data to “fit (my) existing theory or preconceptions" (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994); (2) I avoided asking questions obviously born of my intimate knowledge 

of the subject matter (Maxwell, 2005); and (3) I conducted interviews and reviewed 

documents across multiple settings and people (Maxwell, 2005). By having a semi-structured 
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interview protocol based on federal turnaround guidelines and my findings from two 

qualitative studies (including my pilot study); and by conducting interviews across multiple 

schools and districts while reviewing documents from multiple sources, I believe that I 

avoided validity threats based on my intimate knowledge of the topic. 

In Livingston Unified, I was a complete outsider. I was intrigued by the district’s 

turnaround reform policy and submitted a research proposal that was ultimately accepted. 

Each interaction with the district and the participants occurred without preconceived 

notions on either side. I believe the freedom my role as outsider provided was evidenced by 

the level of emotions emitted in almost every single interview.  There were participants who 

shed tears during the interviews because the pain or memories were so close to the surface, 

even years later. In fact, many participants thanked me for providing them an outlet to 

discuss and analyze their experiences with the reform because they had not been given the 

opportunity. 

In Redbridge, six years prior, I conducted ad-hoc turnaround research for the 

district. This research was a presentation of the turnaround lessons learned from districts 

across the country. In completing this project, I had no first-hand knowledge of how the 

district would conduct their turnaround process but instead offered lessons from the field 

regarding turnaround implementation. Nevertheless, since this work, all senior level district 

employees had left the district, including the Superintendent and his entire cabinet who had 

commissioned this work. As well, throughout this study, I interacted with only one district 

level Redbridge employee that I knew previously (who coincidentally had not been with the 

district when I conducted my ad-hoc research).  Additionally, as district stakeholders were 

not interviewed to answer the research questions, but rather to provide background and 

context, there was little danger of validity issues with the study’s findings. Finally, all of my 
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interactions with the teachers, building principal and turnaround partners were conducted 

without preconceived notions about, or knowledge of, the district’s turnaround practices. 

Throughout this study, I was also on alert for others’ perceptions of both me and my 

research. For example, all of the participants knew that I was a doctoral student from 

Harvard. I was on alert that participants did not perceive me as a disinterested intellectual 

simply seeking to fulfill research requirements. As such, I shared my teaching background 

with participants. To further alleviate any concerns, I shared excerpts from my study’s 

prospectus as well as my informed consent letter. All of these documents stated my pledge 

of confidentiality, intentions for using the data I gathered, and commitment to maintaining 

the participants' anonymity through the use of pseudonyms and removal of identifying 

information.  
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Chapter 4: LIVINGSTON UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

District Context  

 Livingston Unified School District is located in the southern region of the United 

States. As the name suggests, the school district spans varied economic and physical regions 

that include urban, suburban, and rural settings. Livingston Unified is a PK-12 school system 

with over 80 schools serving close to 55,000 students. Of those 55,000 students, 77% 

identify as white, 14% identify as African American, 5% identify as Hispanic, and the 

remaining 4% identify as Native American and Asian. Only 3% of students across 

Livingston Unified are limited English proficient, while 12% of students have a disability. 

Some 47% of Livingston Unified’s students are economically disadvantaged, with 26% of 

students receiving Title I funding.  

 In grades 9 to 12, 56% of all students are rated advanced or proficient on state 

measurements for algebra I, which is only slightly higher than the state average. Interestingly, 

60% of students who identify as white are rated advanced or proficient, while only 35% of 

students who identify as African American and 55% of students who identify as Hispanic are 

rated advanced or proficient. In English II, achievement data for grades 9 to 12 are slightly 

higher: 68% of all students rated advanced or proficient on state measurements. Notably, 

74% of students who identify as white, 41% of students who identify as African American, 

and 54% of students who identify as Hispanic are advanced or proficient. The gap between 

economically disadvantaged and non-economically disadvantaged on the English II exam is 

33% and 25% on the algebra I exam. Across the district, Livingston Unified has a 92% 

graduation rate.  

 In Livingston Unified there has been a longstanding imbalance in achievement along 

racial and economic groups. Before the implementation of NCLB, however, this imbalance 
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was rarely highlighted. Once NCLB mandated disaggregation of the achievement data along 

multiple subgroups, schools that previously appeared to be flourishing were shown to be 

failing large populations of students. As a result, Livingston Unified had a problem. A large 

group of its schools were not making adequate yearly progress, and state takeovers loomed. 

The district administration searched for solutions. The money offered by the federal 

administration for failing schools, especially for those using the turnaround option, appeared 

to be the best option. Thus, quick and drastic changes were made to right the failing schools 

of Livingston Unified.  

Turnaround Process 

In the Livingston Unified School District, the lack of student progress over a period of 

years initiated the conversation for possible implementation of turnaround reform. Chief 

Accountability Officer, Doris Christensen explains: 

So, under the old provisions for No Child Left Behind, you know, 
schools would move down [a] continuum if they were missing AYP, 
adequate yearly progress . . . .I want to say, it was for 4 years. Now, 
under the new waiver since 2012, we have a designation in the state 
that labels schools as priority if they are in the lowest 5% of schools 
based on achievement measures . . . So, when a school is labeled 
priority our state has said we have to bring to them what is our 
turnaround plan and that turnaround plan can be some type of . . . 
transformative school improvement program. It can be a change in 
leadership. It can be a reconstitution of the staff or all of the above. 
But they’re going to ask us what are our specific strategies and that’s 
when we consider, ‘Is reconstituting the staff a specific strategy that 
we want to leverage to improve a school?’ 
 

In Livingston Unified, when a school is a candidate for turnaround reform, the Chief 

Accountability Officer initiates the conversation with the school and appropriate district 

leadership. 

Typically, I mean when it gets to the level (of) a school being 
designated, either under the old accountability framework or our 
new accountability framework—that first conversation, in terms of 
the news being delivered, it’s gonna come from my office, right? 
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‘Cause we’re the first ones to get the information, and so we’re 
gonna talk to that administrator and tell them what this means… 
Let’s look at your data. ‘Cause people really want to understand: "Is 
this true?" It’s like getting a bad diagnosis. "Show me lab results." 
"Show me why," right? You know, so we walk through that in 
specific detail.  
 

Afterwards, the CAO and executive director meet with the principal to discuss the next 

steps. A meeting is then called with the superintendent and the executive leadership team.  

The executive leadership team consists of the chief academic officer, assistant 

superintendent for administrative services, assistant superintendent for curriculum and 

instruction, chief human resources officer, chief accountability officer, chief of staff, and 

executive directors for secondary or elementary schools. In this meeting, the data are offered 

and analyzed. As Chief Human Resource Officer Francesca Downing says:  

We have the chief academic officer there so they can provide the data 
on achievement, student achievement and what it looks like, 
disaggregate the data for the school, and for the [surrounding] areas . 
. .Then you have HR there and we bring in the information about 
teacher turnover, the retention rate and what we have seen over the 
few years, the patterns that have developed there: the retirements, the 
resignations, how many teachers are employed, if they don’t stay the 
whole year and they leave, that kind of thing. And then you have the 
chief academic officer who has all the research and the data from the 
accumulated years that she can bring to the table so we can see the 
progress from year to year and the declines and where our areas of 
strongest needs are and where we’re making progress but not enough 
to get off the list. They bring all that to the table.  

 
After deliberations with the executive leadership team, the superintendent makes the final 

decision to initiate the turnaround process for the school. Once the decision has been made, 

the superintendent presents the decision to the board and Human Resources goes out to the 

school to meet with the entire staff. Francesca explains: “once [the superintendent] makes 

that decision, we go out and we share that with the staff before they hear it in the 

newspaper. . . . The experience from those faculty meetings is very somber because it’s an 
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unknown for them. They don’t know what’s going to happen to them, where their careers 

(are) going to go.”  

 

Step One: Reconstitution 

 In Livingston Unified, turnaround reform begins with the district-led reconstitution 

of staff. As Francesca notes:  

We clear the fat from top down. The entire staff. 100%. Everybody 
has to reapply for their position and then interviews are the first thing 
to do. The superintendent will interview the principals to make the 
principal selection for the individuals who have applied. Once the 
principal is in place, the principal begins the process of building his 
administrative team, if there are assistant principals for that school. 
Then from there, the administrative team begins building their faculty 
and staff. 
 

At the start of reconstitution, the district holds a series of community meetings to hear from 

the public regarding the changes to the school and for guidance in the reconstitution efforts. 

Francesca explains: 

We would always go out and meet with the community, the parents, 
in the evening and have sessions . . . question and answer. Inform 
them. Give them an opportunity to have input into some of the 
decisions with the reconstitution in the schools. So, one of the 
things that we [asked was], "What kind of leader do you want at 
your school?" You know, "What are the characteristics, the skills, 
abilities, knowledge that you want to see in your new 
administrator?" . . . We shared with them and we’d make notes of 
that and bring it back and [tell] the superintendent who was 
interviewing these individuals for this position.  
 

Once the superintendent has reviewed the notes from the community sessions along with 

notes from HR regarding the prospective principal’s observed characteristics and history, the 

superintendent chooses the new principal. The new principal, with support from Human 

Resources, guides the next portion of the reconstitution. As Chief Accountability Officer, 

Doris Christensen says, “The superintendent is probably only involved in the community 
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facing conversation and when there’s gonna be a change in leadership. (When) that principal 

is gonna be moved, then the superintendent is gonna have that conversation.”  

 At the initial staff meeting, the staff is notified of the school’s change in status to a 

turnaround school. At the second meeting, Human Resources representatives share what 

that means for the staff members. Staff members are told they have to complete an online 

application and those who are unsure of how to apply online are given supports from the 

HR office. After applications are completed, the newly appointed principals conduct the 

staff interviews through a multifaceted interview process.  

After the application process and directly before the panel interview, applicants must 

complete a written questionnaire. As Francesca states, “These questions were tailored for the 

school . . . performance-based question[s] that would get to teaching in a school setting such 

as an urban school—the experiences, the PD, and all that. So, once the questionnaires came 

in, they were scored. They were rated [and] scored blindly by the interview committee.” 

Next, the applicants participate in an interview with a panel of interviewers that typically 

consists of the: new principal, assistant principal, executive director for secondary or 

elementary schools, and district representatives from HR, content areas, and curriculum and 

instruction. Afterward, the applicants are asked to teach a small-group, or demonstration, 

lesson. The instructional coaches, subject content area supervisors, and the appropriate HR 

supervisors observe the lesson and score the teacher. Finally, all the scores from the written 

and oral interviews and the performance-based portions are added to the candidate’s profile 

sheets and the principal makes the final decision, in consultation with the executive director 

of secondary schools.  

Lastly, before releasing the majority of the control of instructional reform to the 

principal, the district issues the school one final requirement, and the staff three additional 
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supports. Within a year, turnaround schools are required to present a cogent plan for school 

reform to the district and board for approval, while the rehired teachers receive the 

following three supports:  

1- An extended contract that allows teachers and staff to report to their schools 

three weeks earlier than the rest of the district. This extended time allows the 

school to solidify new plans and to train the new staff. 

2- Thirty minutes each week in their schedules to be used for student enrichment. 

3- A one-time signing bonus. 

Step Two: Instructional Reform 

 After the district leads the reconstitution portion of the turnaround, the newly 

appointed principal must then lead the instructional portion of the reform. As Doris 

Christensen says,  

[The] school leader typically tries to decide what else are they going 
to do to try and get at, kind of the instructional core, right? What 
are they going to do to try to make reforms in that area? And so . . . 
people try to take a look at what they’re going to do differently in 
terms of the core technology of teaching and learning. [But] that 
does not come from the district. Typically, it’s a decision that’s 
made by that new school leader, his administrative staff--they 
typically know the historical text that has been used…the 
superintendent (will) have a direct conversation that says, ‘Your 
charge is to improve student achievement in this school. And so, it 
is a requirement that you are going to improve student achievement 
in this school’.  

 
As such, the district does not prescribe a specific instructional reform. Instead, the district 

presupposes that the newly hired turnaround principals will immediately work with their 

staff and administrative team to adopt and implement the instructional, curricular, and 

structural reforms of turnaround.  

School Contexts  
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In 2007, the Livingston Unified School District instituted turnaround reform in two 

of its largest schools: Roosevelt High School and Jackson High School.  

In the year prior to the 2007-08 turnaround process, Roosevelt was an 860 student 9-

12 high school with 92% of students identifying as African American and another 8% of 

students identifying as white, Latino, and other racial designations. Ninety percent of its 

students were economically disadvantaged. That year, the school had over 350 suspensions 

(a 40% suspension rate), an attendance rate of 98%, and a 67% graduation rate. Roosevelt’s 

standardized testing proficiency rate the year before the turnaround was 16% to 17% in all 

subjects: English, math, reading, and science. 

John Jeffries, a Roosevelt teacher for 11 years, said that while the record for student 

behavior and achievement looked bleak and “many of [the students] were kind of rough, but 

others were not. . . . [Roosevelt was] a very friendly, open kind of place . . . the faculty was 

very close-knit. We all got along very well. We socialized after work hours and we got to 

know each other on a personal level.” Sarah Moss, another Roosevelt teacher, concurred, 

“There was support all over the building; very close-knit; very helpful to each other and 

supportive.” Overall, as teacher Leslie Morgan said, there was “a good relationship, a 

working relationship, with staff and teachers.” However, with the high level of suspensions, 

low graduation rate, and depressed test scores, Livingston Unified declared Roosevelt in 

need of turnaround reform.  

In the year before the 2007-08 school year, Jackson was a 1,200 student 9-12 high 

school with 65% of students identifying as white, 32% of students identifying as African 

American and 3% of students identifying as Latino and other racial designations. Seventy 

four percent of Jackson students were economically disadvantaged. That year, Jackson had 

over 550 suspensions (a 46% suspension rate), an attendance rate of 80%, and a 60% 
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graduation rate. Jackson’s standardized testing proficiency rate that school year was 18% to 

19% in all subjects. 

The teachers at Jackson believe that the statistics painted an accurate picture of life at 

Jackson before the turnaround. Frank Robinson, a teacher at Jackson for 10 years, said that 

the school had lots of challenges including “juvenile delinquency, truancy, violence, you 

know, aggressive kids, kids without the supports they needed.” However, staff interactions 

were close and friendly. Jackson teacher Tori Brookhaven shared that it “felt like this was a 

family, and we’ve always used the term Jackson family like forever. Sometimes families are 

dysfunctional, ya know? But for the most part, it’s ‘This is my place and this is where I want 

to be and I cannot imagine working anywhere else.’ That was the tone.” However, in the 

end, Livingston Unified implemented turnaround reform to ensure that a culture of 

excellence had an opportunity to flourish at Jackson.  

Participants11 

Rehired Teachers 

Tori Brookhaven is a white female in her late forties. She has worked in education 

for the past 13 years, with 11 of those years at Jackson. Currently employed as Jackson's 

librarian, Tori has also been an English teacher. Tori was at Jackson for four years prior to 

the turnaround. 

Sharla Daniels is a black female in her early thirties. She began her career at 

Livingston Unified, specifically Jackson, nine years ago. At Jackson, Sharla has been a science 

teacher and is currently the science department chair. She also holds positions on the 

leadership team and data team and is the teacher leader of the school morale/spirit team. 

Sharla was at Jackson for two years prior to the turnaround. 

                                                           
11 For quick reference, see Appendix H for rehired teacher and administrator participant charts for Livingston 
Unified 
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Isabella Foster is a white female in her mid-thirties. She has been an educator for 

11 years, all at Jackson. Isabella teaches English, has served on the leadership team, and is 

the academic core leader for Jackson’s School of Health Science Small Learning Community. 

Isabella was at Jackson for four years prior to the turnaround.  

Chester Franklin is a white male in his mid-fifties who has been an educator in 

Livingston Unified the entirety of his 30-year career. Chester has taught multiple subjects, 

including reading, science, social studies, language arts, and health, in both middle school 

and high school. For the past 12 years, he has been the chair of the social studies department 

and currently teaches world geography, U.S. history, and civics. He has also been the 

assistant coach for the basketball team and sponsor for the builders club, radio club, and 

mock trial clubs. Chester worked at Jackson for 11 years prior to the turnaround. 

John Jeffries is a white male in his late fifties. John has been in education for 11 

years after a career in logistics and the Marine Corps. John teaches English at Roosevelt, 

where he has spent his entire career as an educator. He is also the wrestling coach and tech 

coordinator. John worked at Roosevelt for four years prior to the turnaround. 

Marvin Lincoln is a white male in his early thirties who has been at Roosevelt for all 

nine years he has worked in education. He is a business teacher and is the CTE department 

chair. Marvin taught at Roosevelt for two years before the turnaround.  

Leslie Morgan is a black female in her late fifties. She has spent her entire 34-year 

career in Livingston Unified and has taught elementary, middle, and high school. She has 

been a pre-K teacher, kindergarten teacher, and middle school and high school band 

director. Leslie was at Roosevelt for eight years prior to the turnaround and is the current 

music teacher.  
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Sarah Moss is a white female in her late forties who has been an educator for 23 

years. She has taught science at both the middle school and high school levels. Sarah began 

as a substitute, eventually becoming full-time, and has also worked as a coach. Sarah 

transferred to Roosevelt one year prior to the turnaround and is currently a science teacher. 

Jacqueline Roberts is a white female in her mid-forties who has been teaching in 

Livingston Unified for 21 years. She began her career as a traveling English teacher, splitting 

her time between Roosevelt and Jackson. After two years, Jacqueline became a full-time 

teacher at Jackson. She is currently a dean, or teacher leader, in the English department. In 

the past, Jacqueline has been the English department chair; she has also designed a 

mentoring/support group for teachers, which she still leads. Jacqueline worked full-time at 

Jackson for 11 years before the turnaround.  

Frank Robinson is a white male in his early thirties and has been an educator for 10 

years, all of them at Jackson. Franks is a social studies teacher whose subjects include world 

geography, AP government, and street law. Currently he teaches social studies courses and is 

a student support coordinator, working with students on decision-making and behavior 

choices. Frank was at Jackson for three years prior to the turnaround. 

District Stakeholders 

Doris Christensen is a black female in her late thirties. Ms. Christensen has been in 

education for five years and is a career transition Broad Resident in Urban Education. Prior 

to her career in education, she was in finance and technology. Since being in Livingston 

Unified, she has been Director of Human Capital Strategy and Executive Director of Chief 

Human Resource Officer. She is currently Chief Accountability Officer. 

Francesca Downing is a black female in her early sixties. Dr. Downing has been in 

education for 35 years, all of which have been in Livingston Unified. She is currently the 
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Chief Human Resource Officer. She has also been an elementary school teacher, vice 

principal and principal. 

Steven Hastings is a black male in his mid-sixties. Mr. Hastings has been in 

education forty years. For the first eighteen years of his career he was a teacher and 

basketball coach. For the last twenty-two years he has been in administration and 

supervision as a middle school and high school principal. He was the replacement principal 

for the Roosevelt turnaround. 

Chuck Smith is a white male in his early forties. He has been in education for 

fifteen years. He was a classroom science teacher for nine years. Then he transitioned into 

administration as an assistant principal for three years and now a head principal for the past 

three years. At the time of the Roosevelt turnaround, he was newly hired into administration 

and was the 9th grade principal. He is the current principal of Jackson High School. 

 
Findings  
 
Emergent Themes 

Livingston Unified School District concurrently instituted federal turnaround reform 

at both Jackson and Roosevelt. These were the first two schools in the district to undergo 

the reform. The experiences these rehired teachers had with turnaround continued to elicit 

passionate reactions, despite the passage of time. As I analyzed their experiences, major 

themes emerged at three very distinct periods of time during the reform: announcement, 

process, and implementation12.  

