ABSTRACT
PETERSON, RODNEY L. Teacher Perceptions of the tgpee of Effective Schools
Correlates to Improving Student Achievement. (Urnilerdirection of Dr. Lance Fusarelli
and Dr. Tamara Young, co-chairs.)

Ronald Edmonds’ (1979) review of effective schademntified five correlates that
make schools successful in educating all studestteng administrative leadership, high
expectations for student achievement, a safe atetlgrschool atmosphere, student
acquisition of basic skills, and frequent monitgriof student progress. Other researchers
reaffirmed Edmonds’ conclusions and identified dditonal correlate successful parent and
community involvement programs were present inoéffe schools as well (Lezotte, 1991;
Marzano, 2003; Meier, 2002; Reyes et. al., 19989e8dch & Skrla, 2003; Schlechty,

(2002); Waggstaff & Fusarelli, 1999). This studgessed teachers’ teachers’ perceptions of
the effective school correlates.

TheEffective School Survdsom the System and Reporting Section of Hawalii's
Department of Education was used to measure tepeneeptions of the effective school
correlates,

The findings indicate that teachers perceptionshese correlates vary based on
certain school and teacher characteristics. Bedaasbers’ perceptions may be influencing
teaching practices, school leaders may wish toeskegrhers’ perceptions by explaining the
important of all correlates to student achievemendloing so, leaders can ensure that certain

practices are being carried out by all teachemagimize student achievement.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

As parents, community leaders, and legislatorstgqures/hether public schools can
effectively educate all students, federal and siateernments place more accountability on
local education agencies to ensure that all leanezreive a fair and equitable education.
Under federal programs such as No Child Left Belaind state accountability systems,
schools failing to meet established benchmark staisdfor student achievement face the
possibility of sanctions or loss of important sugpéntal funding. As a result, local
education agencies must ensure all learners meetxipected grade level growth and
proficiency from one academic year to the next.

Due to this accountability, school leaders musbbezresourceful in how they
appropriate allocations to meet student needssdkehool leaders place more emphasis on
using proven research-based programs and seroieekltess the needs of all learners. When
combined with supplemental funding from local, st@nd federal resources, research-based
programs offer schools a way to provide instructimat meets the expected outcomes of
these accountability measures.

Another factor to ensure schools meet or exceectbm#-based standards and
accountability policies is the local school improwent teams, which develop strategic action
plans to identify goals and expectations for schmprovement. Many factors influence the
strategies of school improvement plans includirgggbhools’ need to increase student

achievement and provide a safe and orderly schiat¢rnal and external stakeholders



pressure school-based teams to identify performarezsures in these reform plans,
describe how student achievement will be asses$eatjfy how safe and

orderly environment goals will be measured, andltimately define what is considered
academic success. As such, the development tégicgplans indicate to the community
and local school boards as to how the local scktadi will offer programs and initiatives to
promote student growth and development.

In light of these external pressures, local adrnaisrs and school improvement
teams diligently try to determine what pedagogaggroaches to implement within
improvement plans to raise student achievemenievatdo meeting state and federal
legislation requirements. To create plans that anprstudent achievement, school leaders
and leadership teams need to be knowledgeable@nturends and research in education
and be willing to take risks.

However, implementing new academic programs regusebstantial amount of
planning and collaboration with a representativéybaf a program’s students, parents, and
faculty. Pressman and Wildavsky (1984) go furtleesuggest that it is a difficult task even to
accomplish. They write:

Our normal expectations should be that new programsd fail to get off the ground

and that, at best they will take a considerablewarhof time to get started. The cards

in this world are stacked against things happerasgo much effort is required to

make them work. The remarkable thing is that nevgmams work at all. (p. 109)



Although a challenging task, Rist (1994) indicatest qualitative research data analysis
through case studies provides applicable informdo the implementation of new
initiatives.

The Effects of Accountability Models on Strategicd®l Improvement Planning

As states implement accountability models to meeééfal standards, local school
administrators encounter external and internalqunes to meet accountability benchmarks.
Such demands create both positive and negativecisipa the school’s stakeholders,
thereby making the implementation and successsohaol improvement plan all the more
demanding.

Scholars argue that teachers teaching in high-st@ageountability systems limit their
willingness to take risks in their pedagogy for cem of meeting the accountability model
standards (Kohn, 2001; Miller, 1995). As a resatt;ountability models can potentially
limit the creativeness in school reform plans (La2leD1). For instance, Kohn’s (2001)
research indicates that when implementing accouityaiodels, test scores garner more
emphasis than the students’ needs. The res#loi®) adds, teachers narrowing their
curriculum focus by targeting specific objectivasessed on these high-stakes tests to ensure
appropriate student scores.

Miller's (1995) study supports Kohn’'s assessmeat then teaching in an
accountability model, teachers more heavily foausanget objectives commonly assessed
on high-stakes tests. Miller’'s findings on teactesponses to test-driven accountability
pressures confirm teachers were uncomfortableanging their pedagogical approaches

within an accountability system for fear that thedents may not score as well on the



system’s standardized test. Although Miller's stéolund a positive correlation with
increased student achievement as the result oéstadtivities designed to target higher
order thinking skills, teachers maintained a higta@mnfort level with worksheet type
activities. Teacher interviews attributed thisnfort level to time restraints coupled with
accountability pressures to cover all tested olyjest

An audit of Georgia’s school curriculum by Phi ReKappa International supports
the notion that accountability models are forciegdhers to narrow their curriculum focus
("Audit rips Georgia schools' curriculum.,” March,22002 2002). As indicated in an article
in theAtlanta Journal-Constitutiorf"’Audit rips Georgia schools' curriculum.,” Marth,

2002 2002) the auditors found that students wenggdwothing more than memorizing facts
and that worksheets, textbooks, and lectures viier@adrm while “hands-on exercises and
group discussions were unusual.” The articlenerexplains that what you have as the
result of the state’s accountability policy area4rled teachers trying to keep up with
coverage of the objectives because that's whatdhegraded on.” As in Miller’'s (1995)
study, the teachers felt more comfortable teachobg memorization so they could cover a
greater number of state-tested objectives.

Additionally, the possibility of sanctions undeicaantability systems influences
school improvement planning. For instance, Ladi{2 fears that accountability systems
will place greater strains on failing schools thlghuhe fear of sanctions rather than through
researched interventions designed to support ahslueh schools. Ladd adds, “even if the

motivation were to increase student achievemetitarshort run, it would be hard to sustain



over time given that good teachers and school ipahe have options other than to teach in
such schools” (p. 386).

As such, school systems should use accountabitityets to force schools to create
improvement plans that identify areas of needsiwilshools. Moreover, in identifying these
needs, the school improvement teams should havepihartunity to create reform plans that
identify researched, constructive, and viable sohstto raise academic achievement in the
absence of fear from the federal government redusiipplemental funds or the state
increasing its control over the school.

Other researchers feel accountability models cae hanore positive influence on
school improvement planning. Unlike the previouthats, Watson and Supovitz (2001)
indicate that internal accountability can be batktductive and constructive.

On the one hand, teachers are forced to come aslation and are held

increasingly accountable by their peers for thelie in contributing to instructional

improvement. On the other hand, as Cohen (197 Hamgreaves (1980) have
pointed out, expanding local responsibility is aflccompanied by increased

conflict. (p. 16)

The authors add that conflict arising from locat@mtability could be helpful if it has
productive outcomes. For instance, a positiveauatwould be a teacher confronting issues
that discourage instructional coherence. Howealkatson and Supovitz note it is when
conflict is left unsettled that feelings of abandwnt and mistrust arise.

Like Watson and Supovitz, Louis Gerstner’'s (2002 York Timearticle, “The

Tests We Know We Need”, points out that accountgbd not always negative toward its



stakeholders. Gerstner referenced a surveRuijic Agendavhere parents, teachers, and
college professors were questioned about standardesting. This study revealed that “by
huge margins, all said students work harder if theye to pass tests for promotion or
graduation... and that only 2 percent of parentslapdrcent of teachers said schools should
go back to the way things were before the intradnadf new testing programs” (p. 21). As
former chairperson of IBM and co-chairman of Acladmc., a nonprofit school reform
group created by governors and business leaderstn8ebelieves the best way to reform
schools is to move forward with accountability gyss that raise the expectations of its
stakeholders, invest in teachers and studentsn@adure how much students know.
Similarly, in Kentucky the accountability prograand positive school improvement
coexist in harmony. The Kentucky Education Reforot &KERA) has promoted
collaboration among administration, teachers, andests. As Whitford, Gaus, and Ruscoe
(1993) explain:
There is evidence that many teachers are workiifigreintly as the result of KERA.
As their work changes, their roles and relationslaige also altered. They are less
isolated from each other as they plan curriculuhiastruction with colleagues,
work with students in new ways, and become cegtmallolved in running their
schools through school councils and committee4 2.
The researchers also note that teachers are naweedo develop their own curriculum
with performance assessments linked to KERA'’s gaatsoutcomes. Likewise, KERA
encourages teachers to use student-centered tkamds and hands-on learning activities

that promote higher order thinking skills.



In addition to Kentucky, two different reports byavis Grissmer and his colleagues
at RAND reported that the Texas and North Carddiceountability systems have improved
students’ performance on the National AssessmeBtiatation Progress (NAEP) in those
two states, especially for children of color (Gnies & Flanagan, 1988; Grissmer, Flanagan,
Kawata, & Williamson, 2000). Skrla et al. (200djlicate accountability and standardized
tests reveal inequities within the traditional misdend pedagogy of schooling, thereby
requiring educators to meet the needs of all learne

As expressed in the preceding pages, accounygibigrams can have both positive
and negative effects on its stakeholders. Nevertiselas Hanushek and Raymond (2001)
write, civic and school leaders ultimately desigonauntability models to deal with aggregate
shortcomings.

One requirement of these accountability modelsris€hools leaders to work with
parents, teachers, and students to develop al@addresses the shortcomings revealed in
their schools’ achievement data. Lezotte (1994 )fbiasd in his efforts “to train school
teams to plan and implement change at improvingestulearning and performance, we have
had our best success when we ask them to focusaartthree high-yield strategies that
will likely result in significant increases in stewt achievement” (p. 19). For this reason,
administrators and schools systems search for preystematic changes to meet the
academic needs of every child. Edmonds’ (1979)arebeidentified schools that were
successful in making systematic changes to meeateabds of learners. In his research of
effective schools, he defined the common charatiesiof these effective schools as

effective school correlates.



Statement of the Problem

As federal and state legislation stipulate for sdhitheir expected levels of student
achievement, there is greater pressure and focastmol-based initiatives. As Lezotte
(2004) describes in his mission for learning foy alquality education for all learners will
not be easy. He writes, “If we accept the new aivan the implication for teachers and
administrators and their work will be truly awesom&'e are now talking about compulsory
learning and will no longer settle for compulsochasoling” (p. 3). As such, principals and
local school improvement teams are responsiblédéoeloping improvement goals and
strategies that provide disadvantaged children adlincation comparable to that received by
middle-class children (Rothstein, 2000, p. 18)s idicated earlier in this chapter, making
changes in a school process requires a substant@int of planning and collaboration with
a representative body of the program’s intendekksiaders. The issue that school leaders
face is to identify the shortcomings of their sdharad then target these deficiencies with the
best strategies that will yield maximum results.

To aid in their search for these strategies, scleamlers can rely on the research that
has identified several school-level factors thatifpeely affect student achievement.
Edmonds (1979) concluded from his study of theo#iffe schools research that there are
similar, identifiable correlates that make sch@alscessful in educating all students.
Edmonds identified these correlates as strong asirative leadership, high expectations for
student achievement, a safe and orderly schoolsggh®ve, pupil acquisition of basic skills,
and frequent monitoring of student progress. Tlearech on parent and community

involvement also suggests that this correlate gomant to student success as well (Lezotte,



1991; Marzano, 2003; Meier, 2002; Reyes et al.919¢heurich & Skrla, 2003; Schlechty,
2002; Wagstaff & Fusarelli, 1999).

Over the last thirty-five years effective scho@search supports Edmonds’ findings
and maintains that these school-level factors ageat in schools that successfully meet the
needs of all of their students. Researchers hese gone as far as ranking these correlates
by their importance (Marzano, 2003; Scheerens &BQsl997). As Marzano (2003)
indicates, the Scheerens and Bosker’s “rankingthwdirst of its kind and significantly
increased our understanding of the school-levebfaassociated with enhanced academic
achievement” (p. 17). However, the effective sdbaesearch is limited in describing the
teachers’ perceptions of which effective schoolsetates can improve student learning in
schools.

Purpose of the Study

The school improvement research supports Edmoerdearch of the effective
schools correlates. As such, the design of thdysinot to document what we know about
the effective schools correlates but rather to edpgon this knowledge.

In the preceding discussion of the accountabiéearch, it is evident that systematic
school change is not easy and can be cumbersomertNeless, current school reform laws
such as No Child Left Behind make it clear to s¢headers of failing schools that changes
must be forthcoming or the school will incur thedmf important supplemental federal
dollars. As such, school leaders are looking feteapatic reform strategies to incorporate in

their school improvement plans. These plans shiogldde the effective school correlates.



Marzano (2003) and Scheerens and Bosker (1997)rhaked these correlates on the
value of their importance to improve student ackiegnt. However, a school that has not
met federal or state standards lacks the timedcorporate each correlate separately.
Additionally, accountability research does not gjg systematic overhaul of a school to
simultaneously to include all six correlates. Rateehool improvement plans should focus
on two to three high yield strategies. It is cldwat principal leadership and the views of
change among staff members play an important nobelool improvement success. As
such, the purpose of this study is to assess tiefdef teachers about which effective
school correlates they perceive have the greatgsidt on improving student achievement.
Significance of the Study

Along with federal and state policies, performarggorting assists school leaders in
defining their paths of school improvement. Fudeaeld Fusarelli’s (2004) discussion of the

New Public Management in education supports thinoThey write,

The institutional environment of education is chaggwith greater emphasis on

monitoring organizational performance in an eftortraft more coherent education

policy. School systems throughout the United State experiencing much stronger

demands for technical performance and are undezasmg pressure to improve

student achievement. (p. 121)

This demand for school data management requitesosanprovement teams to
monitor student test scores frequently, locatesaoé@amprovement, and investigate what

strategies will aid them in their efforts to megtte and federal guidelines. This study is

10



significant because it serves as a point of measiunew effective school correlates can
associate with the school improvement processeuie, this study provides school leaders
with a better insight as to which effective schamisrelates teachers perceive as important to
influence student achievement. As school leadettebunderstand these perceptions, this
knowledge will assist them in building a capacity ¢hange within the school improvement
process using these effective schools correlates.

Although twenty-first century politicians and schéeaders have questioned if
significant changes to the educational system assiple at the school level, the effective
schools research of the 1970’s and 1980’s prowasstthool level changes can be effective
in increasing student achievement. There is an@dmce of school-level research
supporting the presence of effective correlateschrool improvement planning. What is also
clear is that change is not easily attainable cep@ve in schools. Unfortunately, schools
facing sanctions do not have an abundant amouihefto make the needed systematic
changes to incorporate all of these correlatemed.0As such, it is important for school
leaders to have a measure of how teachers peitta\adfective school correlates to assist
them in building a capacity for change in thereostf. Therefore, schools leaders need to
know which effective schools correlates are peextivy teachers as most significant in
raising student achievement. This study will idfgrthese correlates.