Announcement Period13 

                                                           
12 The three periods (announcement, process, implementation) are also outlined in the Data Analyses 
Reassembling section of the Methodology chapter 
13 The announcement period is the portion of time when turnaround reform is announced by the district as the 
chosen reform effort for the school(s) in need. In this period: teachers, parents and the community are 
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Once Livingston Unified district leadership reviewed the district data and determined the 

two neediest schools, the decision was made to implement the federal turnaround reform 

model. Prior to meeting with staff, there was a public announcement of the school’s new 

status. Teachers at the school found out about their new status through the news and word 

of mouth before officially hearing from the district. As teachers shared, during this 

announcement period, they experienced a discounting of their previous efforts, as well as 

“ole Southern defensiveness”/caution.   

Discounted Efforts 

When the announcement was made that their schools were slated for turnaround, 

and that reconstitution would be the first step, teachers immediately experienced a 

discounting of their previous efforts. In other words, while teachers believed that they had 

done the best they could for their students, the district administration did not acknowledge 

the teachers’ efforts and these efforts, in many cases, were maligned. Frank noted teachers 

“were not viewed as a professional, not viewed as a good teacher, not viewed as competent.” 

A sentiment that many teachers believed would lead the public and community to deduce 

that teachers in schools slated for turnaround did not work to the best of their abilities. As 

Chester said, “We had some bad years. It happens. But that doesn’t mean that it was a total 

disaster of education. . . . so, to me, I felt removed, disenfranchised, marginalized, to a 

certain extent.” John concurred and shared just how much the teacher’s efforts were 

discounted,  

The person from central office who was in charge of curriculum; 
She’s a, oh gosh, assistant superintendent or whatever that title is—

                                                                                                                                                                             
informed of their school’s new status; teachers and staff are informed, usually in general terms, of the next 
personnel steps of the process (principal removal, teacher removal/reevaluation, general changes in 
day/structure). This period can last from one week to a month, depending upon the level of district pre-
planning and communication.  
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she came in and told us essentially, ‘You guys have failed. You guys 
have not done what you needed to do. Now it’s pretty much time to 
pony up. If you don’t like what you’re hearin’ you can always leave.’ 
Here’s a woman who had never spent a day in our building, who 
had only looked at numbers on a spreadsheet to make 
determinations about our abilities, our professionalism, and all the 
other things she was criticizing. She came down on us with both 
feet as though it was the teacher’s fault and this has been my 
problem with the whole process. It turned into ‘let’s kick the 
teachers’ season… 
 

Jacqueline concurred, “My sense of it is that they had more flexibility to treat us with less 

integrity. It got easier to do wrong by teachers.” As John said, “It really felt like, ‘Let’s see 

what we can do to punish the teachers because clearly it’s their fault and they’re not doing 

their jobs.’ So, a lot of us felt like we were getting blamed for things that were beyond our 

control in many cases.”  Yet, many of the teachers wanted outsiders to understand that their 

judgments of the teachers and their efforts were skewed. For the teachers, lowered student 

achievement did not mean a lack of care on the teacher's part or a lack of desire on the 

student’s part. In fact, nothing was as simple as it appeared. As Sarah said, 

Maybe I’m just naïve, [but] I just don’t think that before the people 
were deliberately trying to do the worst for 80 kids. I just think it 
was a mix of environmental and cultural and community things 
going on at the same time. . . . .The early '90s we had a lot of gang 
problems around here and that was towards the end of that…Like I 
said, I’ve never seen ‘em walk in and say, ‘I want to fail.’ But I have 
seen ‘em make mistakes that they can’t recover from. 
 

Leslie offered a similar assessment: “It hits you pretty hard ‘cause you know, within the 

school you see the best that was being given to the kids. . . . [we] as teachers are feeling like 

we’re doing the best we can, under whatever circumstances that was going on at the time.” It 

was particularly hard for teachers to accept the affront to their dedication considering the 

amount of time and effort so many teachers had put into their students. As Frank noted,  

I’m gonna do what I can for kids. [That] meant a lot of late hours, a 
lot of after-school stuff, tutoring, helping out kids, a couple clubs I 
had started out and worked with kids at. Tried to identify some of 
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the root issues, the serious problems that were coming to the 
school building, whether it was—the very root issues we knew were 
poverty and family issues and everything else. But the root issues 
that would then come into school, that were causing problems in 
the school; for instance, gang violence, low literacy rates, things like 
that. 

 
The offense these teachers felt about their efforts being discounted was palpable. As Tori 

said, “You know, seeing the numbers and seeing the PowerPoint and knowing that you are 

doing every damn thing that you can do, it’s hard when your kids don’t achieve. But we’re 

still doing it, which I think speaks very highly of my colleagues who are not fleeing.” John 

concurred with Tori, “Yeah, by that time, we had tried and tried and tried but never 

progressed accordingly…Our kids start out so far behind. We still have kids, even today, 

coming to us reading at a third grade level. And it’s hard to teach literature to someone who 

cannot process reading material on a level beyond elementary school. So, I mean, we’re good 

at growing kids and we were then; just the achievement numbers didn’t match”.  

For Sarah, “growing kids” as John mentioned, meant these teachers had also 

extended themselves past the academic supports and into the social supports, actions that 

could not be quantified but should not be discounted,  

I mean, that first year, [pause] I had one kid, he’d come in every 
Monday morning, freezing cold and hungry because he had to 
spend the weekends in jail because he had to pay for whatever he 
had done. And he only had little jumpsuits, little flimsy clothes, and 
it was cold in the winter. And so the first thing I’d do before I could 
teach him is I’d give him a cup of coffee and a breakfast bar. And 
that one little thing just made it for him.  
 

In the end, despite the fact many discounted the efforts of the teachers in the aftermath of 

the announcement, the teachers believed that they had made a difference for the students 

and that those efforts should have been recognized.  

Caution and “ole Southern defensiveness” 
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Many teachers were cautious once the announcements were made. The caution was 

tempered with “ole Southern defensiveness”.  They were somewhat cautious, unsure if the 

changes that had begun with the guidance of the vice principal at Jackson, Mr. Phillips, 

would actually flourish now that change was an official mandate.  

Frank explained that Mr. Phillips “knew how to work with numbers, to look at them 

and say, ‘What do they really mean? and ‘What can we do to make those numbers look 

better?’. . . He was a data guy in a lot of ways.” Prior to the turnaround, Mr. Phillips had 

been watching the numbers and knew Jackson would be forced to change. As a result, Mr. 

Phillips tried to think of ways to be ahead of the announcement. According to Jacqueline, 

Mr. Phillips said, “Let’s decide our change. Let’s be active about it. Let’s not be passive 

about it. Let’s not receive this. Let’s get ready for it.” Therefore, a few years ahead of the 

turnaround announcement, Mr. Phillips tried to rally the staff. He brought in Project 

GRAD, a program focused solely on raising the rate of graduation, and “visited other 

schools that were doing different things structurally. . . . [He] tried to do some shifting 

around consistency management, a classroom management plan that they tried to introduce 

to the faculty, and some different ways of doing instruction,” said Jacqueline.  

However, Mr. Phillips could only go so far in ushering in change in the face of 

faculty defensiveness. It was this same defensiveness that had the staff cautious about the 

true meaning of the turnaround announcement. Jacqueline identified it as "ole Southern 

defensiveness”. Some staff members saw Project Grad as outsiders who would tell them 

how to do things better: 

‘Your gods are bad. Take these new gods because they’re better’. 
[laughing] It was defensiveness. And I don’t think the Project 
GRAD folks were prepared for it and so when the faculty got 
defensive, they didn’t know how to respond. So those changes 
people were trying to get us to do, did not go smoothly. 
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Now with the announcement to officially label Jackson as a turnaround school, there was 

caution that the seed Mr. Phillips had tried to plant and grow, may or may not blossom. As 

well, not unlike the Project GRAD staff and other programs brought in by Mr. Phillips, 

change would be hard to achieve without decreased defensiveness.   

Process Period14  

After the announcement is made regarding which schools will be included in the turnaround 

reform, the Livingston Unified hiring process begins. During this process period, the 

participants shared that they experienced confusion, grief and were “not treated as people”.     

Confusion: Professional and Organizational 

 Upon the heels of the announcement, teachers were thrust into the turnaround 

hiring process. As the process unfolded, teachers quickly realized that the process was not 

clearly defined. This lack of clarity led to teachers experiencing high levels of confusion on 

both a professional and organizational level.  Marvin stated the professional confusion he 

experienced was quite unsettling and stressful, "You didn’t know what standards would be 

applied or what expectations. All you knew was you may or may not have a job. Not really 

knowing . . . what I could do to help my chance of having a job." Leslie recalled having 

questions that went unanswered: It’s almost like walking in the dark [chuckles], trying to 

figure out, ‘Is there gonna be any more light for my path, [for] where I’m gonna be in the 

coming years as a teacher?’” Most of the teachers felt the answer to Leslie’s question was a 

resounding no. As Isabella recounted,  

You didn’t know if you were gonna have a job next year. You didn’t 
know if the people around you were gonna have a job next year. 

                                                           
14 The process period is the time when a district begins processing the major changes of the reform. In other 
words, during this time: the principal is removed (if not prior to announcement); a new principal is 
interviewed/hired; staff is put on notice for non-renewal of contract and reevaluated; HR provides a timetable 
for personnel changes; new staff is interviewed and hired; older staff is rehired/retained; initial planning and 
decision making begins for curricula and instructional changes; professional development and training begins. 
This period can last anywhere from 2-4 months. 
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And HR did a really [pause] it felt like at the time, did a terrible job 
communicating with us. We had no idea what was going on...And 
they weren’t telling us how we were gonna find out...no one knew 
what they were doing…And we’re at the bottom of the hill, and 
[whispers] shit rolls downhill [laughs]. Right? 

 
Along with the professional confusion surrounding job security, teachers 

experienced organizational confusion. In particular, the HR timelines were a 

source of confusion. As John said, 

They made the initial announcement in September. They said by 
October we’ll have a timeline of events . . . and they had certain 
milestones that they were going to meet along the way. [But] they 
didn’t know what they were doing and it was clear. They sent us a 
curriculum principal…they were going to put together the 
leadership team and by the end of October, all the principals would 
know where they were going to be the following year. By the end of 
the first semester, teachers would be starting the interview process. 
By the end of February, we would know if we were going to be 
retained…So, I’m like, ‘By February, I’ll have some idea, I’ll know if 
I need to look outside the district or not, so that will give me time. 
I’ll be okay’. Well, October rolled around and they didn’t have any 
announcements and November rolled through and we were on 
Thanksgiving and we still didn’t know what was going to happen. 
Then we had the testing in December and still no word. So, they 
didn’t meet a single deadline…They met neither their obligations to 
us as employees nor their professional obligations towards the 
change management. They did not do anything right in terms of 
managing the expectations of people and hitting the deadlines. 
 

The district's confusion did not inspire confidence in the process or the reform. As 

Jacqueline recalled, “One of the metaphors that was floating around was ‘We’re building this 

boat as we sail it,’ and it used to make me crazy [laughs]. I want to get off this boat until it is 

seaworthy, but it doesn’t work like that—it didn’t." Frank’s assessment was similar to 

Jacqueline's. He felt that Human Resources was truly at fault and that they created 

“bureaucratic messes where people didn’t get stuff done.” 

 When it finally came time for the actual interview process, the confusion was 

heightened by what felt like insincerity and inadequate planning. As John recounted,  
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We had a panel interview with Mr. Hastings, who had been 
appointed in, I guess it was March…the curriculum principal was 
there, I think we had one or two from downtown come, from 
central office, who came in and interviewed us and . . . it was like a 
cattle call for an audition for a Broadway show or something. So we 
had an appointment time [and] we would go down for the 
appointment. They were very good about keeping the appointment 
time, but it was a revolving door. . . . you know that it’s wearing on 
the principals when they start to nod off during the process, which 
happened! You’d get an interview after lunch and Mr. Hastings, 
who was no spring chicken even then, he’d start to nod. Frankly, he 
needed a break and he was not afforded one; none of them were. I 
don’t know how they could have made a decision because they 
must have blurred one into another…They were supposed to be 
looking at us according to what they saw as our strengths and trying 
to assemble a team based on what our strengths were. And there 
was no evidence of that ever happening. It seemed like they were 
looking for some, I don’t know, credibility somewhere, [but] they 
really had no idea what they were doing and it was clear. 

 
The district’s lack of organization, coupled with minimal transparency, led many to feel not 

only confused, but once again, disrespected in the turnaround rehiring process. 

“Not Treating People as People” 

This in-vivo code best describes the treatment many teachers experienced during the 

rehiring announcement of the turnaround reform. The teachers felt that because they taught 

in failing schools, they were not afforded humane treatment even during the most 

frightening of times, when their careers hung in the balance. As Jacqueline said, “It’s 

probably the most horrible thing, in some ways, that’s ever happened to me professionally. It 

was brutal. There was a certain brutality and a certain inhumanity.” Isabella also reflects on 

decision day at Jackson.  

“Whoo, that was the worst day. That was the worst day…They had 
us all meet in the library. Different people from HR were standing 
on top of the bookshelves and they had these boxes on top of the 
bookshelf. So, A through F went to this person, you know; next set 
of letters to that person; and they gave you an envelope. The letter 
inside the envelope told you if you were rehired or not. I remember 
taking my envelope, and I walked down the hall and ducked into a 
stairwell, ‘cause I didn’t want to open it in front of everyone else. I 
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was terrified. I remember shaking. Our choir teacher at the time—
she popped in and said, ‘I’m just gonna be with you’. And I opened 
it and I just remember, like, sobbing. Like I got rehired, but it was 
just like, just having huge emotional reaction; I can’t imagine a 
worse way to do it than they did. I mean it was like a cattle call. 
 

John told a similar story about the less than humane manner decision day was handled at 

Roosevelt High.  

Let me tell you about that process ‘cause that was messed up. My 
ex-wife is a Human Resources person and when I told her of what 
the process was going to be, she said someone in Human Resources 
needed to be fired because that is unconscionable, okay. So, here’s 
the process. You’ve gone through the interviews. We have made 
our decisions and we’ve sent our recommendations to central 
office. Central office is going to come in here and there will be 
tables set up in the library where there are boxes of envelopes at 
each table. Each table will represent a certain segment of the 
alphabet. You go to that table, you get your envelope, you open it 
there. It was horrible. It was terrible. And, that’s how people found 
out if they were not going to be rehired. They opened an envelope 
and from some very impersonal person, somebody they’d never 
seen in their life, a complete stranger telling them that their lives 
were about to change and not necessarily for the better. As far as 
we were concerned at the time, it was, ‘You’re not good enough. 
Go away. The sooner, the better’. That was the message that was 
sent to those people: They weren’t good enough! 
 

Even Chuck Smith, the current Jackson principal who was an assistant principal at Roosevelt 

that first year of the turnaround, thought the rehiring announcement process was handled 

poorly. Chuck believes “it was a great misstep on the district’s part, in terms of the whole 

everyone goes to the library. Everybody gets an envelope. You have a job. You don’t have a 

job, kind of deal…I think that was the place where, as a district, we made a mistake in terms 

of not treating people as people.” 

Many of the rehired teachers can quite easily recall their emotions at being treated in 

such an inhumane manner. John analyzed the experience further: 

It was medieval, it really was. It was mean spirited. And it seemed 
intentionally so. And I will always bear a grudge towards the chief 
HR people because that was their call…What does it matter if [the 
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superintendent] loses his job tomorrow? Is he a month away from 
homelessness? I don’t think so. Yeah, I’m sure he has an expensive 
lifestyle because he gets paid a lot of money. But is he so completely 
unable to set aside funds for a rainy day? Is he one paycheck away 
from serious debt trouble? You know, he’s not feeling it the same 
way we do. If I lose my job today, and they pay out what they owe 
me in terms of salary and sick days that I have not used, I’ve got a 
very short window to find new employment, you know? 
 

Chester concurred with John when analyzing the rehiring process. Chester felt that both the 

overall process, along with the actual decision day “lacked compassion, because you’re 

playing with people’s lives. It’s very easy on paper to redesign a school. It’s like companies 

that downsize, and the numbers look really good on paper. Because you’re not the one who 

has to go home and tell your children that [you] really can’t buy [them] shoes today. You 

know? You’re dealing with people’s lives and I think the redesign process was very much 

oriented toward numbers on paper. The process didn’t really take into account that you’re 

dealing with people and you’re dealing with their lives.”  This lack of humanity exhibited 

during the rehiring process, particularly on decision day, still haunts many teachers involved 

in the process.  

Grief  
 

The newly rehired teachers experienced moments of extreme grief in the aftermath 

of decision day. The grief they experienced was based not only on how they were treated on 

that fateful day but also on how their relationships with their colleagues who were not 

rehired were affected. Jacqueline reminisces: 

There’s still just so much grief [begins to cry]. You know, to talk 
about the Jackson family, and to be interviewed by one of our 
family members, you know, our principal who was going forward, 
and then to just be given a letter for some people that said, your 30-
, 25-, 15-, 20-year tour of duty here is over. It was brutal. There’s 
just no other way to say it. It was brutal. It was inhuman. It was a 
cattle call…And there were people who were confident that they 
were coming back, (they) opened their letters, and they were not 
asked back and I mean, I heard wailing in the stairwells. I came in 
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the next morning and people had posted their Jackson shirts and 
earrings in the mailroom for people to take or buy from them . . . it 
was a grief process. 
 

Tori Brookhaven believed that the lack of acknowledgement of or support for their grief was 

appalling. As Tori recalls, “The most terrible part of it [was] watching, like you really were 

watching people get handed envelopes here in this very open environment with no real time 

to kind of debrief about that.” Isabella echoed Tori’s sentiment that the teachers’ grief was 

mismanaged and subsequently relationships between the rehired and released were horribly 

affected, “It was bad… and just from then ‘til the end of the school year, it was just awful. 

You didn’t want to make eye contact with people…It was terrible.” Even through the years, 

there is still grief from the rehired regarding the continued damage to their collegial 

relationships. As Frank noted, “Some people who I’ve seen since at in-services . . . won’t 

speak to me, because I’m somebody who was [re]hired and they weren’t.”  

Implementation Period15 

After the turnaround hiring process period concluded, Livingston Unified moved into phase 

two of their turnaround process which was the school-driven instructional reform 

implementation. As the teachers recounted, it is during this period that some experienced 

trust, distrust, change fatigue, and limited support.  

Trust 

During the implementation period, some rehired teachers experienced an increase in 

their levels of trust in: the new structures, the new administration, each other, and their own 

abilities. As Sharla shared, “It was like we were in it together…Jackson didn’t have the best 

reputation for, you know, student behavior, academics, or whatever. [Suddenly], we were all 

                                                           
15The implementation period is when the major changes of the reform are put into effect (structural, curricular, 
instructional). The school is now considered a new entity and all aspects of the previous school have been 
removed.  
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on the same team, and it was small teams. So it was like we had our own, you know, little 

family that we collaborated with. We worked with the same students and so we could share 

the same struggles.” This trust in the new structures was undergirded by the trust the rehired 

teachers were placing in their administration. As Frank stated, “Under No Child Left 

Behind, we weren’t meeting the standards…So I just started really paying attention. I 

basically started to say, ‘We need to kinda trust Phillips to lead us through this’. And a lot of 

us said, ‘You know what? We’re gonna trust him. We’re gonna trust him to do this’. And, as 

long as we continue to watch him very closely, and tell him when he’s wrong, he was a guy 

who we believed would do the right thing.” Therefore, while the rehired teachers did not 

forget what they experienced during the announcement and process phases of the reform, 

they knew that in order to thrive, they had to move forward.  