Research Design and Analysis

This study examines the perceptions of teachgerdang the effective schools

correlates identified in the literature review. eSifically, the data to be collected from the

survey of the schools’ teachers will allow the sesber to explore relationships among the

11



effective schools correlates. Another goal of gtigly is to measure the association of the
correlates to identify which correlates have theaggst relationship on student achievement
as viewed by teachers.
Assumptions of the Study

Upon review of the effective schools literaturel aesearch design for this study, the
researcher makes an assumption about the potintisigs of the study. Due to the nature
of this study, the findings of this study centertba supposition that what the survey
participants report is actually occurring in th&thools.
Summary

This study will examine which effective schoolsretates are perceived by teachers
as most significant in raising student achievemdmtaddition, this study will measure the
association of the correlates to identify whichretates have the greatest relationship of
student achievement as viewed by teachers. Chajpliscusses the significance and purpose
for the study. Chapter 2 presents findings fromr#tview of relevant literature, and Chapter
3 explains the methodology for the study. Theifigd are discussed in Chapter 4, and
Chapter 5 discusses the findings in relation tamttesearch, arrives at some preliminary
conclusions based on these findings, and offemmetendations for future research and

practice and reflections on lessons learned instioidy.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

This literature review begins with an examinatidthe effective schools movement
and then explores the effective schools reseabgecifically, this portion of the review cites
research findings that conclude schools’ instindiacharacteristics can make a significant
difference in meeting the needs of all studentise feferenced studies document how this
conclusion is in stark contrast to earlier twemtieéntury studies, which implied that school
characteristics had little effect on educationdtomes and indicated there is a strong
correlation between the academic success of ardtade their socio-economic background.
The literature review identifies the common ingitdoal correlates present in effective
schools and provides a brief review of the resehiretature on each correlate.

Secondly, this literature review cites recent regean high-performing schools. In
particular, this section notes that in the pastdeoades there has been a systematic reform
and district-wide change effort underway to meetishts’ academic needs. In addition, the
research reveals there also has been a shift bagkibus school level initiatives targeted
towards reducing the achievement gap.

Effective Schools Movement

Since the genesis of the U.S. public educatioresysskeptics have been critical of
its value and effectiveness, and the pinnacle ettiticism arose in 1964. A provision under
Title IV of the Civil Rights Act authorized a studly assess segregated education and its

impact on students. The results, publisheB@slity of Educational Opportunity

13



(Coleman et al., 1966), best known as the ColenmepoR, indicated that significant gaps
existed between white and minority social clasaed,these gaps appeared to widen as these
same students entered high school. More profoutiayreport stated “one implication
stands above all: that schools bring little to baa child’s achievement that is independent
of his background and general social context” @h)3As such, the researchers’ findings
concluded that schools do very little to affectstots’ achievement. The policy implication
drawn from the study was that schools do not matter

Marzano (2003) revealed that Coleman’s et al. (1866ings were supported with
the publishing ofnequality: A Reassessment of the Effects of FaamnidlySchooling in
America(Jencks et al., 1972). Jencks’ findings concuw#l Coleman’s, suggesting
“student achievement is primarily a function of daetor—the background of the student
[and] little evidence exists that education refaam improve a school’s influence on student
achievement” (cited in Marzano, p. 2). In theiabative review of the 127 northern high
schools and their feeder schools in Hrgiality of Educational Opportunity Suryelencks et
al. (1972) found very little educational effectsstdidents who attended “effective” schools
and those students who did not. As they explaifetending an elementary school that
ranks in the top rather than the bottom fifth imis of its effect on test scores will not
increase the average student’s eventual educatttaahment more than 0.8 years, and our
best guess is that the effect is far smaller” §8)1 Therefore, Jencks et al. (1972) added,
“living in the ‘right’ school districts seems to k®relatively little difference to an
individual's educational attainment” (p. 148). #ch, they summarized, “the average effect

on any given school is therefore small” (p. 148).

14



In contrast to Coleman and Jencks’ reports, a nuwibather school reform studies
found that schools actually account for more vamgaim student achievement than the
meager 10% identified in the Coleman report. Witiiese findings, similar variables
existed in these effective schools. In Ronald Ediisd(iL979) seminal review of the
effective schools research, he identified five elaties of effective schools, which all
contributed to a school’s success in meeting atlexts’ needs. Since its publication in
1979, researchers of the effective schools moveimeare referenced these correlates
(Marzano, 2003). As a result, Marzano (2003) ex@gdj “[Ronald Edmonds is the
figurehead of the school effectiveness movement1@).

The method by which these specific correlates whgntified is discussed in
Edmonds’ (1979) journal article, “Effective Schoés the Urban Poor.” In this publication,
Edmonds suggested that the inequity of the Amerechrtation system resulted from the
schools’ inability to teach the poor children basttiool skills. In his explanation of an
effective school, Edmonds (1979) notes, “I reqtiwag an effective school bring the children
of the poor to those minimal masteries of basiosthkkills that now describe minimal
successful pupil performance for the children eftiddle class” (p. 16). Edmonds defines
minimal mastery skills as the basic skills thatl#ea student to successfully access the next
level of schooling.

One research study noted in Edmonds’ (1979) rewieierature was Weber’s
(1971) quantitative research, which focused on festructionally effective inner-city
schools. These schools successfully met the readiads of poor students when compared

to national norms. Weber (1971) identified seveahmon characteristics found in each of
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these schools: strong leadership, high expectatmmall students, an orderly and pleasant
school environment, and frequent monitoring of stugrogress. Edmonds (1979) insisted
that Weber intended this study to “be explicitlyeahative to Coleman (1966)... and other
researchers who had satisfied themselves thatdbvwe\zement by poor children derived
principally from inherent disabilities charactengithe poor” (p. 16).

Additionally, Edmonds (1979) confirmed Weber’s fingls by citing a 1974 study
published by New York’s Office of Education Perfante Review. This study focused on
two New York inner city public schools, one highheving and the other low achieving. As
noted by Edmonds (1979), the findings from thiglgtindicated, “the difference in these two
schools seemed to be attributed to factors un@eschools’ control” (p. 16). Also, the
findings credited the school’s success to admatist instructional and management
support, as well as a preliminary plan for identifystrategies to improve students’ reading
achievement (Edmonds, 1979).

Another study used in Edmonds’ (1979) researcherew identifying correlates
among effective schools included the findings frigiadden, Lawson, and Sweet (1976).
This study compared 21 high performing and 21 lewigrming elementary schools in
California. As Edmonds notes, the researcherd gaa to pinpoint the institutional
characteristics that were most responsible foreaament differences between the pairs of
schools. The characteristics of the high-perfograahools from this study included strong
administrative support, very high task-orienteccheas, frequent monitoring of student
progress, more teaching time spent in the sociahses, use of paraprofessionals in

classroom instruction, ability grouping of studefatsspecific skills instruction, and teachers
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being more satisfied with their work (Edmonds, 1919w performing schools lacked these
essential characteristics.

Similarly, Brookover and Lezotte (1977) were askgdhe Michigan Department of
Education to study and define the differences betwtbe improving and declining schools
in their system based on Michigan’s annual critefieferenced test given in grades four and
seven. The researchers interviewed and providesdtigunaires to personnel from eight
schools. The study described six of the eight glshas improving the basic school skills
among its pupils, whereas two were failing. Thelgtrevealed similar characteristics of the
improving schools as found in the Madden, Lawsod, &weet study (1976). For instance,
Brookover and Lezotte determined improving schptdsed a greater emphasis on reading
and math instruction. In addition, the staff memstshared the belief that all students could
master the basic objectives and they held highaapens for all of their students.

Likewise, the principal emphasized being the irgtamal leader and held high behavioral
standards for students. Finally, these schoolemed a higher degree of accountability for
student learning and had higher levels of paratiatad involvement (Edmonds, 1979). The
findings from the Madden, Lawson, and Sweet (1278) the Brookover and Lezotte (1977)
studies assisted Edmonds in defining the corretz#tefective schools to be discussed in
detail later in this chapter.