Isabella reported a general feeling among teachers of being ready to put the pain of 

the past behind them and to trust in something and someone, “We were really excited about 

what we were doing. Phillips was always good at, like, the pep talk [laughs]. And, he was 

really good at, like, 'Okay, this is our vision, this is our goal, this is what we’re shooting 

for'—and that was something we hadn’t had in the past." It also helped that, as Jacqueline 

said, they now had people on staff who were not subject to "the Jackson Inferiority 

Complex." Teachers had been hired from other states, some of them far away, and had no 

connection with, or preconceptions about, Jackson High.  

With the new staff members and Phillips’ direction, Frank and others began to trust 

each other more, “We were just all wanting the same things out of our kids, which was 

academic excellence, behavioral, act like a decent human being, learn kind of civic duties and 

things like that, learn how to behave…And, I think the whole school had a lot of success 

because we had a new structure and kids kind of just bought into it. They resisted at first and 
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then they kind of said, ‘Let’s live with it’. So, yeah, it was a good, a good feeling…It was a 

whole lot of work, but I think, for the most part, other than a few cases, most of the 

teachers bought into too and tried their best.” 

As the rehired teachers learned to trust each other and their commitments to the 

new structures, the teachers began to trust in their own abilities to affect change. As Isabella 

noted, “We were excited because some of the smaller ideas definitely came from us and we 

got to help, you know, talk about details and things like that and it was, you know, exciting.” 

Sharla, who was named department chair after the turnaround concurred, “I’m not one of 

the leaders that just take charge, and ‘We got to do this, this, this’. Like everybody is a part of 

the leadership, you know. We, you know, we’ve been a department that a lot of people said, 

‘Oh I want to be part of the science department’ or they just like our style of working 

together. Like we just do it (snapped her fingers) and we work well together. That’s just what 

it is… You know, it’s a shared leadership.”  

Teachers also trusted in their own abilities to guide their learning journey. As Tori 

noted, “Dr. Phillips always knew that he was gonna leave this place and we all knew that he 

was gonna leave this place. If you’re that damn good at what you do, you know, you get 

promoted, you move on; it happens in administration all the time and so he was very, ‘I’m 

gonna empower every single one of you to make a good decision. And I’m gonna trust you 

about those decisions. And I’m gonna support you in those decisions’”. Frank agreed, “We 

all got the point where it was like heart wrenching to see (Phillips) finally go… but there was 

this feeling like, ‘You know what? We can do it’. It’s not about a person. It’s about the 

systems that you have to set up.”  As Jacqueline gleefully stated, “Basically, failure is not an 

option. We are going to get people to graduate, we are going to engage students. We 

changed radically the structure of our school.”  
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Distrust 

While some teachers experienced an increase in their trust levels during the 

implementation period, there were others who grappled with experiencing higher levels of 

distrust between themselves and the administration as well as amongst their own colleagues. 

The staff often wondered if the administration was there to “catch” them instead of provide 

support. One curriculum principal, in particular, engendered the most distrust from staff. As 

John noted,  

The first curriculum principal…she made an impact. But, 
oftentimes it was at the expense of human beings…it became pretty 
clear that even though teachers had tenure or teachers had this or 
that, that her attitude toward teachers were ‘We got to hold their 
feet to the fire, we got to hold them accountable because they’re the 
ones who are screwing all this up. Let’s bring in a system that we 
can use to punish the wrongdoers and we’ll define wrongdoers 
however the hell we want…she was targeting some for removal, at 
the same time fostering discontent and unnecessary competition.  
 

Sarah agreed with John’s assessment. To most teachers, there was never a feeling of care, or 

commitment to the staff from the curriculum principal,  

When the first principal left, and Mr. Hastings came in, he leaned 
more on her and gave her more because he’s very trusting I guess; 
…At that point, nobody knew who to trust because there would be 
people that would be talking on Facebook at night, and they 
wouldn’t even say anything about school; and they would find 
themselves in the office the next day with a write up about how 
they’d been talking bad about the school. You know, you can say 
you have a bad day. That might not have anything to do with 
school. That might have to do with the car wreck you had on the 
way home. It just got to be very, very hard, very stressful. 
 

As the levels of distrust increased, the staff lost the community feel. As John noted, it 

became “a mutual suspicion. Sort of (a) lack of trust among faculty. I think leadership 

divided us intentionally and I think from the perspective of at least one administrator, who is 
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no longer here, that was intentional. I think he really wanted to make sure we didn’t kibitz 

and make waves that way.” Sarah agreed,  

It got very distrustful. They really bred distrust among the staff. 
They didn’t want each other trusting each other. I mean, you were 
very careful who you talked to because you didn’t know if it was 
going to end up in the office and you were going to end up with a 
write up – if you’re saying something loose or offhanded. One of 
them told me one day. She was in my room. She goes, ‘Oh you’re 
my secret friend’. I said, ‘What?’ You’re my secret friend? What the 
hell is a secret friend? She said, ‘Oh, I just don’t want anybody to 
know that we’re friends’. And I’m like thinking, what? My mom was 
still alive then. I said, ‘What the hell she think she’s gonna get 
(laughs)’? I’m not gonna tell her anything I’m not going to tell 
anybody else. I’m not gonna do that. If I’m telling you something, 
I’m gonna tell you the same thing and I don’t tattle. I mean it’s not 
my modus operandi. It was just strange.  
 

Unfortunately, over time, the lack of trust led to a lack of camaraderie. While the executive 

leadership eventually noticed the divide, the distrust was too firmly entrenched. Many 

rehired teachers were hard pressed to change their perceptions. As Sarah noted, “So in terms 

of a united, where we’re all one faculty? It’s not here. But we have little pits of unity, but we 

don’t have a ‘We’re one faculty. We’re united and you can’t break us’ kind of thing. It’s not 

there. And the kids know who they can go to and the kids know who they can’t go to. And, 

the kids pick up on that disunity a lot too. But I hate to say disunity; it’s just not united; but 

they’ve never been able to build the camaraderie again that people had…And that’s a shame 

‘cause that culture of distrust is sad to work under.”.  

Change Fatigue  

 During this time of implementation, rehired teachers were plagued by change fatigue. 

This in-vivo code best expresses the experiences of the rehired teachers as they moved 

forward implementing the reform. This fatigue arose due to many factors including continual 

alterations of plans.  While alterations were based upon feedback or other elements, it did 

not make it any less frustrating for teachers. As Sharla noted,  
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I don’t know if you heard from other teachers. It was called the 
tweaking time. Each year, (Phillips) was still in the mode of 
tweaking the things that he felt as though may not have went well 
the year before. So, he was still— he knew that it was a design that 
was in progress. That everything that was done wasn’t finished for 
Jackson, to make a complete, you know, successful change. So, 
while he was still here, he was still doing research and trying to see 
what’s the next best thing for Jackson as far as the design… I felt as 
though sometimes we didn’t give things enough time to see if it 
would’ve work before we tweaked it just based off of a year or a 
couple of months. 
 

Isabella and others concurred with Sharla, “I feel like we were so gung-ho though, our 

administration was so gung-ho on changing things so often; I feel like we didn’t do a very 

good job of letting things sit to see if they worked well before we were shifting again.”  

Leslie also felt that when she tried to implement practices, there was never enough 

time to try to perfect the work, “(There was) so much being brought to us at once. If you 

could’ve maybe just given us a little bit at a time, ‘cause I remember (they) came in and gave 

us strategies and implemented a new curriculum and we had to do to all this stuff (chuckles). 

Then they brought in something else. You know, because they didn’t think that would work. 

So, it was just, just one thing after the other. And we’re saying, ‘What is it that you really 

want us to do here?’ That’s, that’s the thing. What is it that you want us to do?”. The 

frustratingly constant change took a definite toll on the staff. As Tori noted,  

I’ve been doing something friggin’ else every year for 15 years, so, 
so I think change fatigue is really real. You know, we started 
(chuckles), the faculty joke was we would start using the word 
tweak, you know, like ‘Oh we’re just gonna tweak it’. Imagine like, 
we would all like start sweating (laughs). That’s our visceral like, 
spinal column reaction. So like, ‘Aw man, they’re tweaking it. Okay, 
get ready to pack up all your shit in boxes, move to another 
classroom’ and like, you know, there was a lot of really Soul Train 
scramble board, just like physical, like moving your stuff, changing 
your physical environment, not knowing whether you’d have to do 
the same thing next year ‘cause we gotta tweak something else.  
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As John recounted, they were constantly told, “We were going to build the airplane as we 

flew it. (laughs). That’s exactly how they framed it. ‘We’re going to build this airplane as we 

fly it.’ …Well, that crashed and burned. Let’s launch this baby again and see if we can’t make 

these repairs on our roof, you know (laughs). So, it was, it was an exercise in frustration. We 

never really had a clear direction that we could point to and say, “That’s where we’re going’”.  

Marvin concurred with John’s assessment, “It did get to a point where you kind of 

felt like if something was announced that you needed to just ignore it until they announced it 

three times ‘cause they may never— You kind of thought, ‘Well this is probably never gonna 

be mentioned again, so...’ And, after they mentioned it several times, then you thought, 

‘Okay, this time.’ ‘Cause they would mention something and then change it and mention it.”  

Other times, it felt to some of the staff that there was a disconnect between 

administration and staff. Frank shared, “Most of what they were doing was administrative 

stuff, data, getting things done good on paper, and presentations to show other people that 

we’re making progress, impressing you know, local community members to get the 

community involved, impressing the superintendent, the school board. Well, not impressing 

them but sharing, you know? But sometimes, the attitude I feel like among a lot of staff even 

who still appreciated them…was like they were a little bit too much, you know, that ivory 

tower thing. They don’t really know what’s going on here.” This disconnect then meant that 

interactions between administration and staff did not feel as authentic as they had in the 

past, increasing their workload and change fatigue. Isabella believed that, “Administration 

was really good at making decisions and spinning it so it sounded like it came from us. But 

we were really like, ‘What?’ Leadership team has gotten together and decided, and leadership 

team was like, ‘We did what? I don’t even remember talking about that.’ They were good at 

that.” Chester felt quite similar to Isabella on this issue, “If you’re gonna ask me my opinion, 
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I’ll give it to you. If you want my opinion, I’ll give it to you. If you’ve already determined 

what to do, then tell me and I’m good. (Don’t) bring everybody together and ask them what 

they think so that (you) can kind of collectively tell them what (you) want them to say.” 

 Finally, the change fatigue experienced by teachers was also fueled by their belief that 

while the building culture and engagement level with students changed, and there were 

reinvented programs and structures, the work never got easier and remained difficult no 

matter the reform. Frank disclosed, “The root problems are the same, poverty, you know, 

broken homes, drugs, parents, incarcerated parents; and kids who don’t come from that 

environment, being here and not understanding that environment, and having to kind of 

cope with a different atmosphere than maybe they’ve been raised…But yeah, I still think the 

main issues are kids who struggled with caring about school. Kids who see graduation as a 

reality, that it can be achieved and that it’s necessary. Even those who see graduation as a 

reality or possibility, a 1.0 GPA is okay with them. And so, a lot of kids are just passing 

time”.   Isabella and other teachers offered similar sentiments, “I mean, our population 

hasn’t changed. It’s the same kids. It’s the same community. That’s the same. I think 

sometimes the district forgets that (chuckles). You know, they’re like ‘Oh, you’ve made such 

strides’, and then they’re like, ‘Oh, let’s go back…let’s take away those two weeks of time 

you have. We’re not going to be doing that this summer’ … We’re always gonna have these 

same struggles. They’re not gonna go away you know. It’s not, we don’t have an 83% 

graduation rate (now) and it’s just gonna stay that way. Every year we have to try just as hard 

as we did that first year and it’s, that’s where I think the (chuckles) exhaustion comes in.” 

Limited Support 

Many rehired teachers expressed experiencing limited support as they tried to 

navigate the reform’s implementation. For these teachers, support was either inconsequential 
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or surface level, with very little substance or depth.  As Leslie shared, “even with all the 

words and confidence they were trying to give you. You still were just not – I was still not 

comfortable until I just understood it all – laid before me to understand, ‘Why are we doing 

this? What is it for?’ You know? What is the future of this?...Yeah, so you had to deal with 

asking questions…that you couldn’t (get an) answer to.” John concurred with Leslie, “All we 

had was a consultant, you know? Who said all the right things and made all the right noises, 

gave us all kinds of real cool presentations. He had all the video clips lined up. He knew 

exactly what he wanted to – you know, it turned into a pep rally once a week. And, you 

know, pep rallies get old (laughs)…and it became pretty clear, pretty earlier on he didn’t 

know jack all.” Marvin went even further in his assessment of what many teachers believed 

was limited support offered by the administration, “It seemed to me that this group was not 

much substance to ‘em; like they had learned how to maybe work bureaucracy and so some 

of what we did it seemed like, wouldn’t really help in the classroom; but then when you have 

questionnaires and things it might come out sounding good…It was kind of strange…(and 

there were) a lot of professional developments that weren’t so helpful…they seemed more 

like time fillers sometimes.” 

As a result, for many teachers, any offers of support felt disingenuous and would 

ultimately prove to be ineffectual. As John reflected,  

They were saying – yeah, we’re here to help you, we’re going to be 
working on professional development, you’re gonna get a lot of 
professional development. We’re not just going to throw you out 
there and let you sink or swim. There’s going to be a lot of 
professional development that is to benefit you and your 
classroom…And, so the professional development that they 
promised us was delivered, but it was the same thing over and over 
and over again…And it’s because they had no idea what the goal 
was…. I put this on the curriculum principal. She never met a 
program she didn’t like and if it came with a consultant, so much 
the better. So, that’s what we did. She turned it over to the 
consultant and the consultant would do things and when it came 
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time for implementation, administration didn’t know – have any 
idea what they were supposed to do with it because it was all on the 
consultant…You know, so, I mean (laughs). It was a goat rope 
from start to finish. It was horrible. It was horrible. Yeah, I sit here 
and I think about the stuff and I’m wondering why in the hell am I 
still here? 

 

In hindsight, even administration acknowledged the limited support provided to teachers, 

understanding the resulting frustrations. As Mr. Hastings reflected, “We did something the 

first year that I wouldn’t suggest to anybody. Instead of planning what we were going to do 

and then implementing our first year in there, they hired me in and we planned for the next 

school year while we were still trying to have school, that school year. So, we were planning 

while doing…Teacher morale was very low because they knew we were coming in to make 

some changes, but when we came in, we didn’t have the changes ready to roll out.”  
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Chapter 5: REDBRIDGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 

District Context 
 
 Redbridge School District is located in the northeast region of the United States. The 

city is a sprawling metropolis that spans multiple economic, racial and ethnic neighborhoods 

across the city. The Redbridge School District is a PK-12 school system with over 120 

schools serving close to 58,000 students. Of those 58,000 students, 4% identify as Hispanic, 

36% African American, 43% white, 8% Asian, and the remaining portion multi-racial. 29% 

of students within the Redbridge School District are limited English proficient, while 20% of 

students have a disability. Seventy-seven percent of Redbridge’s students are economically 

disadvantaged.  

In grade 6, 44% of all students are rated advanced or proficient on state 

measurements for English Language Arts, 24% lower than the state average. 38% of 

students are rated advanced or proficient on state measurements for Mathematics, 22% 

lower than the state average. In grade 7, 52% of all students are rated advanced or proficient 

on state measurements for English Language Arts, 20% lower than the state average. 34% of 

students are rated advanced or proficient on state measurements for Mathematics, 16% 

lower than the state average. In grade 8, 63% of all students are rated advanced or proficient 

on state measurements for English Language Arts, 13% lower than the state average. 37% of 

students are rated advanced or proficient on state measurements for Mathematics, 15% 

lower than the state average.  

The Redbridge School District’s superintendent heads the district; however there is 

direct state oversight. As a result, governance decisions regarding the district are made by a 

state and city appointed board with advisory from the district. Yet, the district has the 

authority to design systems to benefit the schools within the district that align with state 
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structures. As a result, schools that are not designated as state run turnarounds, can become 

district run turnarounds. These turnaround schools can mimic the state structure or, as in 

the case of Simmons Street, can be customized.   

Turnaround Process 
 
 Within the Redbridge School District, years of chronic underachievement triggers 

intervention efforts by the district. These interventions, while varied, usually begin with the 

removal of the principal and a change in the level of school supports for the students and 

staff. Turnaround partner organizations are dispatched to the school to provide the 

increased supports which typically include small group intervention assistance, data analysis 

and management training, instructional coaching, positive behavioral intervention strategies 

and targeted professional development offerings. However, if these intervention efforts do 

not change the school’s downward trajectory, the school is at risk of official state turnaround 

designation. Typically, schools within a percentile rank of less than four, are eligible for 

designation with the Commissioner making the final determination of which schools are 

chosen. After the state’s designation, Redbridge must then implement one of the four 

turnaround models in the school: turnaround, transformation, restart, or closure. The district 

is allowed to choose the model and the choice is based on the severity of previous 

interventions and the ranking of the school on the state’s turnaround list.  If turnaround 

reform is chosen, the district follows the federal guidelines and removes the principal and 

replaces no less than 50% of the staff through a reevaluation process.  

When Dr. Tramar Dillard became regional Superintendent in Redbridge, he reviewed 

the data of the schools within his region and quickly determined that Simmons Street was his 

region’s most dire school. Over the years, the district had instituted multiple intervention 

efforts at Simmons Street to no avail.  As a result, Dr. Dillard assumed Simmons Street (then 
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ranked in the lowest one percentile in the state) would be on the state’s list for turnaround. 

However, Dr. Dillard was shocked to find that when the state released its official state 

turnaround list for Redbridge, Simmons Street was not included. Dr. Dillard had believed, 

Well in a few months, we’ll get the names of the turnaround 
schools and this is clearly going to be a turnaround school’…(but) 
that designation didn’t come.  The other schools that were selected 
in Redbridge were higher performing.  At my request, the 
superintendent reached out to the Commissioner to ask her to 
reconsider the options; not to take a Redbridge school off of the 
list, but rather to swap one school for another and to include 
Simmons Street in the turnaround schools.  The Commissioner 
declined that request.  And so, that then left me to think through, 
‘Okay, what do we do now?’  
  

Confused but not dissuaded, Dr. Dillard met with his supervisor, Redbridge’s CAO, and 

proposed a turnaround process tailored specifically for Simmons Street. Dr. Dillard 

implemented a six step process that was structured, inclusive, and with delineated 

accountability measures:  

Step One: School Visits 

Dr. Dillard designed a schedule that allowed him to visit Simmons Street at least 

three times a week. His visits were purposeful. He wanted the students and staff to see him 

as present, visible, concerned and approachable. He observed the school’s inner workings 

and met with teachers and staff. He unofficially observed classrooms, walked the halls, 

observed student and adult behavior, and made note of the building’s systems.  He made 

himself a consistent presence and the staff took note. As one teacher shared, “Dr. Dillard 

wore his sneakers and he walked those hallways. He was visible. He was present. Anything 

that we asked for in regards to resources, he tried to make it happen.” For Dr. Dillard, 

besides building trust, this was also the first phase in learning what the building would need 

in order to truly be successful.  
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Step Two: Administrator Evaluation and Removal 

Through Dr. Dillard’s initial observations, it was apparent that the building 

leadership was not appropriate or effective. After multiple formal and informal observations, 

the building’s principal was put on a 30 day improvement plan per district regulations. As 

Dr. Dillard noted, “We made a ton of observations and put the principal on an improvement 

plan and released a summative evaluation…that was unsatisfactory; and put her on a 30 day 

improvement plan.   I hoped at that point that she would make decisions to move on.  She 

didn’t make that decision…I mean there was just unconscionable things that were happening 

on the leadership end and the practices that we would expect to see in highly effective 

schools were nowhere near where they needed to be.  She was on a 30 day plan so by 

October, a recommendation was made to the superintendent for termination of that 

principal.  The superintendent accepted that recommendation and brought her in and dealt 

with her exit out of the school.”   

While searching for an appropriate interim principal, Dr. Dillard took over the 

administrative tasks for Simmons Street. Dr. Dillard was already in the school at least three 

times a week, so when he made the announcement to the staff that he would be the interim 

administrator, teachers reacted positively, “When Dr. Clark left, I served as interim principal 

at the school.  So, I was serving as principal of the school, doing my night time job which 

was the regional superintendent job, and trying to manage this whole process.  So…because 

I was the interim principal, people saw I was just rolling up my sleeves, I was communicating 

with them.  You know, all of a sudden they were getting high quality PD.  There was a level 

of trust between the faculty and me.”  Now, as the administrator in residence, he was able to 

learn more about the community, students and staff. He also garnered positive capital with 

the teachers by putting in new systems and supports for teachers and students. 
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After two months as the interim administrator, Dr. Dillard placed an interim 

principal into Simmons Street, Mr. Barrett. Dr. Dillard felt Mr. Barrett would continue the 

work that had been started while Dr. Dillard focused on restructuring the staff and school. 

The staff understood the need for Dr. Dillard to appoint Mr. Barrett and were initially 

excited but that excitement quickly waned, “We thought kind of mid-year, ‘Oh this is gonna 

be your new person’.  Yeah, when he came in – black guy, you know, we were like, 

‘Woohoo!’ You know, everyone was excited.  But it didn’t really work out the way we 

thought. I mean our expectations were like up here.  We were like, ‘Black, male, principal.  

Lean on me. He’s gonna be a Joe Clark and come in and do all these things’ is what we 

envisioned and it kinda didn’t happen that way…Yeah, he was a little bit too passive.” 

Dr. Dillard agreed with the teachers’ observations as he reflected upon Mr. Barrett, 

He’s an experienced Redbridge teacher and principal.  He had been 
a principal in several schools.  And is a great guy.  But he struggled. 
I think it would have been far more challenging if he didn’t have a 
strong team around him to support him. I think one of the reasons 
he struggled is because he’s not a turnaround guy.  Right?  And I 
really believe this, it’s like yes, it’s about having knowledge and skills 
to do the work but I think it takes a certain personality to pull off 
turnaround.  To have pretty direct, honest conversations with 
people without going home crying because you’re hurting people’s 
feelings…It was emotionally draining on him to let people know 
that they weren’t good and that they were really struggling.  And he 
didn’t know how to frame those discussions.  And we had to role 
play them and it took a lot of energy for me as his supervisor.  And 
so, it probably wasn’t the right fit; but he did show leadership to 
kind of get us through the year so that we could find the principal 
to move us forward.   
 

However, in the end, everyone agreed that the school was in a much better place than it was 

under the previous principal’s reign.   

Step Three: Union Negotiations  

Dr. Dillard knew that in order to implement a tailored turnaround for Simmons 

Street that would include staff removal, he would need to get the Teachers Union on board. 
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Dr. Dillard researched the contract and found a clause that would allow an Intervention 

Team to be put into place in schools that were in dire need of support. Determined to use 

this clause to his advantage, Dr. Dillard called a meeting that was attended by Redbridge’s 

CAO, Deputy of Operations, Head of Human Capital, and the Teachers Union President. In 

this meeting, Dr. Dillard states, “We essentially juxtaposed the data from the other 

turnaround schools in the system with Simmons Street; and built out a case to (the Union 

President) like, ‘Hey listen. This is on a pipeline (pause) This is not only a pipeline to 

turnaround, this is like such an urgent situation.  This is like a pipeline to, ‘We’re gonna lose 

this school’. We have a new mayor.  He has no tolerance for this.  We have to intervene’. So 

(the Union President) agreed to a very small clause in the contract…that allowed for schools 

to create, at the discretion of the superintendent, intervention teams.”    

Dr. Dillard also knew that in order to push forward the necessary changes for true 

turnaround reform, he had to control the votes and direction of the Intervention Team. 

Therefore, Dr. Dillard thought strategically about his next steps and configured a team that 

he felt would be most effective 

The intervention team is comprised of three nominations from the 
superintendent, three nominations from the (union) president, and 
one nomination mutually agreed upon by both the (union) and the 
superintendent.  And, I played a little strategy here, which was to 
not reveal to (the Union President) the names of the candidates for 
the superintendent.  So the superintendent asked me obviously to 
chair the team.  I was one of his appointees.  And it was really 
important to me to like not doing something to a school but to do 
it with them.   So I, without letting (the Union President) know, I 
asked the superintendent to accept my recommendation that his 
other two nominees would be Simmons Street teachers.  Didn’t 
share that with (the Union President).  And then asked (the Union 
President) because I knew that he couldn’t politically say no to this, 
to agree to the nomination for both parties to be a Simmons Street 
teacher. So that for me meant, I knew that I had the four votes.  So 
no matter who he was going to put on this team, I was going to 
have the solid three Simmons Street teachers and me to drive 
forward a set recommendations that would be 4-3 and I would just 
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work with the teachers to, you know, do something that I felt like 
could work, but that they felt like they could live with too.  
 

Step Four: Staff Announcement 

Once the Union President was on board with the Intervention Team, Dr. Dillard 

decided it was time to make a formal announcement to the staff about the direction of the 

turnaround   

When we went out to the staff, (the Union President) was there and 
all of his key union people – the superintendent, CAO and me.  I 
laid out the case…because I had been serving as interim principal… 
‘Here’s where we’re at.  Here’s what (X School) looks like.  Here’s 
what Chester Ave School looks like’.  Chester Ave was one of the 
turnaround schools that got chosen over Simmons Street…and you 
just put it in a chart. You can see in that data that Simmons Street 
was performing way worse than these other schools and it was at 
the same time that the Commissioner announced that he was taking 
over yet another school… and so people were petrified of that.  
And so I laid out the case and I said, ‘But we have a solution and 
we think that the solution is to intervene early rather than allowing 
the state to make a determination on our fate’.  And (the Union 
President) was there, was supportive of the idea, and the 
superintendent was supportive of the idea.  I, frankly, expected it to 
get a little ugly but people got it.  People were clapping at the end.  I 
wasn’t sure how the meeting was gonna go.  I was a little nervous 
about it; but people were ready, ready for a change. 
 

Dr. Dillard also informed the staff at that time, that they would form a teacher run hiring 

committee to find the new permanent principal versus the District’s usual policy of the 

regional Superintendent appointing the new principal. Yet Dr. Dillard knew,  

This was really important that they were very actively involved in 
the principal selection process…There’s a Redbridge principal 
selection process that allows for school community voice; but in the 
past, Redbridge principals have been placed by superintendents.  
And, in a lot of cases, they’ve been unsuccessful at their current 
assignment and we move them to another school without any 
community input.  And that’s what people felt like with the 
previous principal.  It was really important to them that they were 
actively involved and they took this process super seriously.  We 
probably saw 30 candidates.  I was going to wring their necks. 
(chuckles) I was like, ‘Listen, we gotta wrap this up.  We’ve been 
going at it for two months and we keep calling these candidates 
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back.’  They said they called some candidates back three times 
because they wanted to get it right. I was like, ‘Alright, I’m gonna 
hang with them’ but I’m like ‘Listen. We’re gonna lose people.  We 
need to start making some decisions’.  So the team selected a 
candidate.  They fell in love.  And that candidate finished first in 
nine different principal searches in the district.  And he chose a 
different school.  And they were heart broken.  So they had to start 
all over again.  And then they met (the current principal).  And then 
they fell in love again.    
 

Step Five: Intervention Team  

The Intervention Team was tasked with identifying the barriers to improvement at 

Simmons Street. The team engaged in fact finding by reviewing: readings around school 

turnarounds and Simmons Street data.  Additionally, the team made classroom observations 

and led focus groups with students, faculty, parents and community members to get their 

input into the problems and possible solutions for Simmons Street. Through this process, 

the Intervention Team identified seven barriers to improvement at Simmons Street: 

Inconsistent and poor school leadership, Lack of a consistent feeder pattern, Lack of 

systems and structures for student behavior, data inquiry, action planning and strategic 

planning, Variability in instructional practices and outcomes across classes, Lack of 

instructional focus, Lack of teacher evaluation and supervision, and School structures 

organized around adults, not students. The team then made specific recommendations based 

upon these barriers in the areas of: curriculum, school structure, instruction and assessment, 

time and professional development, district policies, budget and staffing.  

The Intervention Team voted on all recommendations (with most votes receiving 7-

0 or 6-1) and presented them to the staff and district. Dr. Dillard, the Teachers Union 

President, the Intervention Team and Human Resources representatives convened the 

meeting and addressed any questions about the Intervention Team’s recommendations.  
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Step Six: Staff Evaluations and Removal, or Retention 

Once the Intervention Team shared their recommendations, the staff evaluation 

process began. As mandated by the District, the teachers needed a cycle of three formative 

assessments and a final summative assessment to complete the evaluation cycle. It was a 

difficult process for the evaluation team, led by Drew and other administrators. Most 

evaluations and conversations had not occurred with staff for quite some time, despite 

District regulations: 

So, one of the things that (the Union President) really wanted… he 
said, ‘Well this process has to take months’.  I said, ‘Oh no, no, we 
don’t have months.  But thank you, we’ll do our due diligence.  I’ll 
move it through’.  He really wanted us to spend time in each 
teacher’s classroom, multiple observations, together as group as if it 
were survivor, making an up and down decision on each teacher.  
And I said, ‘No, no, no, we’re not going to do that’.  So I had an 
offline conversation with (the building union rep) to say, ‘Hey 
listen. I think this is a fair way to do to this’… There was a level of 
trust between the faculty and me. And they said, ‘Why don’t you do 
the evaluations?’.  So I pretty much did, with a team of people, but I 
guided the process with (HRs) support and other people. So we 
went to work.  We just spent all of our days in classrooms logging 
in as many observations, because the previous principal had done 
none. 
 

Throughout the evaluation process, Redbridge’s Human Resources department worked 

closely with the administrative team to organize the work. As Sally Holcomb, the HR area 

chief helping to coordinate the evaluation charge shared, “We brought in a team of people to 

go into classrooms and evaluate and observe and support the leadership in the school…I 

supported the team of evaluators in a plan for who they would observe, and then supported 

them in crafting their evidence and feedback as well as writing up their evaluations. We were 

just really focused on consistent and continual observation and feedback and making sure we 

were meeting the requirements of the evaluation process.” Dr. Dillard happily shared that at 
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the end of the process, “We released the observations on the due date for every single 

educator at the school, even those that weren’t required to have a formative at that point.”  

The released provisional teachers at Simmons Street had to find a new position 

within the district on their own and were released from service if they could not. Whereas, 

the Simmons Street permanent teachers that were released participated in the District’s 

hiring process. In Redbridge, seniority placement no longer exists and all positions are “open 

posted”. Anyone can apply and receive a position if they are deemed the most qualified by 

the school. As Holcomb explained, all permanent teachers throughout the district, including 

those from Simmons Street, “go through the interview and hiring process.  So they searched 

for jobs, had to go to interviews, and many of them gained positions…If they didn’t, they 

got matched in a co-teaching position with outside observation or an exemplary teacher.  

And, an outside evaluator was brought in to target and provide them with special supports”.  

In the end, Dr. Dillard and the district worked to make the turnaround process as 

inclusive, structured and supportive as possible, without shying away from the major 

changes that had to happen in order for this school to increase student achievement, the 

overall goal.  

Upon first view, it may seem that the cases in Livingston Unified and Redbridge are 

quite different. However, the unifying factor between the districts is their implementation of 

SIG federal turnaround reform. Both Livingston Unified and Redbridge adhered to federal 

turnaround guidelines including: removal of the principal, no more than 50% teachers 

rehired, along with dramatic changes in organization, instruction, governance and curricula.  

While the methods of implementing these requirements varied, the overarching 

drastic changes in Redbridge are the same as in Livingston Unified. In both districts, the 
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principals were removed and less than 15% of the previous staff, of any schools, was rehired.  

Yet, the manner in which the changes occurred provides a fascinating take on the reform.   

School Context  

 In the year before the 2012-13 process, Simmons Street was a 607 student middle 

school with 68% of students identifying as African American, 28% of students identifying as 

Hispanic, with the remaining 4% of students identifying as Asian or multi-ethnic. Eighty-one 

percent of its students were economically disadvantaged. That year, Simmons Street had 63 

suspensions, an attendance rate of 92% and a 100% promotion rate. Simmons Street’s 

standardized testing proficiency rate of advanced or proficient, was 9% for all students in 

English Language Arts and 13% for all students in Mathematics. 

The teachers and turnaround partners at Simmons Street believe the statistics painted 

an accurate, if not complete picture of the pre-turnaround Simmons Street. As Nicole 

Hansen, director of one turnaround partnership shared, “There was definitely an air of a 

defeat, I think, that existed in the building.  People relinquished to the idea that ‘We just 

aren’t going to be successful’…There was some apprehension around looking at results, and 

data because the leader at that time was not very data savvy and was not very good at 

articulating progress to help teachers and administrators understand where the school was in 

terms of performance”. Teachers agreed, “I felt like the support we were getting was:  One- 

not very academic based and Two- just not very good.” As well, the morale in the building 

was at an all-time low, “There were more fights…every morning there was some event going 

on out there.” Others concurred, “It felt like the control was slipping away from 

administration and teachers. And that pretty much the kids were doing as they pleased, 

running the place. It was not fun coming to work anymore.” The lack of support and 
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discipline issues all resulted in a setting that “was just chaos…teachers were chaotic, kids 

were chaotic” and in desperate need of effective change. 

Participants16  

Rehired Teachers 

Lauren Bostick is a white female in her early thirties. Lauren has been in education 

for six years. She has taught ESL for all of those years and has been an Adult Education 

instructor in a foreign country. Lauren was at Simmons Street for five years before the 

turnaround. 

Grace Carlyle is a white female in her mid-fifties. Grace has been an educator for 

thirty years, all of them in Redbridge Schools. She has been a classroom teacher of music for 

most of those years. She is also on the leadership team in the school as well the teachers 

union site coordinator. She was on staff at Simmons Street for 10 years prior to the 

turnaround. 

Molly Fritz is a white woman in her mid-thirties. She has been in education for 

eleven years with nine of those years spent in Redbridge Schools. She was a paraprofessional 

for six years and has spent the past five years as a lead teacher. Molly is a physical education 

teacher, specializing in swimming education. Prior to the turnaround, she was at Simmons 

for seven years. 

Judy Jackson is a Hispanic female in her early forties. Judy has been an educator for 

17 years. She has been a teacher in Redbridge her entire career. She has taught dance and 

dance outreach. Judy was at Simmons Street for nine years prior to the turnaround. 

Christiana Lee is a black woman in her late thirties. She has spent all fourteen years 

as a language arts teacher in Redbridge School District. She has been a lead teacher, a union 

                                                           
16 For quick reference, see Appendix I for the rehired teacher and administrator participant charts for 
Redbridge 
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building representative, and has been on the school leadership team. Christiana was at 

Simmons Street for nine years prior to the turnaround. 

Henrietta Mullins is a black female in her early fifties. She has been in education 

for eighteen years. She has been a lead teacher, new teacher developer, and a union building 

representative in Redbridge. She has spent most of her career as a social studies and language 

arts teacher. Prior to the turnaround, Henrietta was at Simmons Street for three years. 

Georgia Parks is a white woman in her late fifties. Georgia has been an educator for 

twenty three years with fifteen of those years spent in Redbridge School District. While she 

was an ESL teacher for many years, she was also a science teacher for special education (LD 

and ESD) students for the majority of her educational teaching career. She was at Simmons 

Street for eight years prior to the turnaround. 

Charlotte Ruskin is a white female in her mid forties. Charlotte has been in 

education for twenty years. She has always been a Redbridge ESL teacher and was at 

Simmons Street for 9 years prior to the turnaround. 

District Stakeholders 

Tramar Dillard is a white male in his late thirties. He has been in education for 

fifteen years. He began as a classroom teacher, then was an assistant principal for two years. 

He then became a principal for four years before transitioning to the District Offices at 

Redbridge School District and becoming Simmons Street’s interim principal and regional 

Superintendent. 

Cynthia Dixon is a white female in her mid-thirties. She has been the director for 

her community partnership organization for 10 years. She began her career as a classroom 

teacher and transitioned into the non-profit, community support work shortly thereafter. 

Her organization provides Simmons social supports.  
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Nicole Hansen is a white female in her early thirties. She has been working in her 

role as Director of the community partnership for eight years. Her organization provides 

support for teaching teams at Simmons. 

Sally Holcomb is a white female in her late thirties. She is the Human Resources 

Area Chief and has been in education for 12 years. She spent three years in the classroom 

and then transitioned to district human resources support roles, prior to accepting her 

current position. She was the district HR support who, along with Dr. Dillard, designed and 

implemented teacher evaluations for Simmons Street. 

Marshall Young is a white male in his mid-thirties. He has been an educator for 

eleven years. He began as a substitute teacher and quickly segued into teaching social studies 

for seven years. Afterwards Marshall transitioned into administration as a principal intern, 

Director of Operations and finally principal at Simmons Street.  

 
Findings  
 
Emergent Themes 

As I analyzed the Redbridge data, major themes emerged from this study. Not unlike 

Livingston Unified, these themes emerged at three distinct periods: announcement, process 

and implementation. 

Announcement Period 

During a special staff meeting, the Simmons Street teachers were informed by Dr. 

Dillard, the Union President, the superintendent and chief academic officer that the school 

would undergo turnaround reform. Simmons Street was not new to change, yet the level of 

intensity, focus and quickness with which this change was implemented was new. The 

teachers witnessed Dr. Clark’s swift removal as principal and Dr. Dillard’s immediate 

placement as interim principal. At the time of the announcement, Dr. Dillard had been in 
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the role of Simmons Street principal for about a month and had already instituted some 

structural and instructional systems changes. Yet, it was only at this announcement meeting 

that teachers were told that lasting, drastic change was coming to Simmons Street and 

presented the data to bolster the reasoning. The Intervention Team, comprised of Dr. 

Dillard and led by teacher representatives from Simmons Street, was also introduced to the 

staff. Teachers were assured that the Intervention Team would represent their interests and 

engage everyone in the design and implementation process. While Dr. Dillard noted there 

were no objections at the meeting, and even some cheers, as the teachers recounted their 

experiences during that time, anxiety and resignation were the major themes.   

Anxiety 

 Many of the teachers were anxious during the announcement of turnaround status. 

Their anxiety primarily stemmed from concerns over job security, job performance and the 

process. As Lauren shared, “I was definitely a little bit nervous about losing my job.  Not 

necessarily because of my teaching but ‘cause of my status – like my years of seniority, so if 

there was shuffling around, it was kind of like, ‘Okay, I could kind of have to get a new 

job.’” Lauren also said that her next thought was what the announcement would mean for 

her life, “People have mortgages.  People have children.  People have, you know, cars and 

life.” Judy concurred, “They told us, you know, this is going to happen.  And people were, of 

course, right away, ‘Am I going to lose my job?’  (Then) it was like a panic moment… ‘Oh 

my god, my daycare’.  Like how am I going to (manage) my after school programming for 

my children.”  

Their thoughts then segued into anxiety over their performance. Participants 

questioned if they were the reason for the change. As Henrietta shared, “I think when you 

hear (it)… you just hear, ‘I’m not doing a good job, a good enough job, and this is why this 
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is happening’. No matter what (I’m doing), you know, it’s just not good enough”. Anxiety 

also arose from not having a complete picture of what the reform would mean since the 

Intervention Team had just been introduced and efforts to engage the entire staff had yet to 

occur. As Christiana noted, “So (I) was definitely nervous about, you know, how’s this 

gonna be?  How is the format gonna be?”   