As part of a 1978 study, Edmonds and Frederiks@ri8)lasked an important
guestion, “Are there any schools that are instometily effective for poor children?” (cited in
Edmonds, 1979, p. 20). Based on the previouslyriteststudies, Edmonds (1979)

suggested that “all children are eminently educabkkthat the behavior of the school is
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critical in determining the quality of that educati (p. 20). As Edmonds and Frederiksen
(1978) explained in their reevaluation of the 18&fual Education Opportunity Survey
(EEOS), “we found that schools that were instruwdity effective for poor and black
children were indistinguishable from less effectebools on measures of pupil social
background” (cited in Edmonds, 1979, p. 21). THes#ings, Edmonds (1979) added, stand
“in striking contrast to that of other analysesled EEOS, which have generally concluded
that variability in performance levels from schomischool is only minimally related to
institutional characteristics” (p. 20).

Edmonds (1979) concluded from these research asatiiat there are similar,
identifiable correlates that make schools succésgskducating all students. Subsequently,
Edmonds identified these correlates as strong adtrative leadership, high expectations for
student achievement, a safe and orderly schoolsggh®ve, pupil acquisition of basic skills,
and frequently monitoring of student progress. sehiéve correlates are the basis for
measuring school effectiveness in this study.hértext section, research on each correlate
is examined in greater detail.

Effective Schools Correlates

Strong Administrative Leadership

Edmonds (1979) proclaimed that without strong sthesmership the “elements of
good schooling can neither be brought togethekapt together” (p. 22). Weber’s (1971)
survey of four effective inner-city schools ideigd the importance of school leadership as
well, noting the principal was the person respdeditr setting the tone for the school and

making decisions on instructional strategies (citeHdmonds 1979). Hallinger and Murphy
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(1986) analyzed all of the elementary schools ¢batained both third and sixth grades in
California and supported the same conclusionghitnhspecific study, the researchers were
interested in “analyzing the differences betwee@mtand low-SES effective schools in the
operation of seven school effectiveness varialles334). To identify effective and typical
schools, the researchers used three years ofatsstrdm the California Assessment Program
(CAP) from the 1978-1979, 1979-1980 and 1980-198bal years. Out of the 3,100
elementary schools in California, 16 schools metdtiteria of being above the comparison
band for three consecutive years and with all scab®ve the fifteenth percentile. Only eight
of the sixteen schools were chosen for the studytlaese selected schools represented
communities from low SES to upper SES. The reseasatoncluded that although
instructional leadership should not be the solpaasibility of the principal, the principal is
the “key actor in promoting school-wide instruc@improvements” in these schools (p.
333).

Further, Waters, Marzano, and McNulty’s (2004) gtadted that school leadership
is critical to a school’'s success. The authorgereed the meta-analysis of the Mid-continent
Research for Education and Learning (McREL) sttiighool Leadership that Works”, and
found a positive correlation between effective stheadership and student achievement.
Waters, et al. (2004) documented the findings ftboeMMcREL researchers. They concluded
that “effective leaders understand which schoohglea are most likely to improve student
achievement, what these changes imply for botl ataf community, and how to tailor their
leadership practices accordingly” (p. 49). Of Biekey areas of effective leadership Waters

et al. (2004) define, they determined two key uaas, the focus of change and the order of
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change. Both of these two variables determined ldnetchool leadership had a positive or
negative impact on student achievement. As theoasiiassert, “leaders can act like effective
leaders, but if they fail to guide their school&émd making the correct changes, these
changes are likely to have a diminished or negathgact on student achievement” (p. 50).
Correct changes for school level leadership incler@ation of a safe and orderly school,
parent and community involvement, professionalisith eollegiality, goal setting and proper
feedback, and a viable and guaranteed curricuMraters et al. (2004) surmised that such
alternatives have less to do with the actual chaisgé but more with how the stakeholders
view this change. The authors suggest these semoied changes, alternatives that focus on
changes to current routines or values, must invalvstakeholders working together for the
change to be effective. Therefore, Waters et@llagn, effective leadership is required to
implement these types of changes successfully:

Before principals can be strong educational legdaree conditions must be present
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1982, 1985; Murphy, Hallinge&, Peterson, 1985). First,
district decision makers must reduce the barrieas keep principals from performing
their instructional leadership role. Second, undional leadership must be defined in
terms of observable practices and behaviors thatipals can implement. Third,
assessment methods must generate reliable, vaicbdanstructional leadership
behavior and provide information principals can ustheir professional
development. (p. 55)

In their 1990 study, Heck, Larsen, and Marcoulidesument how researchers can

measure principals’ effectiveness. Their theoattmcodel explains how the principal
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governs the internal and external political enumnemts of their school. This governance
directly affects instructional implementation belwais, the school climate, and instructional
organization. Heck, Larsen, and Marcoulides (198@icated, “the principal’s role in
establishing a strong climate and instructionabargation is precisely the area that strongly
predicts school achievement in our model” (pp. 118). Waters, Marzano, and McNulty’'s
(2004) study further explained the impact an effeckeader can have on student
achievement. Their analysis “found that the averifect size (expressed in correlation)
between leadership and student achievement isviibh means that as leadership improves,
so does student achievement” (p. 49).

Wagstaff and Fusarelli’'s (1999) qualitative studyschool leadership among eight
high-performing Hispanic schools in Texas furthepbasized the importance of school
leadership in effective schools. These case studiealed that effective leadership has
unique styles. For instance, some principals viethemselves as facilitators, “whose job
was to get teachers, parents, and students thercesahey needed to achieve success” (p.
21). In addition, effective school leaders wermghhy visible in their schools and had a high
degree of dedication to ensure student successstéfagnd Fusarelli (1999) found that
effective leaders built trust among the schookksholders and understood the learning
styles of both the students and staff. Finallg, thsearchers discovered that school
administrators recognized and respected the piofedgudgment of teachers through which
they understood the “teacher staffs were the kesghmol effectiveness” and provided them

with the “autonomy necessary to do their jobs eivety” (p. 22).
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High Expectations for Student Achievement

In addition to a strong instructional leader, Ede®(1979) suggested that effective
school staffs believed and demonstrated thatadlestts could attain mastery of essential
skills. While it may seem obvious that teacherd staff should believe that all students can
learn, a large body of research suggests thap#nedigm is not widely shared, particularly
with respect to students of color (Valencia, 19@alenzuela, 1999).

However, Scheurich and Skrla’s (2003) qualitater@ew of effective schools
research suggested that effective schools cange@li students with an equitable and
excellent education. They suggested that in theds where equitable and excellent
education is evident, certain qualities exist. iRgstance, the staff members of these schools
believe an equitable and excellent education imstatients is possible. Moreover, these
school staffs have academic standards within gmedi curriculum. Similarly, the
instructional climate within these schools exenigdithe need for high expectations and the
respect for cultural differences. The authors tbtirat these schools use data to make
informed decisions about creating a more equitedaming environment and use
accountability measures to assess whether studentsarning the school’s standards and
curriculums.

Scheurich and Skrla (2003) observed that in alktiieols they visited, the staff
members reportedly had high expectations for steidents. However, the student test
results from some schools suggest otherwise. As8h and Skrla suggested, there are
discernable differences among schools that belretggh expectations and the schools that

actually hold students accountable for meeting etgt®ns. For instance, Scheurich and
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Skrla described these schools as places whereidéirgs are experiencing “high and
equitable success” and where school staffs “tralyeha climate of high expectations and
respect for their students that permeates all éspéschool life” (p. 47). The researchers
explained further that such expectations are tea@dlfrom the school’'s mission statement
and serves as the central focus of the teacherssi@om.

Additionally, Scheurich and Skrla’s (2003) researuaticated that this climate of high
expectations and respect does not mean “loweretkata expectations or avoidance of
content areas in which children may need the mosk’fp. 47). Rather, it means teachers
who have high expectations for their students #eshigddren “from an assets-based
viewpoint and expect them to learn challenging aoad content” (p. 47). Scheurich and
Skrla’s findings also indicated that quality teashwho successfully meet the needs of their
diverse populations are “persistent and relentlefiading a way” for children to succeed (p.
48).