After the staff announcement and another interim principal was named, Dr. Dillard 

continued to visit Simmons Street on a consistent basis. Judy shared that he was “very 

accessible...He would come to the building and you could stop him and ask him a question”. 

While this helped to alleviate some of the anxiety, in the end participants knew that they 

would be losing many of their colleagues. As Charlotte explained, 

I mean, you know… it’s like you’re looking at all your colleagues 
and you know that everybody’s not gonna be here and so that’s, you 
know, that’s kind of hard too…I had spoken to another teacher and 
she was giving me the analogy of like having your comrades (pause) 
like you’re out on the battlefield and you feel like some of them are 
falling you know?   And you know you want to help pick ‘em up, 
you know, but you just – like you gotta keep going.  And you’re 
waiting for, like ‘Am I gonna be the next one that’s falling’?  So – 
and it was kind of that feeling. 

 
So for many staff members despite continued assurances that this change would be different, 

their history with previous intervention efforts and the uniqueness of this current 

turnaround reform, had teachers anxious about the future.   

Resignation 

Despite experiencing anxiety over the changes, the retained teachers were actually 

resigned to their fate as a failing school and were not surprised at their district designation as 

a turnaround school. As Laura shared, “So, I mean we knew that our scores were really low.  

We were kind of amazed that it was taking as long as it was taking…we were a failing school 

and we knew that…(so) it never seemed alarming. It was more like, ‘Of course this is 
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happening and here we go’’. Participants cite many reasons for experiencing resignation 

during this time including their previous interactions with inept administration and a chaotic 

environment.  

Grace and others stated that Dr. Clark, the principal Dr. Dillard removed just prior 

to the turnaround announcement, “was either incompetent or didn’t really care about the 

building.  I think this was a person who had a little business on the side who did not do 

evaluations properly, if at all.  So it became hurdle, after hurdle, after hurdle to jump 

through.”  Christiana concurred,  

It definitely felt like, ‘I am a leader, I am the leader of this school 
and whatever I say, goes.  I dictate what happens (and) how it 
happens’.  The teachers really had no say in a lot of the things that 
we did.  We felt like we couldn’t communicate necessarily with the 
principal.   People kinda were walking on eggshells.   Some people 
had an awesome relationship with her.  Others didn’t.  So it was 
almost this favoritism type thing.  When the school did bad, it was, 
you know, ‘You teachers, you guys did this, you did that’.  But when 
we did awesome, ‘My school. I’m so proud of my school’.  So the 
ownership was when it was good.   And then the fault was on the 
teachers when it wasn’t.  And so, that weighed heavily on us.  You 
know what I mean?  Because we felt like a lot of the fault was only 
taken out on us but not as a whole school in general.  When we 
were doing as much as we could, you know, to help the kids. 

 
The administration’s incompetence meant that teachers were resigned to being unsupported 

in their work at the school and having their efforts discounted. As Charlotte shared, “I really 

felt that during her tenure – I mean, things had already started to slip, but during her tenure, 

totally unsupported; like the worst I ever, ever felt…There was no trust there…during those 

years, are the years I wanted to get out of education.” Georgia agreed adding that there was 

only lip service and no true support or action. She shared,    

A lot of promises were made and we were asked to give a lot of 
time.  Even some of our (pause) a lot of our own time, which, I did 
not mind. I did not mind doing that if it was gonna benefit 
students.  But things never came to.  It never went anywhere.  And 
it was so much time spent on talking about things – what needed to 
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be changed and no action.  There was such a lack of action and that 
was repeated over and over.  And when we would meet as a staff 
we would be asked, what are the top 5 priorities in this building 
throughout, even throughout departments.  And it was the same 
thing repeatedly over and over and nothing was ever done to 
change it.   
 

Many, like Grace, stopped looking for administrative support and instead “supported each 

other.  As a matter of fact, there were times we were just like, why don’t you just get out of 

our way?  Just get out of our way”. 

 The lack of administrative support coupled with incompetent administration 

translated to chaos in the classrooms and throughout the school.  Christiana noted that the 

atmosphere in the school was, “‘Handle your business in your classroom’.  You know, don’t 

bring it downstairs.  ‘Only call me if someone’s head is like busted open’.  You know what I 

mean?  But, if chairs are being thrown, or whatever, handle it amongst yourselves.  Like, 

don’t bring any of that down(stairs).”   In turn, teachers felt powerless to the chaos swirling 

around them and as Charlotte shared,  

I didn’t want to be here.  You know, go home and just really feel 
like, is this what I want to do?  Like I just feel like I keep going in 
and just keep getting like pounded down and there’s nothing – 
nothing was bringing me up.  Everything was like bringing me 
down.  And I was really thinking, I have to get out of education.  
This is not (chuckles), this is not what I signed up for.  You know, 
it’s not what I thought it was going to be.  Or, that it had been, you 
know, when I first started teaching…there was a lot of apathy from 
kids.  And then, I mean it was this cycle.  I mean teachers, we put in 
a lot of work and then the work you got back wasn’t really good.  
So then it’s like, ‘Why am I putting in all this work when I’m not 
getting anything?’ You know, you just feel like you’re knocking your 
head against the wall.   
 

Georgia felt similarly as Charlotte, “I came here to teach kids.  That's my job, is to teach 

kids.  So I would commit, but the thing is, you bring that stress of what’s happening outside 

with the administration and the other – and your colleagues.  You try not to but it comes in.  

It was a very stressful environment.  You never knew what to expect when you came in.  
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Even from one hour to the next, you just didn't know what was going to happen”.  Between 

the chaos, incompetent administration and lack of support teachers had experienced with the 

previous administration, many teachers were resigned to their fate at the announcement of 

this new reform.  

Process Period 

 The Intervention Team, led by school representatives engaged in a fact finding 

mission to identify the barriers to improvement and to engage teachers in the turnaround 

design. The Intervention Team reviewed readings around school turnarounds and data to 

bolster their understanding of the reform and its necessity for its implementation at the 

school.  The Intervention Team also visited classrooms and led focus groups with students, 

faculty, parents and community members. At these meetings they asked people to share their 

experiences and their dreams post-turnaround. Afterwards, the Intervention Team used all 

of this data (background, observational, anecdotal) to craft the turnaround 

recommendations. Teachers felt as if they had crafted a unique turnaround design and the 

resulting experiences were hopeful and engaged.  

Hopeful 

This in-vivo code best expressed the experience of the teachers as the turnaround 

design process unfurled. As Henrietta stated, “At that particular time I knew I either had to 

embrace it and become a part of that change or move out the way.  And that’s what I chose 

to do – become a part of that change.”  Similarly, Charlotte “was a little bit hopeful because 

it’s like yeah, we’re at this really bad place and we need help.  So, you know (if) we can get 

the help we need, then I’m hopeful.” While Christiana found hope in the fact those who 

were not fully committed to the school or the children were being outed, “There were some 

weak links, you know?  And people definitely not holding their weight.  And, you know, the 
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ship was sinking and I personally felt like some people did need to go.  So, it was kind of 

like, almost a blessing in disguise.” 

While Lauren’s hope was bolstered by the fact that they finally became a true priority 

for the District, “There was a lot of communication, which was great.  You know we got 

memos and emails.  There were meetings, like town hall meetings to hear out teachers’ 

concerns for what was happening.  Things were done with purpose and the purpose was 

always clearly communicated to the teachers.  So, it seemed like everybody knew where we 

were headed which I think is really important”.   

Charlotte was also hopeful about the new direction, “I just felt like we had people 

that just really cared about the school and really did want it to succeed and weren’t just doing 

their thing, bossing people around with seemingly no rhyme or reason.  So, yeah. And I 

think, you know, seeing Dr. Dillard come here and just having confidence in him that he 

really cared and that he was gonna really try his best…helped.” Also the speed with which 

changes were made after the announcement, alleviated the previous feelings of anxiety and 

resignation. As Grace noted, “As it progressed, and it went pretty quick (laughs).   It was 

like, ‘Whoa’.  The thing that made it work for us is that the regional superintendent brought 

different people in and spoke to people individually.  And as (Dr. Dillard) observed the 

building, he brought us in and basically surmised what we had (thought)”. Henrietta 

concurred with Grace and would tell herself, “This is gonna work.  It was very positive.  I 

liked what I saw.  Again, the climate changed in the building.  People were a lot more 

trusting.  They began to let their guards down”.   

Many cited the difference in approach which led to their hope. As Georgia stated, “I 

actually like the fact that the district was taking it over as opposed to the state.  I thought 

they came in and really tried to work with their heads on.  They came (and) were very 
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forward, I thought, with the staff.  They told us, ‘This is what we’re here to do.  This is what 

we need to do.  This is what you need to do’.  And they were very clear about it.  And they 

came in and they did what they said they were going to do”.  

Engagement 

 As the reform design continued, teachers experienced increased levels of engagement 

in the process, their practice and student achievement. Judy reminisced about the work 

teachers did for the reform, “We had an intervention team that came around last year… they 

went around to literally each classroom and spoke with every teacher about what we felt 

worked, didn’t work.  Then they met, came up with a plan…so we (also) created goals--oh 

my god we’ve created so many things – (instructional) goals for the teachers for the whole 

year.  So we have like two teams, the math team and the ELA team (and we ask everyone) 

‘What do we want every math teacher to be doing in the building?  What do we want every 

ELA teacher doing in the building?”  The teachers also believed that their engagement led to 

an increase in academic culture. Lauren plainly stated, “I think we have a strong culture, 

academic culture, not just social culture.  Academic culture.  Everybody’s working, like really 

hard.  I feel like you know, everybody is on their toes.” Judy concurred, “It seems that 

everybody that’s here wants to be here.    We have galore of meetings and everybody’s here 

for the meetings you know what I mean (chuckles)…And, everybody’s there.  Everybody is 

trying to be positive and no one is calling out sick on Tuesdays.  So everybody’s going to bed 

early on Monday ‘cause we know we’re here until four on Tuesdays.”   

 The outgrowth of being engaged in the process is the teacher’s increased 

expectations for students and teachers. Lauren believed the expectations were getting more 

clear, “It’s just seems like everybody – they’re coming and they know what to expect 

everyday whereas before, it wasn’t really like that.  People were, like, overworked.  You 
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know, there were some people who were doing everything and others who were not.  And I 

think that there’s (more) people who were like gonna pull their hair out ‘cause they were so 

overwhelmed (but) people were overwhelmed because they were teaching, because they like 

their job-- not because they’re like overworked.” Henrietta concurred, “I mean you couldn’t 

just sit and collect a check.  You have to work.  You know, if you don’t want to be here, you 

don’t have to be here.” Christiana also believed that being engaged meant an increase in 

communication and collaboration,  

People communicate a lot better.  We, we clearly knew the 
expectations, so it's not like we’re walking through this mist or fog.  
You know.  So communication was definitely better. I think we 
were collaborating more.  Even now, under this turnaround, we’re 
obligated to do more PDs, obviously, which is annoying and no one 
wanted to do.  But in the same token, it really allowed us to look at 
each other’s work and look at each other’s craft seeing how we 
bring things to the PD.  (It was like) ‘Oh I like that idea, whereas 
before, we really weren’t collaborating.  Like I said, you know, the 
hallway was a place where nobody really was.  We just shut our 
doors and did our thing.   

 

The teachers were also excited that their levels of engagement filtered into the student’s 

psyche as well. Charlotte noted that “the kids started to see the importance of doing well.  

And that they saw that they’re doing better.  I mean they actually are doing better which 

feeds, you know like, ‘Oh, okay, I see that I’m doing better, now I’m gonna keep putting in 

the effort because I know I can keep growing.”  Henrietta believed that by staying engaged 

the teachers were extremely honest with students and told them, “’Hey, this is what’s going 

on.’  You can’t keep it from them.  They need to know. (So we shared) ‘Okay, this is where 

you’re at’.  A lot of times I’ll bring them up.  ‘Hey, these are your scores.  Look at this.  You 

know, what’s wrong?  What do you think we could do in order to bring that up?’”  As 

Georgia shared as the expectations increased there were “more teachers in this building that 

would give up any of their time to help any child.” 
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Implementation Period 

 After working with teachers and students, the Intervention Team gave their 

recommendations to the school for the turnaround design. The team focused on curriculum, 

school structure, instruction and assessment, time and professional development, district 

policies, budget and staffing. The team agreed by a 7-0 vote that in order to stay, teachers 

had to be rated proficient or exemplary. They also recommended significant changes in other 

areas of the structure and function of the schools. The teachers experienced both renewal 

and empowerment as the implementation moved forward.  

Renewal 

With the Intervention Team’s turnaround plans finalized, staff evaluations and 

removals began. The retained teachers interviewed, however, expressed a surprising lack of 

emotional response to the removal process. Perhaps it was the teacher’s previously expressed 

resignation, but after their initial wave of anxiety during the announcement meeting, most 

teachers saw the removals as a time to start anew. Henrietta shared, “You know, everyone 

was getting evaluated (so) you know, then you step up.  So, from a union standpoint seeing 

that I’m a building rep, some might say (teacher removal) could not necessarily always be a 

good thing; but at the end of the day it’s about the children.  And I live here and I see these 

kids at the corner store and in the square and things like that.  So, it was good.  I was happy 

about it.  ‘Cause I mean, treat these children here, like you would treat the children in (other 

areas) you know?” Christiana agreed with Henrietta’s assessment and shared that she 

“personally wasn’t necessarily afraid of that change; but I did see other people and the 

people that were afraid of it were the ones who had been skating by for so long, doing like 

the bare minimum.  You know, so I saw most of the fear like in them”. Georgia believed 

that in the end, “the district did do its job…some folks who had been, let’s say, weren’t 
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willing to see the light. They needed the change and that wasn’t a bad thing. It was kind of 

positive. You know, it’s been a positive change.” 

Most teachers state that Dr. Dillard’s approach helped frame the removal process as 

an opportunity and not a punishment. Lauren said, “Dr. Dillard outlined where the school 

was headed and he kind of let everybody know that there would be a lot of changes going on 

so (he said) “I understand if you want to be elsewhere, if you feel like this is not going to be 

a good fit for you”. It’s okay. He said it to the whole team.” Grace agreed with Lauren’s 

assessment of Dr. Dillard’s framing of the removal process, “It was more, what we’re doing 

is taking away what’s not working.  (Some of) the players here are wrong for this vision… 

that was the attitude.  The players here were wrong for this vision so we’re going to find 

them a place where, in the district, where they can be successful.” As well, since many saw 

Dr. Dillard as trustworthy and he was leading the evaluation team most teachers, like 

Charlotte, felt that he would “champion the school. He gave me the feeling that he was 

trustworthy and that he really did care about this school...I really felt like, you know, he had 

some direction.”  

Teachers also shared that the use of a familiar instrument (the District’s evaluation 

tools) to determine their fate was humane. As Grace, another building rep shared, “If (they) 

had taken an axe and said, ‘You all are fired’ we would not have trusted (Dr. Dillard) or 

anybody else and this probably would have been a humungous mess.  What he did in fact 

was – and it was painful for those who left, it was (but) they went on to other buildings, it 

was a new start for them.  So that was fair.  And for the people here, I think it gave us an 

opportunity to finally be free (chuckles) if that makes sense.  It was an opportunity for the 

teachers to lead.”  Christiana agreed, “Really it was just time for a lot of people to go because 

they just weren’t interested in working and doing what students needed, you know.”  In the 
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end, morale increased for teachers and students. As Georgia noted, “People enjoyed coming 

to work.  Okay, and the kids, they were literally throwing up and (still wanted to) come in to 

school.  They want to be here and they don't want to miss school.  They don’t.  And it’s not 

because they’re coming in and playing games. They can feel – there’s a positive energy here.  

They can feel that, you know, that people care about them here.”  It was this feeling of 

renewal and focus which led to teachers experiencing a sense of empowerment previously 

lacking in their professional lives. 

Empowerment 

 The participants experienced a great deal of empowerment during the 

implementation process. They had been included in the design work and their thoughts and 

concerns were heard by the district and administration, something that had rarely happened 

for many of these teachers throughout their career. Their newfound feelings of 

empowerment were emphasized in their interactions with 1-the administration and 2-the 

process. 

 The teachers shared overwhelmingly positive experiences with the principal who was 

placed after the final interim principal left. As Grace revealed, “One of the most positive 

things of this turnaround was our administration.  Our principal is very level-headed.  You 

can have a discussion.  If he disagrees, he speaks his mind.  But he listens, he’s courageous 

enough to trust you, if you have this, this issue, he listens, we solve it.  We have an idea of a 

partnership. He’s (also) excited about partnerships within the city (and) people coming in the 

building.  This-- it’s fresh air.”  Georgia concurred, “He sets a very calm tone.  He very, like, 

‘We’re professional and we’re gonna be calm.  In all situations. We’re the adults.  You know, 

we’re not the teenagers (laughs).  We’re not gonna act like teenagers’.  And, it’s nice, you 
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know?  It’s nice to be treated as an adult who he relies on us to be the professionals and to 

know our job.”  

Christiana was also effusive in her praise of Mr. Young’s approach, “I think he’s 

relatable.  People can talk to him.  You know, he’s been a teacher.  He gets it.  You know, he 

gets the struggle.  He gets the grind that we’re all going through.  And I think people can go 

to him honestly and have honest conversations and get good feedback that they want and 

that they deserve.” Lauren also appreciated that Mr. Young has a clear vision for the school 

with “attainable goals in the the day to day, three months to a year. (He helps with) concrete 

instructional changes that can be applied that make a lot of sense.”  

These positive experiences with Mr. Young empowered the teachers. Georgia relayed 

a time when the staff’s input was truly elicited and she experienced a glimpse into how 

empowered she was by this turnaround reform, “They came and asked us, ‘What would you 

like to see in the schedule?  What would you like to see?  So they didn't just hand us the 

schedule and say now go figure it out.   They actually asked us how we would see an ideal 

schedule.  They’ve been very forthcoming… saying, ‘You know, we want to do magnitudes 

of things with these kids.  We know that we have staff in here that can do this, so what do 

we need to do?’  And, you know, you don’t usually get that.”  Judy had a similar take on the 

manner in which the principal worked with the staff, “He seemed open to ideas and 

suggestions from the staff…and in the past we haven’t had that...To be able to bring an idea 

and then you know, he would say (either) ‘Oh I don’t think that would work’ or ‘Sure, let’s 

try it’.  At least we could try and say that it failed because of this; but at least we tried it.  He 

was very supportive of the staff.”  This openness, leads to teachers openly starting new 

ventures, like Judy and her desire to start a Parent Teacher Organization, “So, I sent out 

surveys to parents.  I said if I get 10 back I’ll be happy and then I got back like 50.  And 
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when we were trying to set up the time Mr. Young said, ‘Judy, you send it out, you set up the 

time, you let me know and I’ll be there.’”   

Teachers were also empowered by their involvement with design of the turnaround 

process. As Lauren shared, “I was part of the meetings.  (We asked) ‘Okay how are we 

gonna create our turnaround process?  This is what works.  This hasn’t worked by research.   

Now what should we do here then?’  So it was kind of like a collective decision.  But Dr. 

Dillard had already aligned himself (a little bit). You know, it’s like as a teacher, I already 

know what I want to do about certain things.  Like I know what I want the kids (to do) or 

how they are supposed to answer something but I try to lead them in the direction of getting 

to what I want them to say (laughs) But we were creating our world, filling in the details of 

what we needed and what would work for us.”  Henrietta also expressed how this new 

empowerment allowed for some “honest conversations. I was on certain committees 

discussing who we should keep.  It was hard.  Some of the people, were people I like. I sit 

and talk with them, you know.  But in all honesty, at the end of the day, it’s about the child, 

the children; and if you're not giving it your best it’s time to move on.”  The staff could then 

move forward working together as a whole.  