Levine’s (1990) summary of the studynusually effective schoofkevine &

Lezotte, 1990), supports the findings of Scheuaictl Skrla (2003). Levine’s conclusions
from this comprehensive overview of the researceidooted since 1985 on unusually
effective schools insists the key prerequisitesftdctive schools include an “insistence that
faculty, students, and other parties take respaoitgitor improvement, persistence in doing
what must be done to attain high standards, anlieres in moving forward despite
discouraging obstacles and developments” (p. 5B&ynolds and Teddlie (2000) found
consistent themes in their review of the effectighools literature as well. They concluded

that “virtually every review of the topic mentiotige importance of this factor [high
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expectations for low SES students], whether BritisButch ... or American (cited in
Marzano, 2003, p. 36). Reynolds and Teddlie (2@@@) that goals for students are much
clearer when the teachers effectively communicagle éxpectations (Marzano, 2003).

Furthermore, Wagstaff and Fusarelli’'s (1999) figdiralso support the view of
holding all stakeholders, parents, students arftitsthigh expectations. Their findings
revealed that “each school held itself accountables campus improvement plan and was
willing to take whatever steps necessary to achieegoals set by the committee” (p. 28).
As noted by one principal in Wagstaff and Fusdsediiudy, “we have to make them [the
students] believe in themselves because we bdlethem. These kids are just as smart.
All children can learn but at a different pace” 27).

Safe and Orderly Environment

In Edmonds’ (1979) review of the effective schddkrature, he noted effective
school environments were “orderly without beingdjgyuiet without being repressive, and
generally conducive to instructional business adhgp. 22). From his analysis of this
research, Edmonds (1979) suggested that a saferdedy school moves beyond creating an
environment that is free from the threat or exiseeaf physical harm. Edmonds (1979)
insisted that a safe and orderly school environmaat includes an environment that is
conducive to meeting student needs as well. Sa@ngironment includes both teachers and
students being intellectually safe (respectedHerdifts they possess), emotionally safe
(feeling of belonging and emphasis on positiveti@teships), and socially safe (providing

socialization experiences for both students anchies) (Connors, 2000).
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A significant body of research conducted after Eddsd study tends to agree with
this assessment (e.g., Lezotte, 1991). For ingtdhe research not only identified the
importance of a safe environment for studentsamlebut for teachers to teach as well. As
Lezotte (1991) explained in his review of the saf@erly schools correlate, the second
generation of this correlate focuses on desiredvielhs for students, such as cooperative
learning groups. The intent of these behaviorgeastte (1991) described, is for students to
help one another. However, in order for the sttglemwork together, the teachers must first
model this collaborative working relationship (Laeece Lezotte, 1991). This requires a
significant change in traditional teacher behaamsay from working in isolation to working
in groups, as teachers, as teams, both within ermgs grade levels.

Wagstaff and Fusarelli (1999) noted the presena®kdborative working
relationships among staffs in their study of effezschools. The researchers explained
there was a high degree of “coordinated plannirdy@mmunication among teachers and
staff” in the effective schools (p. 20). Such abbration, Wagstaff and Fusarelli (1999)
found, extended to peer reviews to promote “effecteaching strategies and techniques
among the staff” (p. 20).

Similarly, Scheurich and Skrla (2003) found the sawidence in their review of
effective schools. They argued that the way effectchools go about achieving results is
through “shared responsibility, democratic decisimaking, and collaborative planning and
instruction” (p. 55). Deborah Meier (2002) recdlmilar characteristics of teacher
collaboration in her school experiences at Ceiteak East and Mission Hill. Meier (2002)

wrote, “taking responsibility for oneself and on&lsas is not a bad shorthand definition of
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being educated. So becoming skillful at gettirgidlationship right for learning among the
faculty and learning how to be both critical angiegeiative of each other is not a distraction
but the core of what kids can learn from keepingngany with us” (p. 76).

Louis and Marks (1998) questioned what effectgtiodessional community would
have on classroom organization and on student\zamient. Their quantitative findings
from eight elementary, eight middle, and eight hsghools suggested that when
organizations of teachers work in ways that pronpotdessional community, there is a
positive correlation between the “positive relasibip with the organization of classrooms
for learning and the academic performance of stistiép. 558)

Teacher Efficacy in the Safe and Orderly Environtnen

As research by Louis and Marks (1998) suggestheracvorking as teams set
examples for students to model in their learniBgch collaboration can also be an effective
mechanism by which school leadership can promdéetefe change in a school’s structure.
One such way is through school leadership teamszdia, Walters, and McNulty (2005)
suggest that strong leadership teams can pronuubladorative from an individual to a team
of individuals, a purposeful community is developdthin the school. The researchers add
that this purposeful community is “one with theleotive efficacy and capability to develop
and use assets to accomplish goals that mattdrdoramunity members through agreed
upon processes. In simple terms, collective effiaa the shared belief that “we can make a
difference™ (p. 99).

Flecknoe (2005) concludes that moving toward ¢hsnge in teacher behaviors can

be a method of school improvement. However, sheesrthat before schools make
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organizational working environment. They note @sichool leadership shifts changes,
more “building the capacity that exposed teachessith forces for change” is needed first
(p- 440). Flecknoe insists that such changes parse from the desire of the teacher to
improve. Ross and Gray (June 2006) argue thatrdmsformational leadership style which
encourages teachers to deepen their dedicatiomtoand elevate their goals results in a
positive impact on collective efficacy and ovesadhool improvement. Ross and Gray
(2006) conclude that “the leadership-efficacy ielaghip matters because of the well-
established connection between collective teadifieaey and student achievement” (p.
192).

York-Barr, et. al.(2006) agree that reflective pi@es among collaborative teachers
can build a higher sense of individual and collecefficacy. From their research on
effective practice for continuous learning theyges that as teachers see their actions
making positive change, individual efficacy buildark-Barr et. al. (2006) reveal that “as
the internal capacities of teachers to learn ankkenagpositive difference are recognized and
harnessed, a collective sense of efficacy and erapoent emerges” (p. 14). Such
empowerment results in school reform aimed at cingngjassroom pedagogy that focuses
on student and teacher learning.

Goodard, Hoy, and Hoy (2004) analysis of the ctiNe efficacy research revealed
there is also a correlation between teacher effieac productive teaching practices. Their
findings indicate that the “connection betweeneauilve efficacy beliefs and student
outcomes depend in part on the reciprocal relatimssamong these collective efficacy

beliefs, teachers’ personal sense of efficacy heat professional practice, and teachers’
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influence over instructionally relevant school deans” (p. 3). Moreover, the authors note
that teachers with high perceptions of self cajiglignd “to employ classroom strategies
that are more organized and better planned, stugeréred, and humanistic” (p. 4). The
results of these finding prove further the linkvoegén positive teacher efficacy and higher
student achievement.

Research by Marks and Louis (1997) on teacher ampoent and school reform
also links the connection of teacher empowermethdaffects of pedagogical quality and
student academic performance. They conclude thatschool level analyses support the
theory that faculty empowerment, especially inititermediate domains of students’ school
experiences and teacher work life and overall dloffluence result in greater school-wide
attention to instruction and student learning”dp9). Such analysis infers that a school’'s
organization can influence instruction. Dembo &iloson (1985) on teacher efficacy
corroborates the findings of Marks and Louis. Theview of the research concluded by
saying teachers with higher levels of self efficatgintained higher academic standards for
their students, had clearer expectations, and lyadader focus on their instruction. These
collective efficacy beliefs, Goddard, Hoy, and H&004) explain, “in turn, foster
commitment to school goals and gains in studenteaement” (p. 10). As such, as school
leaders seek to build a capacity for change, fir@mary focus should be on teacher efficacy
as this element of the school improvement procassah impact on both student

achievement and organization structure.
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Students and th®afe and Orderly Environment.

Not only do teachers need a safe environment to grofessionally and be effective
practitioners, students must also have a similaire@nment for learning. Cheng’s (1994)
guantitative cross-sectional survey of 678 sixtidgrclassrooms in 190 primary schools in
Hong Kong suggested that a good classroom envirohisdighly correlated with student
performance. As Cheng (1994) explained in hisifigd, effective classroom environments
consist of teachers that “care for students, panabn to teaching, do not use force or
punishment, but do create a good classroom climgletheir professional knowledge,
personal morality, and personality” (p. 8). Furti@heng’s (1994) findings supported the
notion that “teachers can shape the social andgadyenvironment in the classroom and so
improve student educational performance” (p. 8).

In addition, student engagement is a key ingredi@nteating a classroom
environment conducive to learning. As Finn and Ilo@.993) suggested in their study of
6,488 eighth graders from 758 public schools, eageamt is a key to improved learning
outcomes. The researchers revealed that not enllyedcharacteristics of the structural
environment (school size, racial/ethnic populatiplay an important role in student
engagement, but the regulatory environment (rigiiitschool procedures) also contributes
to student engagement. Such engagement is artiakaatecedent to student outcomes
(Finn & Voelkl, 1993).

Schlechty (2002), founder and CEO of the CentetL&adership in School Reform,
agreed with the importance of student engagemdatemphasized that real improvements

can only occur as authentic engagement incregdgdechty (2002) emphasized that for
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students to be authentically engaged in a taskagegnment must have a clear meaning and
immediate value to the student. Similarly, Rey&sgjbner, and Scribner’s (1999) study of
effective schools along the Texas border regiompstpd the need for teachers to
incorporate student interests in their teachinthefcurriculum. Their findings show that a
culturally responsive pedagogy is one of four mdjarensions of a learning community
used as an effective strategy to meet their ststdaaeds. As Alicia Scribner (1999) notes in
the introduction, “perhaps the most powerful firglpertaining directly to classroom
learning was the incorporation of students’ intey@sd experiences, the ‘funds of
knowledge’ they bring with them into the learnination, whether it is reading, writing,
mathematics, or other subject areas” (p. 14). $esbarch confirms that teacher pedagogy
centered on student interest can equate to higiagleanic outcomes.

Acquisition of Basic Skills

As stated earlier, Edmonds viewed the acquisitidvesic skills as a necessary
component needed to provide equitable educatigrdrbunities for all students. Readers
who have educational experience may deduce the“tasic skills” as meaning the
proficiency needed by students to meet minimal ergsh a specific grade or subject.
However, Edmonds defines such skills as those netedenable a student to access
successfully the next level of schooling.

In order for schools to be equitable, there needseta similar focus on the specific
skills needed to make the next level of schooliogeasible for all students. Scheurich and
Skrla (2003) argued that implementation of these@uum standards helps obtain equitable

and excellent schools. They concluded, “the idda create a whole educational system in
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which all educators explicitly know specifically atithey need to accomplish to be
successful with all their students” (p. 31). Edu®1(1986) believes reliance on curriculum
standards will ensure all students are acquiriegotisic skills necessary for success.
Edmonds stated that “teachers in effective schoatsake it clear that they are working with
a minimum academic prerequisite and that they evgaasrybody to achieve it. They may
expect variability in pupil performance, but they bt expect any significant number of
children of any race or social class will fail terdonstrate minimum mastery” (p. 99, cited in
Scheurich & Skrla [2003], p. 31). Such standagt$eurich and Skrla (2003) argued, have
enabled effective schools to be highly successiill all students.

In Haycock, Craig, and Huang's (2001) review of tla¢ional data for high poverty
schools, they described how clear and public stalsdserve as important tools for raising
expectations for ineffective schools. These reseas noted such standards will serve as a
“guide-for teachers, administrators, parents, andents themselves-to what knowledge and
skills are critical for students to master” (p. 2).

However, standards alone are not the only fabi@rénables students to acquire basic
skills. As Marzano (2003) suggested, a guarara@edviable curriculum also has an impact
on student achievement. Marzano (2003) explaitssthools must identify essential versus
supplemental content and ensure that the esseatitdnt is sequenced appropriately and can
be adequately addressed in the instructional tvadable” (p. 34). Lezotte’s (1991)
findings concurred those of Marzano (2003). Lez(i091) indicates one important
characteristic of effective schools is their wifjimess to “declare that some things are more

important than others; they are willing to abandome less important content so as to be
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able to have enough time dedicated to those adneasite valued the most” (p. 4). Such
focus allows for maximization of time spent on \ewcurriculum and meeting the specific
needs of diverse learners.

Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress

In Edmonds’ (1978, 1979, 1986) review of the efiextchools research, he noted
that all effective schools implemented some forrmefsurement of pupil progress towards
instructional objectives, and this data was reaalgilable to administrators, teachers, and
staff that allowed them to be constantly awareugfilprogress on the instructional
objectives. Wagstaff and Fusarelli’'s (1999) stoflfexas border schools found monitoring
of student test scores to be an effective appraachising student achievement. The staff
members used student data from the Texas Assessim&cddemic Skills to provide
feedback on student performance and to developd@fapplan of strategies to aid in student
improvement. Furthermore, Scheurich and Skrla32discussed the advantages of a school
staff disaggregating student performance data gir@quity audits. They noted, “you
analyze where the inequities are, devise intergasfiimplement these, evaluate the
intervention results, and repeat the process @dst@rogress is not evident” (p. 95).

As Marzano (2003) suggested, student monitorimgilshbe ongoing rather than
relying solely on summative feedback. Marzano @@fted Black and William'’s (1998)
review of the research on assessment. As statéthizano, Black and William concluded
that formative, on-going assessment improves lagras noted through the gains in
achievement. However, Marzano (2003) warned, “gbBeschool employs assessments that

are specific to the curriculum actually taughtahnot accurately determine how well its
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students are learning” (p. 38). Therefore, adstiators and teachers must assess those
skills actually taught within the curriculum.

Schmoker and Wilson (1995) wrote that “if you caeasure the impact of a process,
or some aspect of it, you can improve it” (p. 6Zhese authors studied several schools
across the country that applied W. Edwards Demimgtal Quality Management principles.
Their findings suggested that schools using theseiples to improve every aspect of their
system to achieve better results led to significacrteases in student achievement. As
Schmoker and Wilson suggested, ordinary school&€xpact the same results if they follow
two principles: “regular collaboration on well-dedid, measurable student performance goals
and frequent monitoring of progress that enablasseto share concrete insights and adjust
processes toward better results” (p. 63). As tlaesieors indicated, the teamwork identified
in the schools that were making significant prognesnained focused and results-oriented.

Charlene Cobb’s (2004) research indicated thesdoban a change in the approach to
instruction in effective teachers and schools indohool district and other districts that she
serves. She noted that “four strategies are demsig found in classrooms and schools that
have a commitment to change and increased achiewdarall students: differentiating,
interacting, monitoring, and extended time for teag” (Cobb, 2004). As Cobb indicated,
monitoring allows teachers and schools to maximstaéent learning. She explained that in
effective schools formal and informal monitoringypides teachers and administrators with
information that will enable them to modify and anhe instructional delivery and selection
of instructional programs. The key, as Cobb wrsteharing this information with the

students so they can take a more responsiblerrdkeeir learning.
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Lee and Gavine (2003) concurred that studentsldh®ua part of the monitoring
process. Their quantitative study of 56 seven gé&ds in a large inner city primary school
allowed them to assess whether goal-setting afiegaluative practices brought about any
educational improvements in their spelling and puaitton. Lee and Gavine’s (2004)
findings revealed “the project was successful isimg pupils’ attainment on spelling and
punctuation scores” (p. 56). As these researatmed, the “spelling success rate was raised
by 60-80% and for punctuation by 70-75%” (p. 5Me3e findings suggested that
“consulting with pupils about their learning goasategies, and progress can have
significant benefits” (p. 57). As such, not onlyes frequent monitoring of student
achievement assist teachers and administratorakmig informed instructional decisions,
but involving the students in this process alsamengges them to take a more responsible
role in their learning as well, thereby, resultingyreater academic success.