Georgia felt that a true community was established, “It was not so much ‘Oh I’m in 

this department.  I’m in that department’.  Do you know what I mean?  Like people take 

ownership of everything.” This collective ownership meant teachers felt comfortable 

addressing the needs of the students as a whole. Charlotte revealed that that was not always 

the case, “Before, a lot of our professional development was like, ‘Okay, English teachers, 

you guys meet here.’ Then it was like, ‘Okay, now sit around and talk.’ Talk? Talk about 

what? It just turned into a fuss fest. Everybody would just (chuckles) talk about how 

frustrated they were.  And, nobody wanted to do anything.  Nothing was getting done.” 
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With the turnaround implementation, the teachers were empowered to unearth what was 

happening with students and what decisions need to be made to make a change. As Grace 

shared, 

We had somebody on our team that’s like a data expert who said, 
‘Our scores in this area are not where they’re supposed to be.  We 
need to focus in this area.  So it was more than looking at student 
work.  It was looking at the whole picture here.  What did we need 
to do?  What could we do to help strengthen this weak area?  If we 
had a weakness in ELA, what could we do to identify exactly what 
is needed and give that, I’ll put the quotes up (chuckles) the 
“medicine” and the attention that it deserves? 
 

Now teachers shared with each other and despite their initial feelings of resignation and 

anxiety, they eventually experienced hope, engagement, empowerment and renewal. 
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Chapter 6: CROSS SITE ANALYSIS  
 

The cross site analysis of the experiences of rehired teachers with the enactment of 

federal turnaround reform in both Livingston Unified and Redbridge Districts, unearthed 

that negative experiences with psychological contract violations could be mitigated by the 

manner in which change is implemented. To support this claim, I first establish that the 

enactment of turnaround reform affected the psychological contract between the employee 

and employers at both sites. Next, I establish that this organizational change led to an actual 

violation of the psychological contract. Finally, I highlight the data that bolsters my claim 

that the negative experiences that occurred due to psychological contract violations were 

lessened by strategically managing the change across the three stages of turnaround reform 

(announcement, process, implementation). 

Organizational Change and the Effect on the Districts’ Psychological Contracts  

As the review of the organizational change literature notes, “psychological contracts” 

describe an exchange-based, mutually beneficial, customarily unspoken agreement between 

the employee and their organization (Randmann, 2013; Tomprou et al, 2012; Coyle-Shapiro 

and Shore, 2007; Freese, 2007; Roehling, 1997). Psychological contracts are not limited by 

contractual legalities of employment, but are more concerned with how the individual views 

the employment relationship, as well as the unspoken and implicit expectations of that 

individual (Randmann, 2013; Guest, 2004; Smithson and Lewis, 2000). Van der Smissen, 

Schalk and Freese (2013) illustrate how changes in this psychological contract can occur 

when the employer “changes the deal”. Organizational change can affect the psychological 

contract, due to distinct factors, including: the type of change; the impact of the change on 

the daily work; the success of past organizational change; how the change is managed (Van 

der Smissen et al, 2013). Using these factors as the filter, it is my contention, which is 



 

96 
 

supported by the study participant’s experiences and perceptions, that there was a change in 

the psychological contract between the teachers and the administration in both Livingston 

Unified and Redbridge School Districts.  

Type of change 

Theorists distinguish between two types of organizational change: accommodation 

and transformation (Van der Smissen, et al, 2013; Rousseau, 1995). Transformation is a 

change that is “a revolutionary shift in the nature of the relationship between the parties, 

redefining it and the contract on which it is based” (p.316). In both districts, federal 

turnaround reform was this transformative change, enacting changes in school leadership, 

organization, instructional practices, staff evaluation, student social supports, staffing, 

governance, curricula, and resource allocation (Dragoset, L. et al, 2015; Hassel, Hassel, 

Arken, Kowal & Steiner, 2006; Herman, Dawson, Dee, Greene, Maynard, Redding & 

Darwin, 2008; Calkins et al., 2007; NCLB, 2001). 

 In Livingston Unified, teachers shared their initial experiences upon learning of this 

transformational change to be enacted in their schools. The staff was ordered to attend a 

meeting with the Office of Human Resources. Once gathered, the district representative 

informed everyone that due to the school’s failing status, turnaround would be implemented 

immediately. As a result, everyone in the school would be fired and have to re-interview for 

their positions if they wanted to remain in their schools. As one teacher shared, it was 

extremely hard “being told you may or may not have a job.” The teachers believed that 

because their schools were failing, the district had the “flexibility to treat (them) with less 

integrity. It got easier to do wrong by teachers”. Teachers also felt they were the scapegoats 

for the failure without any thought given to any uncontrollable issues with which they had to 

contend, including conditions of poverty. As one teacher shared, “(they) came down on us 
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with both feet as though it was the teachers’ fault…it turned into a ‘let’s kick the teachers’ 

session”. 

Similarly, when Redbridge teachers learned the transformative change of turnaround 

reform was imminent, they reacted to the news with despair and anxiety. Over the years, the 

school had implemented various interventions to affect change. Yet none of those 

interventions had been as drastic as federal turnaround. With turnaround, teachers spoke 

about job security and what the changes meant to their lives beyond the professional, 

“People have mortgages.  People have children. People have, you know, cars and life”. In 

the end, the transformative change of federal turnaround reform altered the psychological 

contract in both districts.  

Impact of the change on the daily work  

 Theorists note that when change is perceived as extensive, increased adaptation is 

required and may lead to unfulfilled, or new, obligations leading to a change in the 

psychological contract (Van der Smissen, 2013; Caldwell et al., 2004; Sims, 1994). As the 

experiences of the rehired teachers in the study illustrate, major adaptation was required in 

their daily work, coupled with very little direction. In Livingston Unified, teachers were told 

that they were going “to build the airplane as we flew it”. Yet as one teacher noted, “Well, 

that crashed and burned. Let’s launch this baby again and see if we can’t make repairs on our 

roof. (laughs) It was an exercise in frustration. We never had a clear direction that we could 

point to and say, ‘That’s where we’re going’”. As a result, there was very little consistency to 

the day to day work. As one teacher noted, it appeared “(the district) never met a program 

(they) didn’t like and if it came with a consultant, so much better… and (you) think to 

yourself, ‘Why the hell am I still here?’”.  
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Success of past organizational change 

 Research notes that if previous organizational change was unsuccessful, employees 

tend to be more negative and perceive a change in the psychological contract (Van der 

Smissen et al, 2013; Wanous et al, 2000). In the case of Livingston Unified and Redbridge, 

the districts had implemented multiple unsuccessful organizational changes. As the teachers 

in Livingston Unified stated, “I’d been through so much that by this time it was like 

whatever”. Another teacher concurred, “those (other) changes did not go smoothly…there 

was defensiveness and resentment…(they) did not know how to handle us”. As a result, due 

to multiple attempts at change, teachers thought “here’s just one more thing…(it) was 

always, ‘We’re gonna try this, we’re gonna try that’ and people were over it”. One teacher 

mused, it got to the point they knew when change was coming because it appeared the 

district would “(say) ‘Let’s bring everybody together and ask them what they think so that we 

can kind of collectively tell them what we want them to say and do’”. As one Redbridge 

teacher concluded, new administrators “thought they were changing something and nothing 

changed…things were still crazy all over this school”.  

How the change is managed 

In managing change, communication and involvement are paramount (Van der 

Smissen et al, 2013; Schalk, Campbell and Freese, 1998; Caldwell, 1993). In Livingston 

Unified, per the experiences of the rehired teachers in the study, communication was both 

improperly managed and unreliable. For example, after re-interviewing for their positions, 

teachers in Livingston Unified learned of their final employment status in group settings. As 

one teacher remembered, “It was inhuman. Human Resources came in to hand us all these 

letters. So these are people that we don’t know, have no connection to, handing us a piece of 

paper.” As teachers shared their memories of this time, they spoke of watching colleagues 
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open letters and cry out in despair. Others noted people walk off to the corner, or stairwell, 

to mask their pain. As one teacher recounted, with tears in her eyes, “There was such grief… 

I heard wailing in the stairwell.”  

Additionally, communication quickly became unreliable. Teachers expressed they 

could not trust that directives would not repeatedly change. As one teacher recounted, “You 

had to adjust and readjust… when you don’t know the direction it’s about to go”. Another 

teacher concurred, “Deadlines were always being moved around and never met, and we 

never knew what to expect”. This blatant mismanagement of the change, created yet another 

change in the psychological contract of the study’s rehired teachers. 

Violation of the Psychological Contracts in the Districts 

The above data illustrate that a change in the psychological contract occurred due to 

the type of organizational change, the impact of the change on the daily work, the success of 

past organizational change and how the change was managed. Once these changes occurred 

to the psychological contracts, violation of the contracts quickly followed. Psychological 

contract violation is defined as the “emotional and affective state” the employee undergoes 

when they believe employers have “failed to adequately maintain the psychological contract” 

(Morrison and Robinson, 1997; Tomprou et al, 2012). Violation involves emotions, or 

“feelings of betrayal and deep psychological distress…anger, resentment and a sense of 

justice and wrongful harm” are experienced (Rousseau, 1989, p.129; Morrison and 

Robinson, 1997). Thus, violation is “an emotional experience, yet it arises from an 

interpretation process that is cognitive in nature” (Morrison and Robinson, 1997, p.230). 

Morrison and Robinson (1997) in their widely touted seminal piece on psychological 

contracts When Employees Feel Betrayed: A Model of How Psychological Contract Violation Develops 

states that “any instance of violation is ultimately rooted in either incongruence or reneging” 
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(p.233). Reneging occurs when the organization knows its obligations but is unable or 

unwilling to fulfill the psychological contract (Morrison and Robinsion, 1997; Tomprou et al, 

2013). Incongruence occurs when the organization believes they have fulfilled the contract, 

while the employee believes the contract has been violated. In my study, both reneging and 

incongruence occurred, highlighting the violation that resulted from the organizational 

change.  

Reneging 

 There were instances in both Livingston Unified and Redbridge, where the teachers 

believed that the district, and its representatives, knew their obligations to the teachers but 

were unable, or unwilling to fulfill those expectations. In particular, when it came to securing 

strong leadership to guide the organizational change. In one study site in Livingston Unified, 

when the district appointed a new building principal as part of the change, the teachers 

stated they immediately “saw his frustrations of being placed in a situation such as he was…I 

could sense that he had some hesitations and some worries of himself of how he was going 

to, you know, take on this job”. Teachers desired a strong leader, well-versed in the reform, 

in order to lead them through the challenges but instead they felt they received a principal 

who “was an idiot, however well-meaning he may be”.  As teachers investigated into how 

the principal was chosen to lead such a far reaching reform, the “word that got down to us 

(was) that he didn’t want the job but was told he had to take it…so he comes in and he does 

his thing and pretty soon everybody starts seeing that (he) seems ineffective”. Yet, when the 

new principal was initially introduced to the school, the teachers stated central office “treated 

it like it was some big deal and it was just another example of how completely detached from 

reality central office had become”. Similar instances of reneging occurred in the areas of 
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curriculum adoption and resource allocation, further evidencing violation of the 

psychological contract.   

Incongruence 

The teachers in both districts shared that there were instances where the district 

believed they were fulfilling the contract but the teachers disagreed. In one such instance, 

teachers in Livingston Unified were notified they would receive professional support during 

the organizational change.  As one teacher noted, administration said, “‘We’re here to help 

you…We’re not just gonna throw you out there and let you sink or swim. There’s gonna be 

a lot of professional development that will benefit you and your classroom.’ and we got these 

‘consultants’. Did you catch the sarcasm there? (chuckles) (The consultant) came to us and 

told us all of these wonderful things and it became pretty clear, pretty early on, he didn’t 

know jack all”. Other teachers concurred, “So the professional development that they 

promised us was delivered, but it was the same thing over and over and over again…we all 

made recommendations…and it went nowhere”. When it was time for “implementation, 

administration didn’t know, or have any idea, what they were supposed to do with it because 

it was all on the consultants…it was horrible”.  Incongruence also occurred in the securing 

of school resources and implementing staff evaluations, providing further evidence of 

psychological contract violation. 

Mitigating Negative Experiences during Organizational Change 

 

Across the three distinct periods of federal turnaround reform, the negative 

experiences of psychological contract violation can be mitigated, as demonstrated by the 

differing approaches to implementation and associated outcomes described by the teachers. 

Morrison (1994) states in his foundational work in the area of psychological contracts and 
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change, that if change is not managed, it is “seen as an affliction” and “the expectations 

grow that it is something done to someone by a person in power”, but if managed, it can be 

“seen as something useful” an “opportunity to develop one’s competence and…will 

determine the shared attitudes” (p. 367). As such, any change implemented in the workplace, 

without first focusing on the impact to the psychological contract, can negatively impact 

both the individual and organization, and destroy the contract (Randmann, 2013; Tomprou 

et al, 2012; Morrison & Robinson, 1997; O’Neill & Lenn, 1995; Morrison, 1994). 

Experiences of the rehired teachers in this study support this claim. The study data 

suggest that the manner in which change is enacted, makes some differences in teacher 

experience and the effects of the contract violation. Specifically, if at each period of the 

reform (announcement, process, implementation) change is managed in a strategic and open 

manner the negative effects of the violation might be minimized.  

Announcement 

The announcement period of the turnaround reform is when the district announces 

turnaround as the chosen reform effort for the school(s) in need. In this period teachers, 

parents and the community are informed of their school’s new status. As well, teachers and 

staff are informed, usually in general terms, of the next personnel steps of the process 

including principal removal, teacher removal and, or reevaluation and general changes in the 

school day and structure. This period can last from one week to a month, depending upon 

the level of district pre-planning and communication. 

 During this period, consider the differences in the findings between teachers whose 

experience with turnaround was strategically managed and those who had the opposite 

experience.  In those settings where the turnaround effort was not strategically managed, 

many teachers felt that during the announcement period their previous efforts were 
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discounted. They were also cautious and defensive regarding this newly announced 

organizational change. The prevailing sentiment was that the district did not truly believe in 

their teaching abilities and the result would be an introduction of a broad sweep of programs 

that would not support their previous efforts to address student concerns. Conversely, when 

the change was strategically managed, while there was some anxiety regarding what the 

change could mean in general terms, the teachers were resigned that the change was 

warranted.   

The difference between the teachers’ experiences may be attributed to the targeted 

preparation done prior to the official announcement. When the reform was strategically 

managed, the leaders made multiple visits in which they held conversations, informally 

observed and “rolled up (their) sleeves” to support whatever efforts were currently in place. 

The leaders became a fixture and could be counted upon to “be in classrooms, in the 

hallways, talking to students, or whatever”.  At this time, the leaders also had targeted 

conversations, particularly with unofficial school leaders (those teachers who held informal 

sway over events throughout the school). The leaders listened to the teachers’ concerns 

about the school’s direction and their desires for change. They also held conversations with 

formal leadership that may have offered obstruction and disruption to the turnaround plans. 

After laying this groundwork, when the time came for the formal turnaround and staffing 

announcements, teachers shared that the experience was less “ how awful you teachers have 

been, or you can’t do your jobs” and more “well, we’re going to start something new ‘cause 

this, what we’ve been doing, is not getting us where we want to be”.  As a result, the 

teachers’ response to the announcement of staff reevaluations, or reconstitution, was that it 

was a choice rather than a “reprimand”. As one teacher shared, the leaders stated, that we 

“always have that choice… (they) let everybody know there are a lot of changes going 
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on…and the school understands if you want to be elsewhere, if you feel like this is not going 

to be a good fit for you”. Thus, while there was some initial anxiety and resignation 

surrounding the announcement of the change, overall teachers shared experiencing less 

negativity during this time than those who experienced an unstructured turnaround 

announcement period.  

The experiences of the rehired teachers with a strategic, more targeted approach 

evidences that this approach positively affected the experiences of those engaged in this 

organizational change and minimized negative feelings of contract violation. For example, 

assigning only one or two point people to conduct multiple visits and genuinely engage the 

staff of the targeted site, prior to the official announcement, provided a sense of connection 

to the upcoming change. As teachers noted, “(the leader) had already aligned (themselves) so 

(it) was like how are we gonna create our turnaround process?”.  Also, by engaging in pointed 

conversations with teachers and others, the district then appropriately designed the official 

announcement and process period approach. By gauging the staff’s emotional and practical 

needs, the district’s formal announcement about the organizational change was viewed “as 

something useful” and not punishment (Morrison, 1994). 

Process 

The process period is the time when a district begins processing the major changes 

of the reform. In other words, during this time, if the principal was not removed prior to the 

announcement, they are now removed. A new principal is interviewed and hired. As well, 

staff is informed of contractual non-renewal, are revaluated for their positions and are 

provided decisions regarding rehiring or removal/replacement, if possible. At this time, 

Human Resources provides a timetable for personnel changes while new staff is interviewed 

and hired. The initial planning and decision making begins for curricula and instructional 
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changes, while professional development and training begins. This period can last anywhere 

from 2-4 months. 

During this period, consider the differences in the findings between teachers whose 

experience with turnaround was strategically managed and those who had the opposite 

experience.  In those settings where the turnaround effort was not strategically managed, 

many teachers experienced professional and organizational confusion due to a lack of clarity. 

Teachers felt they never knew the district’s directions or the “end game”. Teachers also 

expressed dissatisfaction with both building and district leadership and with the professional 

supports provided by the district. Finally, teachers were frustrated by their overall treatment 

during the reconstitution. Many were nervous about being removed and labeled 

“ineffective”, making them undesirable across the district or in surrounding districts. To 

teachers, it appeared the district believed teachers were the cause of the student’s lack of 

achievement and as a result, teachers were treated with a “certain brutality”. This 

mistreatment culminated in resounding grief, as those who remained after the reconstitution 

grieved the toll taken on them and others by the process. Conversely, when the change was 

strategically managed, the teachers were hopeful and engaged during this period of the 

reform. 

The teachers who experienced a supportive and strategic announcement period 

continued to reap the benefits during the process period. As the process period unfurled, 

teachers moved quite quickly from resignation to expressing hope and engagement.  During 

this process phase, the reconstitution moved to the background, while the focus on 

collaboratively designing the reform moved to the forefront. Reevaluations were occurring 

during this phase, and new administrators were introduced, yet the staff focused on the 

constant of the district leaders and the co-construction of the turnaround. One teacher said, 
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“(The leaders were) the champion of the school. (They were) always there and …stepped in 

when our principal left. (They) gave me the feeling that (they were) trustworthy and that 

(they) really did care”. Concurrently, an intervention team made up primarily of teachers 

from the building went “around to literally each classroom and spoke with every teacher 

about what we felt worked, didn’t work”. Throughout the entire phase, communication was 

constant with “memos and emails…town hall meetings”.  In the end, during the process 

period, teachers felt “prioritized by the district” and targeted in their approach to their own 

work with the reform. 

The experiences of these rehired teachers with strategically enacted change during 

the process phase minimized negative feelings of contract violation. Engaging teachers in the 

work, ensured teachers became invested in the reform. As researchers theorize, “involving 

employees in the change efforts is likely to positively influence employees’ perceptions about 

changes” (Van der Smissen et al, 2013, p.317). In the study, teachers focused less on the 

changes of which they had less control (reconstitution, administrative changes) and engaged 

in creating their new realities. As one teacher noted, “I knew they were doing reevaluations 

(shrug) but I was dealing with my students and what we could be doing for the school”. As 

well, having trusted district point people as a “constant” from one reform period to another, 

alleviated anxiety and increased hope. To the teachers, the original leaders were the grand 

architects who the teachers trusted to represent their interests despite changes in admin or 

staffing. The leaders had proven to the teachers that they “wanted the best for us and the 

kids”. Thus, strong and engaged leadership fostered engaged teachers who viewed the 

change as an “opportunity to develop one’s competence” (Morrison, 1994).  

Implementation 
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The implementation period is when the major structural, curricular and instructional 

changes of the reform are put into effect. The school is now considered a new entity and all 

aspects of the previous school are removed. During this period, consider the differences in 

the findings between teachers whose experience with turnaround was strategically managed 

and those who had the opposite experience.   

In those settings where the instructional and curricular efforts were not strategically 

managed, teachers experienced distrust and perceived receiving limited support. There was 

not a targeted approach to the building level reform efforts. Instead, consultants were 

engaged with limited follow up and no cohesive expectations. Due to the confusion and 

frustration, many teachers shared that the levels of distrust increased during this period. 

Administration interacted with staff in a “punitive” manner, or a “gotcha mentality”.  The 

teachers’ interactions with administration colored their experiences with colleagues as well. 

There was a lack of camaraderie as teachers were unsure of “who to trust…if I tell this 

teacher something, will they go back to (the building principal) and tell them, making me 

look negative?”. With a lack of building or collegial trust, teachers expressed experiencing a 

distinct lack of support with navigating the reform’s implementation. The teachers then 

deemed any instructional and curricular supports as either inconsequential with very little 

substance or depth. As well, offers of support from either constituency felt disingenuous and 

ultimately proved to be ineffectual in the eyes of the teachers. 

When the implementation of the instructional and curricular changes were 

strategically managed, however, the negative feelings of contract violation were minimized. 

Teachers expressed experiencing increased feelings of trust. Leaders worked with the 

teachers and intervention teams to implement “on the ground” changes in a targeted manner 

and teachers did not reject these mandated changes. Teachers believed that the care with 
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which the change was previously handled in the reform periods (announcement and 

process), as well as the manner in which their previous curricular and instructional changes 

had been managed (prior to the district run reconstitution process), had earned their trust. 

Teachers also trusted that the new structures, new administration, and their colleagues, 

would support these new changes. As one teacher stated, “We raised the bar and nobody 

just collects a check. You have to work and we gon’ work hard together, ya know?” As well, 

teachers expressed experiencing feeling renewed and empowered to take on the reform. 

They came to trust in their own abilities to affect change and to guide their own learning 

journey. As teachers shared, “Now, I mean, we’re talking about differentiating instruction” 

and “We work together more as a whole…people take ownership of everything”.   

In the end, as the study data highlight, the negative experiences that occur due to 

psychological contract violations was lessened by strategically managing the change. This 

managed change determined shared attitudes and offered opportunity for growth and 

positivity (Van der Smissen et al, 2013; Morrison, 1994).  
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Chapter 7: PRACTICE IMPLICATIONS  

In December 2015, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the 2001 reauthorization 

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), was reauthorized as the Every 

Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). Sweeping changes were made to the act including changes in 

testing, funding and accountability. However, the focus on the performance of the bottom 

five percent of schools remains. States must identify failing schools and allow districts no 

more than four years to turnaround the school before intervening with a non-federally 

prescribed, state-run reform plan (which could include state takeover, administration 

replacement, charter restart, etc.) (Klein, 2015). In these four years, the district must work 

with the schools to come up with an improvement plan. Under ESSA, the School 

Improvement Grant (SIG) appropriations merge into the larger Title I funding; however, 

states can set aside up to seven percent of their Title I budget for school turnaround, which 

provides schools approximately the same funding as SIG (Klein, 2015). Thus, the focus on 

transforming schools through strategic reform is still mandated and funded. As a result, the 

voices of those who are on the frontlines implementing the reform remain relevant and must 

be heeded. This study and its subsequent findings, provides me (an aspiring systems level 

education leader), other administrators and the sector, a multitude of lessons and 

implications for our future reform efforts. 

Implications for Personal Leadership 

Recognize the importance of each period in the reform process  

Based upon the experiences of the varied participants in both this study and the 

pilot, it would appear that at each period in the reform process (announcement, process and 

implementation) administrators can anticipate certain responses. As such, I believe there are 

specific recommendations for helping leadership navigate these periods more successfully.   
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As the process begins, the announcement period should be handled strategically.  As 

a start, current teachers may need validation of their previous efforts.  As study participants 

noted, they knew there were problems, however not all teachers in these settings perpetuated 

the problem.  Therefore, district leadership should conduct a series of visits with the school 

being slated for reform. At these visits, the message delivered to staff and parents should 

acknowledge the areas that worked well, followed by a clear accounting of the hard facts 

about the schools’ dire needs. It should be made clear that while some changes may have 

occurred in the past, they were insufficient and accelerated efforts must now be employed to 

move students quickly towards achievement. In this manner, a sense of urgency is expressed 

and there is less chance of alienating a core group of people previously engaged in efforts to 

support the students and community. 

Moving into the process period, teachers willing to remain with the school and 

support forward movement, should have access to three things: 1-the hiring timeline, 2-the 

interview process and 3-the reform design process.  District administrators engaged in this 

work must understand that when teachers are unsure of the intentions and conclusions of a 

process, they are not confident in the outcomes.   The hiring timeline is a baseline support 

that must be specific and state the process length along with specific process signposts 

(applications, interviews, demos, decisions, site selection for those not chosen). As well, the 

interview, or reevaluation, process should be clearly outlined by district leadership, 

acknowledge possible frustration, explain the purpose for each portion of the process and 

emphasize the “choice” aspect of the process. Based upon the study participants’ 

experiences, a well communicated and designed process could engender a stronger belief in 

the overall validity of the reconstitution portion of the reform. The reconstitution plan 

should be shared with the entire staff both verbally and in writing. It is important for 
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everyone to receive the same clear and distinct plan/message, at the same time. Timeliness 

and consistency lessened the study’s rehired teachers’ confusion and frustration. Finally, 

teachers should be actively recruited for participation into the reform design. When teachers 

are engaged in the reform design, it may lessen negativity and engender more support of the 

reform’s implementation.  

As district administration moves into the implementation period, they should be 

committed to working with building leadership to build a coherent leadership plan.  District 

leadership must support that plan with timely and effective curricular, instructional and 

structural supports. As I learned in the study, targeted support reduces feelings of distrust 

and lack of support in teachers.  For example, something as simple as shared schedules that 

outline specific supports each teacher, grade or subject will receive, exemplifies for teachers, 

in a concrete manner, that their needs and their student’s needs will be met.  

Communicate clearly and consistently  

In Strategies to Calm Those Restructuring Jitters the author offers what they label as the 

most important principle, “Communicate as openly and as honestly as you can throughout 

the restructuring period. Even if you don’t have—or can’t reveal—all the answers, it’s critical 

that you vocally demonstrate your commitment to engender a spirit of caring and sincerity. 

The middle of restructuring is not the time to create a veil of secrecy”(Messmer, 1993). My 

study’s findings support this principle. In every instance where there was clear and consistent 

communication, the teachers felt engaged, empowered and hopeful about the work. 

One administrator in the study kept the teachers informed each step of the reform. 

As one teacher stated, “He made sure we, you know, understood why something happened. 

He tried not to move too fast, ‘cause his mind was always working. He wanted everyone to 

know the next steps and to make quick changes.” Another teacher concurred, “We had that 
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bad gossip, grapevine thing especially before. So if he wanted it told right he had to tell it 

and tell it quick.” Similarly, another administrator understood that if he did not keep teachers 

informed they would not believe in the permanency of the reform they were implementing. 

There had been multiple interventions in the years leading up to the reform, as a result, 

teachers were skeptical about the level of commitment. The administrator continually 

announced the next steps and engaged the staff. One teacher said, “We always got real clear 

emails from him about why something was happening. And he always ended with a thank 

you or something like that, something nice. That kinda stuff matters, ya know?” He also 

understood the importance of non-verbal communication. As one teacher remembered, the 

administrator said, “‘Oh, I’m gonna stick with you guys’. And we were like, ‘Yeah, right’ 

(but) he did”. 

Thus, it would behoove administrators to have a strategic communications plan 

when embarking on reform. A district’s strategic communications plan can provide teachers 

with the next steps and goal posts to be met throughout the announcement, process and 

implementation periods. As the study experiences illuminated, teachers appreciate when 

districts prioritize communicating current and future actions.  

Hire dedicated leaders 

 Proper leadership is essential to the reform process and can either result in effective 

implementation or damaged teachers and schools. The findings from my study illustrate the 

truth of this assertion. Consider the rehiring efforts in this study where leadership gave little 

thought to how to handle the removal or retention of teachers. The devastation continued to 

be felt many years later as teachers recount the grief and inhumanity of the “decision day”.  

Whereas when administration worked with teachers to decide upon the best evaluation 

manner, teachers felt a sense of renewal and empowerment.    
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Thus, district leadership should spend adequate time vetting possible building leaders 

and matching specific talents to a building and community’s specific needs. Conversely, once 

new building leadership is in place, if there is an observed lack of leadership capacity, district 

administrators must quickly acknowledge concerns and enact swift correction measures.  As 

the study unearthed, many teachers question if the newly introduced reform will be “more of 

the same”; however if the district demonstrates an understanding of the importance of 

strong, decisive leadership, the validity of the reform effort increases manifold. As well, if 

that same leadership then acknowledges the leadership contributions of the rehired staff and 

helps them build a common vision focused on change (increased student support, 

accountability, and academic rigor) it can be the first step in keeping rehired teachers 

trusting, engaged and hopeful.  

Implications for the Sites 

Focus the work 

The teachers in this study highlight the importance of focused turnaround work. 

Dr. Dillard’s vision was clear and concise and he was able to align others with that vision. As 

teachers shared, “We knew he believed in what we could do, and us… so we believed in 

him.” Dr. Dillard levied that trust and recruited teachers to help him continue to craft that 

vision. In the end, the Intervention Team designed a reform that was focused, structured 

and inclusive.   

Similarly, Mr. Phillips was focused and strategic. He believed in a very short 

assessment cycle. Mr. Phillips continually met with teachers to see what was working and 

what was not working. Once he heard concerns, he worked with teachers to rework the 

model. The lesson for district leadership is to enter this work with a clear, concise and 

focused plan. The positive experiences shared by the teachers in this study who were 
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engaged in work with focused administrators lends credence to the importance of leadership 

facilitating strategic and focused work, with the end goal of student and teacher success. 

Respect teacher voice  

Research from the field of organizational change acknowledges that for change to be 

successful, an organization must understand “the necessity of involving people who will be 

affected by change, helping them understand the importance of the proposed change and 

giving them time to make essential transitions to successfully implement change” (Olson, 

2008, p39).  Pat Zigarmi, the author of the Ken Blanchard Companies (a change leadership 

company) concurs, “(People) want to know what the leaders see in regard to needed change 

within the organization and the priority compared with other things going on. They want to 

be asked, ‘what works; what doesn’t’. If they are asked they will provide valuable guidelines 

and become a part of the success” (Olson, 2008, p.42). Yet, when the teacher voice is 

ignored, experiences of distrust and a lack of support flourish. For this very reason, it was 

important for me to conduct this study.  

In the study, most teachers expressed experiencing empowerment as they were 

encouraged to help design the elements of the reform. In fact, for some teachers not only 

did they have a voice in the reform but their administrator trained them to be the continued 

architects of the reform. My study provides missing voices of those implementing the 

reform on the ground floor who underscore the importance of engaging teachers in the 

reform process.  

Implications for the Sector 

Require districts to provide strategic site supports for building-centric reform efforts 

 The turnaround site should be provided with ESSA funded support in implementing 

the building-centric reforms of: 1-an unobtrusive reconstitution process and 2-a co-
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constructed curricular and instructional implementation plan. This study and previous 

research notes the importance and success of reform driven by the implementers particularly 

when coupled with strategic site supports. An unobtrusive reconstitution plan may appear 

oxymoronic. However, the study revealed that when the reconstitution plan was focused on 

“finding the right people, the right fit for the new direction” versus wholesale firing 

negativity decreased. As one teacher noted, if the leadership had “taken an axe and said, 

‘You’re all fired!’ we would not have trusted (them) or anybody else and this probably would 

have been a humungous mess”. The data from this study support this teacher’s assertion. 

Years later, many teachers are still traumatized by one district’s reconstitution efforts. Yet, 

when reconstitution was conducted through district supported re-evaluation methods, the 

effects were less negative. Admittedly, there was a sense of trepidation that will always 

accompany issues of job security (Van der Smissen et al, 2013). However when the 

reevaluations were conducted in concert with teacher engagement, the focus for the study 

participants became the new world they were designing. Creating and supporting these 

building-centric reform efforts will require hiring the skillful leaders I note in the 

implications for personal leadership section.  

Require a minimum planning period 

 The study unearthed that when turnaround reform was focused and strategic, the 

negative effects of the organizational change were mitigated. In order to have a focused and 

strategic implementation, planning is essential. Particularly, leading building-centric reform 

that is thoughtful, engaging and supported by levels of the organization, must be 

thoughtfully planned by leadership. Thus, ESSA funded school improvement plans should 

include a necessary planning period along with guidelines for effective strategic planning. In 

this manner, the sector can ensure that federally funded turnaround efforts are planned for 
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both maximum effectiveness and decreased potential harm for the teachers implementing 

the reform.  

Require strategic plans for psychological contract violation minimization 

 Schools that intend to use the 7% set aside money for turnaround efforts through 

the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) should submit strategic plans for how they will 

address the potentially negative responses to the reform. As the study highlights, when 

districts ignore the experiences of teachers with organizational change, or fail to plan for 

strategic management of the change, a rise in the negative experiences occur, resulting in 

psychological contract violation. If, instead, schools are required to design a specific plan for 

how they will minimalize the negative effects of contract violation, the turnaround efforts 

could be more effective and less volatile. This targeted plan should be a mandatory 

component of student improvement plans drafted by sites requesting turnaround funds. This 

plan should also include “check ins” with teachers at specified times during the reform. With 

an opportunity for teachers to share their experiences at each check-in, district leadership 

learns from a cross section of the teacher experience. It also provides an opportunity for 

teachers to feel heard, respected and engaged. The data gathered from these check-ins 

should inform course corrections, as necessary.  

Admittedly, many leaders may not have an understanding of psychological contracts, 

change and violation. As such, in consultation with researchers, a simple guide and on-line 

supports should be created. The guide, on-line supports, and the required addition of 

mitigation strategies to the student improvement plans, should impress upon leaders that 

safeguarding the psychological contracts within their turnaround sites is an integral 

component to the turnaround efforts. 
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Chapter 8: CONCLUSION 

In primarily economically disadvantaged settings across the country, thousands of 

schools have failed generations of children (Dragoset, L. et al, 2015; Dee, 2013; Brandon, 

2009; Ed.Gov, 2009; Paulson, 2008; Calkins et al, 2007). In recent years, the federal 

government has declared that schools which continue to fail children are failing at the basic 

tenets of this country, to provide a strong citizenry (Ed.Gov, 2009). As a result, many in 

education seek drastic change, as the incremental interventions of the past were ineffective in 

increasing student achievement (Dee, 2012; Sawchuck, 2009; Calkins et al, 2007).  From 

2001-2015, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) spearheaded the charge for change with an 

unprecedented level of federal involvement in schools. Increased accountability and funding 

were linked, requiring specific interventions and structures for schools, particularly the 

lowest performing 5% (Dee, 2012).  The 2015 reauthorization of NCLB, Every Student 

Succeeds Act (ESSA), while returning accountability measures primarily to the states, 

continues to require a focus on these lowest performing schools (Klein, 2015). Title I 

funding set asides of up to 7% for turnaround efforts assures that the effort to provide all 

students with an education that prepares them for their future, will continue (Klein, 2015). 

Yet, as districts implement these drastic changes in policies, governance, curricula and 

instruction, the effect on those required to implement the reform, the rehired teacher, must 

not be overlooked. 

The rehired teacher, based upon those who chose to participate in the study, exudes 

a combination of strength, courage and determination.  This is a person the district informs 

that due to federal turnaround guidelines, their jobs are no longer guaranteed and that they 

will be reevaluated for the positions they already occupy. Yet, this teacher makes a concerted 

effort to remain. There were options to relocate to other schools within the district, or, in 
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some instances, to possibly retire. Yet, this teacher chooses to stay in the schools with which 

they were fully engaged, in order to “finally have a chance to make a difference”. In the 

study, we hear their passion, commitment and dedication to the students, children and 

community they hold dear. As a result, this teacher fights to stay in what will surely be a 

chaotic and unsettling environment for months on end. There will be changes in staff, 

administration, instructional practices, daily structures and more. For this teacher highlighted 

in my study, the change is necessary and is what they have, at times, secretly desired.  

Yet, the experiences of the rehired teachers during the enactment of the reform, 

illustrate that the psychological contract under which they worked, was violated. To be fair 

to those leading the effort, there is little in either the educational turnaround reform 

literature, or the business organizational change literature about the rehired, or retained 

worker. Perhaps those in positions of leadership did not understand how dramatic an effect 

this type of change could have on those who remain?  However, the notion of reform, 

particularly as it was outlined in federal turnaround guidelines, is that it is drastic and does 

engender swift and decisive change—it is the purpose of the reform. As such, one questions 

how the experiences of the rehired teachers who are implementing reform, are not in the 

forefront of the minds of the leadership.  

The counter argument might state that the focus on reform efforts should be on the 

child, not the adults. While many might agree with this sentiment, the importance of those 

driving the reform must not be forgotten. When traveling by plane, prior to takeoff, 

instructions are given to the passengers, “In the event of an emergency, please place on your 

own mask before helping others”. As this study has illuminated, if the violation of the 

psychological contract is not mitigated from the beginning of the process, the rehired 

teacher may be unable to adequately support either the reform or students. Students need 
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strong, supported and capable adults to shepherd them into their new realities. As research 

asserts, teachers can affect not only systems but also the implementation of change for 

students (Demir, 2015; Hess and Darling-Hammond, 2011; Glickman, 2002) Thus, 

contending with the concerns of those who would drive the charge for reform only seems 

appropriate. As the study shows, the rehired teachers understand and desire the change, as 

drastic as it is, as long as their psychic well-being, through the binds of the psychological 

contract, are also safeguarded. 

In the end, while change in organizations is inevitable, “studying how employees 

interpret their past experiences with change provides a better understanding of how they are 

likely to view and respond to subsequent changes” (Chreim, 2004, p.319).  This study 

provided a much needed voice for the rehired teachers of Livingston Unified School District 

and Redbridge School District.  These dedicated professionals were given the opportunity to 

share their turnaround experiences along with their impression of the policy as it had been 

enacted in their settings. They also provided their insights into the role they played in the 

process and shared if and how they received or provided support. In the end, I assert that 

this study established that if leadership is open, engaging, empowering and dedicated to the 

psychological and professional well-being of teachers,  reform can be viewed as an 

opportunity instead of punishment; paving the way for a more effectual turnaround 

experience.  

 
Students only have one chance for an education and when schools continue 

 to struggle we have a collective obligation to take action.  
Former US Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan 
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APPENDIX A: PRINCIPAL RECRUITMENT EMAIL 
 
 
Good morning ______: 
 
My name is Maqueda Randall-Weeks and I first want to thank you for agreeing to learn more about the district 
approved  study, “Voices from the Frontlines: How Rehired Teachers in Turnaround Settings Experience the 
Reform.” As an educator of almost 20 years, I can appreciate how busy the beginning of the school year can be 
so I am quite grateful that you have taken the time to engage with this study. As such, I want to quickly tell you 
about "Voices" and to assure you of the minimal time commitment from you and your staff.  
 