Parent/Community Involvement

Throughout the current research on effective s&@averal researchers have labeled
school level factors with headings differing frono$e of Edmonds (Levine, 1990; Lezotte,
1991; Marzano, 2003; Scheerens & Bosker, 1997}.ifstance, Levine (1990) and Lezotte
(1991) equated Edmond’s emphasis of basic skillls afocus on central learning skills.
Marzano (2003) called this correlate “opportunaydarn and time” (p.19). Despite the
name differences, the main school level correlalestified as improving academic
achievement in effective schools relate back tsdhaefined by Edmonds. The one

exception is parent and community involvement.
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Much of the research cited in this review praisesdfforts of effective schools in
forging a collaborative relationship with parerite{otte, 1991; Marzano, 2003; Meier,
2002; Reyes et al., 1999; Scheurich & Skrla, 2@3ilechty, 2002; Wagstaff & Fusarelli,
1999). In Edmonds’ (1979) review of the Brookosaad Lezotte (1979) study, he indicated
there was no clear difference in the level of pairvolvement between the improving and
declining schools. However, Edmonds (1979) did oite difference in these schools: the
level of parent-initiated involvement was greatethe improving schools.

Lezotte (1991) emphasized that in effective schpalents understand and support
the mission and vision of the school. Likewisagpas are welcomed to play important roles
to ensure the school achieves its goals. Howéeziotte (1991) pointed out from his
literature review that effective schools can adégjyaneet the needs of students without
extraordinary efforts from parents. Although henétd, parent support facilitates the
school’s success. Lezotte (1991) indicated anesutithrelationship between the parents and
the schools must exist in the future. Finally, e explained that in order to create a
successful relationship, both schools and pareot trust and communicate, “[they] have
the same goal-an effective school and home farhaliiren” (p. 4).

Similarly, Scheurich and Skrla (2003) argued tleaiosls must forge a deep
collaboration with parents and the community. ddeo to foster such collaboration, schools
need to shed the stereotypical view of partnershgpschools taking the primary role in the
educational process while the parents providedkersdary support. As these researchers

suggested, collaboration in effective schools idekithe parents and community members
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getting involved in all aspects of schooling, “fraeaching and curriculum to discipline and
organizational structure” (p. 120).

Comer and Haynes’ (1991) findings concurred withearich and Skrla’s (2003)
assessment of parent and school relationships. d$ssrted that effective schools have
successful parent involvement programs becausestteegyart of the overall school
improvement process. Their study of two elemensahools in New Haven, Connecticut,
each with poor school climate, demonstrated howfattive parent program could play an
integral part in increasing student achievemeng fEsearchers clearly stated that an
effective parent program changes the overall egoiloghese schools. For instance, the
researchers explained the parent program in thedysvas designed “to enable the parents
and staffs to work together to aid the social depelent of students and to motivate them to
achieve well both socially and academically” (p2R7Their observations from their study
supported the findings that parent programs wost bet only when based on child
development concerns, but also when parents aodve in the overall school improvement
process. If well constructed and implemented réisearchers add, “parent programs... [can]
provide the linkage between home, community, ahdaicthat is essential to the healthy
growth and development of children” (p. 277).

Griffith’s (1996) quantitative study supported Caraed Haynes’ findings that
parent programs work best when parents are a ptré @verall school improvement
process. Griffith surveyed parents in 42 elemgntahools representing a large suburban
school district to assess the relationship betviieem perception of parent involvement and

empowerment and student academic performance fifddiags from Griffith’s survey
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indicated “schools having higher levels of paremtablvement and empowerment also had
higher student CRT scores” (p. 38).

Stephen Sheldon (2003) studied how the relationsétiween the quality of school,
family, and community relationship can affect stuidgerformance on Maryland’s state
achievement test. The quantitative findings from 82 elementary schools reveal “an
important link between schools’ efforts to meetlidmges to improve family and community
involvement and higher levels of student perfornegamic state achievement tests” (p. 160).
As he explained, the analysis of the data asdsatsstich collaboration is even more
important with younger students. Sheldon’s findiegncluded, “schools’ efforts to involve
parents are more strongly related to student aemewt in the lower elementary grades” (p.
161). As such, this study provides evidence tblabsl programs designed to involve parents
in schools could be a useful reform strategy tesagsraising student achievement.

Similarly, William Jeynes’ (2003) meta-analysisadf studies revealed parent
involvement also has a greater impact on acadechiexement among minority students. In
his study, Jeynes identified the specifics comptmehparent involvement. Jeynes writes:

These specific components include the extent t@hvparents communicated with

their children about school, whether parents chatkeir children’s homework,

parental expectations for the academic succedgeofchildren, whether parents
encouraged their children to do outside readingtiwr parents attended or
participated in school functions, the extent tochhthere were household rules
regarding school and/or leisure activities, parenstyles and warmth, and other

specific measures of parental involvement. (p. 206)
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Several patterns emerged from Jeynes’ analysisariyn12,000 subjects. First, the
effect of parent involvement was consistent acadlssces. As Jeynes explains, “the effect
sizes for parent involvement were more than fontht® of a standard deviation for studies
that had either most or all African American papants” (p. 213). The same held true for
Asian Americans and Latinos as well. As Jeynesnesptalthough the effects of parental
involvement were apparent for all the racial groupder the study, it is also clear that the
effects of parental involvement were greater fane@roups more than for others” (p. 214).
As Jeynes explained, African American students fiedefrom all types of parent
involvement. This parent involvement included paiavolvement in various grade levels,
teacher rating of parental support, student tesis effect on student academic behaviors and
attitudes. Interestingly, Latino Americans studdmnefited more from parent involvement
than did Asian Americans.

Comer and Haynes (1991) concluded parent involvémiinoecome an increasingly
important component in raising student achievem@stsuggested in their study, parent
involvement is now “widely accepted as desirablé aven essential to effective schooling”
(p- 272). The role for schools is to define theetgb parent involvement needed to meet the
needs of all students. As Jeynes (2003) sugge$tether research is needed to examine
why it is that particular kinds of parental involment are especially beneficial for certain
racial groups” (p. 215). The more social scieatistow about the impact parent
involvement has on student achievement, the mdrecds and parents can benefit (Jeynes,

2003).
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Summary of the Literature Review

This literature review covers the effective schontsvement and the correlates of
effective schools that arose from the researcte nilgjor conclusions of this literature
review are that schools do matter, school effecsesaident in student achievement, and the
five correlates of effective schools identified Bgmonds (1979) and others have remained
remarkably consistent over time.

As a result of the punitive consequences of theCNitd Left Behind legislation,
school administrators whose schools are failingié®t the standards of this law are looking
for systematic reform strategies to incorporattheir school improvement plans. The
strategies included in these plans should be higJdigg and research-based. According to
the research on effective schools presented ifithiature review, these plans should
include the effective school correlates.

The research presented also notes that implememtgacademic programs requires
a substantial amount of planning and collaboratimong the school’s students, parents, and
faculty. However, the accountability research doatssuggest for a systematic overhaul of a
school to include all six effective school correkatdentified in this review. Rather, the best
success in improving academic achievement has mttuhen these stakeholders only
focused on two or three high-yield strategies (ltezd 991). The research does conclude
that principal leadership and the views of changeray staff members play an important
role in school improvement success (e.g., Edmalfi&)). As such, the purpose of this study
is to assess the beliefs of teachers about whfektafe school correlates they feel have the

greatest impact on improving student achievem&hte research questions to be explored
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along with the researcher’s hypotheses will beutised in the next chapter describing the

study design.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Introduction

Meeting the academic needs of all students hastegaramount since the enactment of
No Child Left Behind legislation. Schools that flmlmeet this legislation’s benchmark
standards continuously search for systematic clsatogmeet this complex challenge. Over
the last three decades, the effective schools rdseearly identifies six distinct school-
level factors that have a direct impact on studehievement: strong administrative
leadership, high expectations for student achiewenaesafe and orderly school atmosphere,
pupil acquisition of basic skills, frequently maming of student progress, and parent and
community involvement. The purpose of this stugltoi assess the beliefs of teachers about
which effective school correlates they feel havedheatest impact on improving student
achievement. This chapter describes the reseaodeqbures utilized for this study. A
description of the research design, sample, sunstsument, data collection, and data
analysis are included.
Research Questions

As shown in Table 3.1, this study proposes sevsfabtheses to answer three research

guestions related to teachers’ perceptions ofrtiportance of correlates.
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Table 3.1

Hypotheses

Research Questions

Hypotheses

RQ1: Which effective schools correlates
do teachers perceive as most important
to improving student achievement?