"Voices from the Frontlines" focuses on turnaround reform. Of course, we know that the term "turnaround" 
takes on many different meanings. However for the purposes of my study, “turnaround” is a reform in which 
drastic changes are made in a school’s staffing, administration, curriculum and environment in an effort to 
address a school’s chronic underachievement. While there are many interesting facets to this reform, I am 

specifically interested in the “rehired teacher” within the turnaround setting.   

The rehired teacher is a member of the previous staff whose job was terminated after the school was 
designated for turnaround, who then re-interviewed for a position within the newly formed school and was 
offered and accepted a new position. I am focused on this population because I believe that rehired teachers in 
a turnaround setting hold a unique perspective.  

Rehired teachers are in somewhat familiar surroundings, yet are enacting new policies and practices under new 
leadership and with new colleagues. Since we know that there are limited supplies of teachers, how do we 
effectively enact turnaround reform utilizing our current teachers who have varying degrees of expertise and 
tenure? I believe learning more about the experiences of rehired teachers with turnaround reform is the first 
step in answering this question and can inform future turnaround supports and practices. 

I have previously conducted this study in one of the largest districts on the East Coast and the findings were 
fascinating.  As a result, I am scaling up the study to include more districts across the country to discern the 
experiences of other rehired teachers with the reform. I truly believe that what we learn in this study will help 

in the implementation of turnaround reform.  

In terms of time commitment, I would only need to conduct one, approximately one-hour interview with the 
rehired teachers from your building who agree to participate in this study. As well, I would love to ask you a 
few questions to gain context and background information about the school, district and reform. (Please note: 
Everyone involved in the study including the district, teachers, principals and schools will be 
provided pseudonyms and privacy will be protected). 

In order to begin the study, I would first need a list of your teachers who fit the above rehired teacher 
description. Once I have a contact list, I can send an email inviting the rehired teachers to participate. Once 
they have agreed, I can set up interviews for available times during the day, or before/after school if more 
appropriate.  

I would love to speak with you about all of this when time permits. Please feel free to email a good time for us 
to speak and I will call at the appointed time. Or, if you prefer, you can call me on any day (Mon-Sat) after 9am 
at ________.  However, if you feel more comfortable with continuing our prep work electronically, as some 
principals prefer, I am open to that as well. Essentially, I am quite flexible. 

Again, I thank you for your time and participation and hope to hear from you soon- 

Maqueda 
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APPENDIX B: REHIRED TEACHER RECRUITMENT EMAIL 

 
PLEASE NOTE: THIS IS A CONFIDENTIAL AND ANONYMOUS STUDY 
 
Dear ________: 
 
My name is Maqueda Randall-Weeks and I am currently a doctoral student at Harvard University. I have been 
approved by ________ to conduct research on the experiences of rehired teachers in turnaround educational 
settings. First let me say that as a fellow educator I can appreciate the hectic pace of a new school year. 
Therefore, I want to briefly share with you the purpose of the research study and to assure you of the extremely 
minimal time commitment if you choose to participate.  
 
"Voices from the Frontlines: How Rehired Teachers in Turnaround Settings Experience the Reform" focuses 
on turnaround reform. For purposes of this study, turnaround reform means drastic changes were made in a 
school’s staffing, administration, curriculum and environment in an effort to address a school’s chronic 
underachievement. While there are many interesting facets to this reform, as the study title suggests, I am 
specifically interested in you, the rehired teacher within the turnaround setting.   

As a rehired teacher, you were a member of the previous staff whose job was terminated after the school was 
designated for turnaround, who then re-interviewed for a position within the newly formed school and was 
offered and accepted a new position. I am focused on you because I believe that as a rehired teacher you hold a 
unique perspective.  

You are in somewhat familiar surroundings, yet are enacting new policies and practices under new leadership 
and with mostly all new colleagues. I would appreciate the opportunity to interview you and learn more about 
your experiences.  It is my belief that this interview will allow you to reflect upon your experiences with a 
sympathetic and unbiased listener. I also truly believe that by sharing these experiences you will contribute to 
the larger field of research on turnaround reform and will inform future turnaround implementation.  

(Please Note: I have previously conducted this study in one of the largest districts on the East Coast and the 
findings were fascinating.  As a result, I am scaling up the study to include more districts across the country). 

In terms of time commitment, I would only need to conduct one, approximately one-hour interview. If you are 
interested in participating, please contact me at your earliest convenience and we will schedule our meeting time 
for a time of your choosing. Thank you in advance for your consideration and I hope to meet and learn from 
you soon!  

Sincerely,  

Maqueda 
(pronounced Ma-kay-dah; I'm sure you were curious-lol) 
  
XXX-XXX-XXXX (cell) 
______@mail.harvard.edu (email) 
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APPENDIX C: DISTRICT STAKEHOLDER RECRUITMENT EMAIL 

 
Good afternoon ________- 
 
My name is Maqueda Randall-Weeks and I first want to thank you for possibly agreeing to participate in the 
study, “Voices from the Frontlines: How Rehired Teachers in Turnaround Settings Experience the Reform.” 
As an educator of almost 20 years, I can appreciate how busy the school year can be so I am quite grateful that 
you are contemplating taking the time to engage with this study. As such, I want to assure you of 
the minimal time commitment desired and to quickly tell you about "Voices". 
 
"Voices from the Frontlines" focuses on turnaround reform. Of course, we know that the term "turnaround" 
takes on many different meanings. However for the purposes of this study, “turnaround” is a reform in which 
drastic changes are made in a school’s staffing, administration, curriculum and environment in an effort to 
address a school’s chronic underachievement. While there are many interesting facets to this reform, I am 
specifically interested in the “rehired teacher” within the turnaround setting.  
  
The rehired teacher is a member of the previous staff whose job was terminated after the school was 
designated for turnaround, who then re-interviewed for a position within the newly formed school and was 
offered and accepted a new position. I am focused on this population because I believe that rehired teachers in 
a turnaround setting hold a unique perspective.  

Rehired teachers are in somewhat familiar surroundings, yet are enacting new policies and practices under new 
leadership and with new colleagues. Since we know that there are limited supplies of teachers, how do we 
effectively enact turnaround reform utilizing our current teachers who have varying degrees of expertise and 
tenure? I believe learning more about the experiences of rehired teachers with turnaround reform is the first 
step in answering this question and can inform future turnaround supports and practices. 

I have previously conducted this study in one of the largest districts on the East Coast and the findings were 
fascinating.  As a result, I am scaling up the study to include more districts across the country to discern the 
experiences of other rehired teachers with the reform. I truly believe that what we learn in this study will help 

us in the implementation of turnaround reform.  

In order to gain the necessary background knowledge and context for the reform in_________, I would love to 
interview you while I am in town. While the interview will not speak directly to the central research questions, 
your responses will definitely help to enhance the study's findings. I would only need approximately an 
hour of your time and am quite flexible as to when and where the interview can be conducted.  

I will be in _______from ______.  If you are amenable to participating in the interview, I ask that you please 
let me know of the possible times and days that would work best for you. Also, if you wish to speak with me 
prior to the interview, please feel free to call me at _______.  

Again, I thank you for your time and participation and hope to hear from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

Maqueda 
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APPENDIX D: REHIRED TEACHER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
 
Brief Background: 
 

1. How long have you been in education? 

 
2. What were some of the roles you have held as a professional educator? 

 
Pre-Turnaround: 
 

3. How long were you at the school prior to the turnaround? 

 
4. What was your role at the school prior to the turnaround? 

 
5. What type of place was the school to work? 

Prompts:  
What type of climate, or culture, existed in the school around the work, 
interactions, etc..? 
What were the expectations for students? How were they communicated? 
 

6. How did you feel about the day to day work in the school? 

Prompts: 
Did you feel the teachers, parents or students were involved/dedicated? 

 
7. How did you feel about your work in the school? 

8. How were you supported, or not?  

9. What was your relationship with the administration? Your peers? 

 
Announcement:  
 

10. How did you initially feel about the school being slated for turnaround? 

 
Process:  
 

11. What were your thoughts or feelings during the actual process? 

 
12. Are you in the same role as you were prior to the turnaround? Why did you choose 

to re-interview for your position?  
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13. How was the interview process? 

 
14. What were your feelings when you were told you were to be rehired?  

 
Implementation:  
 
Peer Changes- 
 

15. What have been your experiences with your new peers? 

 
16. Can you describe some of your interactions (initial, continual, etc.)? 

 
17. How would you characterize these interactions? 

 
Administrative Changes- 
 

18. What have been your experiences with your new administrator (or administrative 

team)? 

 
19. Can you describe some of your interactions (initial, continual, etc.)? 

 
Changes in School Culture- 
 

20. Have there been changes in the school culture? If so, how have you experienced 

those changes? 

 
21. What are your feelings about these changes? 

 
Changes in Expectations- 
 

22. Have there been changes in expectations of you as a teacher? If so, what have been 

those changes? 

 
23. How have you experienced those changes? 
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24. As rehired teachers, have you taken on specific roles? What are those roles? Any 

specific examples?   

Prompts: 

Have you been formally or informally asked to take on a new role by the 

administration? 

Do you see yourself functioning differently in any way from newly hired 

teachers? 

25. How have you experienced these new roles? 

 
Pre and Post Comparisons: 
 

26. Are your primary challenges the same or different? Elaborate 

 
27. What were the strengths of the old school? Weaknesses? 

 
28. What are the strengths of the new school? Weaknesses? 

 
29. In which model do you feel the children were better served? Why? 

 
30. If you were in charge of the process, what is valuable? What would you do 

differently? 

 
Wrap up: 

 
31. Is there anything else you’d like to mention that we have not covered? 
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APPENDIX E: DISTRICT STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

Brief Background: 

1. How long have you been in education? 

2. What were some of the roles you have held as a professional educator? 

Policy Adoption: District 

3. When was turnaround chosen as a restructuring model for the District? Why? 

4. Who initiated choosing turnaround as a restructuring model (community, district, 

teachers)? 

Policy Adoption: School 

5. Why was this (these) school(s) chosen for turnaround? 

6. How was the announcement made? 

7. Who received the news first, second, etc.? 

8. How was the decision made for the announcement notification order? 

Implementation: 

9. How soon before/after the announcement were changes made to administration?  

10. How soon before/after the announcement were changes made to teaching staff?  

11. What were they? How were they received by the target audience? How were they 

received by others? 

12.  Who oversaw the rehiring process?  Why? 

13. How was the process explained? How was the process perceived by staff, teachers, 

administrators, and community? 

14.  What were the major changes made to: 

a. Curriculum? 
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b. School Culture? 

c. Expectations? 

15.  How were these changes received by administrators? teachers? community 

members? students? 

Pre and Post Comparisons: 
 

16. Are your primary challenges the same or different? Elaborate 

 
17. In which model do you feel the children were better served? Why? 

 
18. In retrospect, what would you do differently? 

 
Wrap up: 

 
19. Is there anything else you’d like to mention that we have not covered? 
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 
 

Dear Sir or Madam:  

I am conducting research on the experiences of rehired teachers in turnaround educational 

settings. For the purposes of this study “turnaround” is a reform in which drastic changes 

are made in a school’s staffing, administration, curriculum and environment in an effort to 

address a school’s chronic underachievement. I believe that as a rehired teacher in a 

turnaround setting you hold a unique perspective. I wish to better understand how rehired 

teachers such as you experience being in familiar surroundings, yet enacting unfamiliar 

policies, under new leadership, without the majority of their previous colleagues.  I will 

interview 10-12 rehired teachers across multiple turnaround schools (elementary, middle, and 

high school).  

 

While I will offer no monetary compensation, I believe that this interview will allow you to 

reflect upon your experiences with a sympathetic listener. I also believe that your experiences 

will contribute to the larger field of research on turnaround reform and may help inform 

turnaround reform implementation across the country.   

 

If you agree to be interviewed for this study, the interview will be taped and transcribed.  I 

will write about my findings from this interview and publish this information in the form of 

a dissertation for my doctorate in education from Harvard Graduate School of Education, 

and perhaps other reports or articles.  

 

Your interview transcript will not be shared with school district officials or building 

administrators, however the final report may be shared with the district at their request. 



 

129 
 

Your confidentiality will be assured and the school and school district will not be specifically 

named within the report. You will be described by years taught, school level and/or grade 

level/or subjects taught.  Identifiers will be changed to preserve confidentiality, you will 

never be referred to by your actual name and will receive a pseudonym that will be entered 

into your interview transcript and used in any reports or articles written.  

 

To minimize the possibility of a breach of confidentiality, I will store data on an encrypted 

drive, ensure daily virus and software updates and use encrypted communications channels 

for email correspondence. Thus the likelihood of retaliation from information shared with 

the researcher is quite minimal.  

 

Participation in this study is voluntary. During the course of the interview you can withhold 

any information, or decline to answer any question. You can also end the interview at any 

time if you do not wish to continue. The data collected in this research (such as transcripts 

and interview notes) will be responsibly stored by the researcher.  

                                                         *************** 

I agree to participate in this interview and to have the transcript of this interview made 

available for use in the researcher’s future work.  I have been given the chance to read this 

consent form and have had all of my questions about the study answered by the researcher. I 

will receive a copy of this consent form once I have agreed to participate. 

 

Signed:  _______________________________________       Date: ________________ 
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Printed name: 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

I have discussed with ___________________________________ the above procedures, 

explicitly pointing out potential concerns. I have asked whether any questions remain and 

have answered these questions to the best of my ability.  

 

Signature(s):____________________________________        Date:  _____________ 

 

Printed name(s): 

________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for your participation in this project.  

 

Sincerely yours,  

Maqueda Randall-Weeks 

Doctoral Candidate 

Harvard Graduate School of Education   

-------------------------  

To Contact the Researcher:  If you have questions about this research, please contact 

Maqueda Randall-Weeks, _____@mail.harvard.edu, XXX-XXX-XXXX.  You may also 

contact the faculty member supervising this work: Professor Deborah Jewell-Sherman, 

______@gse.harvard.edu, XXX-XXX-XXXX. 
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APPENDIX G: CODING CHART 

Sampling of Initial Codes (Level 1) 

Livingston Unified Redbridge 

 Hurt 

 Anger 

 Scared 

 Confusion 

 Hope 

 Devastation 

 Empowered 

 Engaged 

 Distrust 

 Unsupported 

 Resignation 

 Empowered 

 Resigned 

 Anxious 

 Hopeful 

 Intrigued 

 Engaged 

 Frustrating 

 Trust 

 Proud 

 Renewal 

 

Sampling of Initial Category Codes (Level 2) 

Livingston Unified Redbridge 

 “not treating people as people” (in-
vivo): anger/devastation 

 Confusion (scared; work based) 

 “ol’ southern defensiveness” (in-
vivo) 

 Feelings vs. experiences? 
(Hurt/scared) 

 Unsupported efforts (anger/hurt) 

 Grief (unsupported; hopeless; pain) 

 Fatigue/Resignation: where now? 
where going? 

 

 Emotions: Anxiety 

 Process timing: Forward, Hopeful, 
Intrigued 

 Next level: Engaged/Proud 
Educators 

 New Day? (Renewal/Empowered) 

 

Final Emergent Themes 
 

Livingston Unified Redbridge 

Announcement Period Announcement Period 

 Discounted Efforts 

 Caution and “ole Southern 
defensiveness 

 

 Anxiety 

 Resignation 

Process Period Process Period 
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 Confusion: Professional and 
Organizational 

 “Not Treating People as People” 

 Grief 
 

 Hopeful 

 Engagement 

Implementation Period Implementation Period 

 Trust 

 Distrust 

 Change Fatigue 

 Limited Support 

 Renewal 

 Empowerment 
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APPENDIX H: LIVINGSTON UNIFIED PARTICIPANT REFERENCE CHART 

Rehired Teachers  

Name Race, 
Sex, Age 

Overall 
Tenure  

School  School 
Tenure 

Current  
Position(s)/Role(s) 

Tori Brookhaven White 
Female, 
Late 40s 

13 years Jackson 11 years Librarian 
English Teacher 

Sharla Daniels Black 
Female, 
Early 30s 

9 years Jackson 9 years Science Teacher, 
Department Chair, 
Leadership and Data 
Team member, 
Teacher Leader 
school morale/spirit 
team 

Isabella Foster White 
Female, 
Mid-30s 

11 years Jackson 11 years English Teacher, 
Academic Core 
Leader (School of 
Health Science SLC) 

Chester Franklin White 
Male,  
Mid-50s 

30 years Jackson 20 years Social Studies 
Department Chair, 
World Geography, 
US History and Civic 
teacher 

John Jeffries White 
Male, 
Late 50s 

11 years Roosevelt 11 years English Teacher, 
Wrestling Coach, 
Tech Coordinator 

Marvin Lincoln White 
Male, 
Early 30s 

9 years Roosevelt 9 years Business Teacher, 
CTE department 
chair 

Leslie Morgan Black 
Female, 
Late 50s 

34 years Roosevelt 16 years Music Teacher 

Sarah Moss White 
Female, 
Late 40s 

23 years Roosevelt 10 years Science Teacher 

Jacqueline Roberts White 
Female,  
Mid-40s 

21 years Jackson 19 years English Teacher,  
English Department 
Dean 

Frank Robinson White 
Male, 
Early 30s 

10 years Jackson 10 years Social Studies 
Teacher (World 
Geography, AP 
Govt, Street Law), 
Student Support 
Services co-ordinator,  
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District Stakeholders 
 

Name Race, Sex, Age Overall Tenure Current Position 

Doris Christensen Black Female,  
Late 30s 

5 years Chief 
Accountability 
Officer 

Francesca Downing Black Female, 
Early 60s 

35 years Chief Human 
Resource Officer 

Steven Hastings Black Male,  
Mid-60s 

40 years Principal,  
Roosevelt 

Chuck Smith White Male,  
Early 40s 

15 years Principal,  
Jackson (previous 
Roosevelt AP) 
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APPENDIX I: REDBRIDGE PARTICIPANT REFERENCE CHART 

Simmons Rehired Teachers  

Name Race, 
Sex, Age 

Overall 
Tenure  

School 
Tenure 

Current  
Position(s)/Role(s) 

Lauren Bostick White 
Female, 
Early 30s 

6 years 6 years ESL Teacher 

Grace Carlyle White 
Female, 
Mid-50s 

30 years 13 years Music Teacher, School Leadership 
Team, School Site Coordinator-
Teachers Union 

Molly Fritz White 
Female, 
Mid-30s 

11 years 9 years Lead Teacher, Phys Ed 

Judy Jackson Hispanic 
Female, 
Early 40s 

17 years 17 years Literacy Teacher, 
Dance Instructor 

Christiana Lee Black 
Female, 
Late 30s 

14 years 11 years Language Arts Teacher, Building 
Union Rep, School Leadership Team 

Henrietta Mullins Black 
Female, 
Early 50s 

18 years 5 years Social Studies & Language Arts 
Teacher,  

Georgia Parks White 
Female, 
Late 50s 

23 years 10 years Special Needs, Multi-age Classroom 
Teacher 

Charlotte Ruskin White 
Female, 
Mid-40s 

20 years 11 years ESL Classroom Teacher 

 
District Stakeholders 
 

Name Race, Sex, Age Overall Tenure Current Position 

Cynthia Dixon White Female,  
Mid-30s 

10 years Director, Community 
Partner 

Tramar Dillard White Male, 
Late 30s 

15 years Regional 
Superintendent 

Nicole Hanson White Female, 
Early 30s 

8 years Director, Community 
Partner  

Sally Holcomb White Female, 
Late 30s 

12 years Area Chief, Human 
Resources 

Marshall Young White Male,  
Mid-30s 

11 years Principal, Simmons St 
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