RQ2: What teacher characteristics will
be related to how teachers perceive the
importance of the effective schools
correlates?

Hypothesis 1: The ranking of the means of
each effective schools correlate as
perceived by teachers to have an impact on
student achievement will correspond to the
ranking as identified by Marzano’s (2003)
comparison of school-level factors across
researchers.

Hypothesis 2a: Teachers in schools with a
low percentage of economically
disadvantaged students will perceive safe
and orderly schools to be more important to
improving student achievement than
teachers in schools with a high percentage
of economically disadvantaged students.

Hypothesis 2b: Teachers in schools with a
low percentage of economically
disadvantaged students will perceive
parental involvement to be more important
to improving student achievement than
teachers in schools with a high percentage
of economically disadvantaged students.

Hypothesis 2c: Teachers who have more
than 5 years of teaching experience will
perceive that a strong emphasis on
academics are less important to improving
student achievement than teachers who
have less than 5 years of teaching
experience.

Hypothesis 2d: Teachers who have more
than 5 years of teaching experience will
perceive that high expectations for student
achievement are less important to
improving student achievement than
teachers who have less than 5 years of
teaching experience.
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Table 3.1 Continued

RQ3: What school characteristics will Hypothesis 3a: Teachers in the elementary
be related to how teachers perceive the | school setting will report higher levels of
importance of the effective schools beliefs for the correlate of high

correlates? expectations for student achievement on

student achievement than their middle
school counterparts.

Hypothesis 3b: Teachers in the elementary
school setting will report higher levels of
beliefs for the correlate of high expectation
on student achievement than their high
school counterparts.

Hypothesis 3c: Teachers in the elementary
school setting will report higher levels of
beliefs for the correlate of strong emphasis
on student achievement than their middle
school counterparts.

Research Question JA number of school reform studies have found tchbsls
account for more variance in student achievemenrt tnedited in early studies on school
improvement reform. Over the last thirty-five ygaffective schools research supports
Edmonds’ findings and maintains that these scheadllfactors are evident in schools that
successfully meet the needs of all of their stuigleResearchers have even gone as far as
ranking these correlates by their importance (Mawz2003; Scheerens & Bosker, 1997).
As Marzano (2003) indicates, the Scheerens anddd@skanking was the first of its kind
and significantly increased our understanding efd¢bhool-level factors associated with
enhanced academic achievement” (p. 17). The mmetlysis by Marzano (2003) has

compared all school-level correlates across reeess@nd have ranked them by order of
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impact on student achievement. The ranking ottheelates are identified in Table 3.2.
The meta-analysis of the research would suggesthitbaanking of the impact of school-
level factors would be consistent from school toost. However, Marzano (2003)
concluded if the correlates have a “nonlinear retesthip with achievement, it could mean
that it is highly important to achievement up tpant where the relationship tapers off” (p.
20). As such, school leaders should not view titofa that fall at the bottom of the ranking
as not critical in raising student achievementthRa it should be noted that the correlates
only affects student achievement to a certain pdine first research question of this study
involves understanding teachers’ perceptions ofrtiportance of these correlates.

Table 3.2

Ranking of Effective School Correlates by Orddngdact on Student Achievement.
The School-Level Factors Rank

Guaranteed and Viable Curriculum

(Emphasis on Basis Skills) 1
Challenging Goals and Effective Feedback

(High Expectations and Frequent Monitoring of Stniderogress) 2
Parental and Community Involvement 3
Safe and Orderly Environment 4

Collegiality and Professionalism
(Strong Administrative Leadership) 5

Hypothesis 2a.Edmonds (1979) insisted that a safe and ordeHgd environment
also includes an environment that is conducive éeting student needs as well. As Finn
and Voelkl (1993) suggest, characteristics of thectural environment (school size,

racial/ethnic population) play an important rolestndent engagement, but the regulatory
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environment (rigidity in school procedures) alsatributes to student engagement. Such
engagement is an essential antecedent to studeainoes (Finn & Voelkl, 1993). In

addition to the rules and regulations of the schGohnors (2000) also indicates that a safe
and orderly school environment must include bo#ithers and students being intellectually
safe (respected for the gifts they possess), emaitjosafe (feeling of belonging and
emphasis on positive relationships), and socialfg $providing socialization experiences for
both students and teachers). Other researchergi(\N2€02; Scheurich & Skrla, 2003;
Wagstaff & Fusarelli, 1999) support the notion ogive working relationships. They
conclude the presence of collaborative workingti@ships among staffs in effective
schools also results in higher student achievement.

Hypothesis 2a: Teachers in schools with a low pencage of economically
disadvantaged students will perceive safe and ordgrschools to be more important to
improving student achievement than teachers in sclods with a high percentage of
economically disadvantaged students.

Hypothesis 2bThe literature review has noted the efforts of @ffe schools in
forging a collaborative relationship with parerite{otte, 1991; Marzano, 2003; Meier,
2002; Reyes et al., 1999; Scheurich & Skrla, 2@3ilechty, 2002; Wagstaff & Fusarelli,
1999). Lezotte (1991) emphasized that in effectti@ools parents understand and support
the mission and vision of the school. Likewiseagpas are welcomed to play important roles
to ensure the school achieves its goals. Whilette1991) admits that parental support
facilitates school success, he is also notes frigriitarature review that effective schools can

adequately meet the needs of students withoutaxiraary efforts from parents.
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Scheurich and Skrla (2003) argued that schools fotge a deep collaboration with
parents and the community by shedding the steraatiyyiew of partnerships as schools
taking the primary role in the educational proogkse the parents provide the secondary
support. These researchers found that effectivedsisuccessfully collaborated with parents
and community members getting involved in all aspet schooling, “from teaching and
curriculum to discipline and organizational struetu(p. 120).

Such collaboration has equated to higher test samreachievement testing. Stephen
Sheldon (2003) studied how the relationship betwbkemuality of school, family, and
community relationship can affect student perforogaon Maryland’s state achievement
test. The quantitative findings from the 82 eletagnschools Sheldon reviewed reveal “an
important link between schools’ efforts to meetligrgges to improve family and community
involvement and higher levels of student perfornegamic state achievement tests” (p. 160).

In effective schools, not only can parent involveitnaise student achievement
scores, it also beneficial for all races. Jeymesilysis of nearly 12,000 subjects revealed
several patterns. For instance, the effect ofrgan&olvement was consistent across all
races. As Jeynes explains, “the effect sizesdoem involvement were more than four
tenths of a standard deviation for studies thatéatkeer most or all African American
participants” (p. 213). The same held true forasshmericans and Latinos as well. As
Jeynes reports, “although the effects of parentallvement were apparent for all the racial
groups under the study, it is also clear that tfexcts of parental involvement were greater
for some groups more than for others” (p. 214).J8gnes explained, African American

students benefited from all types of parent involeat. This parent involvement included
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parent involvement in various grade levels, teacatng of parental support, student tests,
and effect on student academic behaviors and @gstu

Hypothesis 2b: Teachers in schools with a low peratage of economically
disadvantaged students will perceive parental inveement in schools to be more
important to improving student achievement than teahers in schools with a high
percentage of economically disadvantaged students.

Hypothesis 2c-d.In a collaborative school improvement model, tessh
willingness to implement new pedagogy to improwglent achievement is crucial. Ghaith
and Yaghi (1997) note in their study that certaanables were identified with teachers’
willingness to implement new strategies. Theyevfitariables include teachers’ perceptions
of the importance and difficulty of implementinghmvations and teachers’ experience and
sense of efficacy” (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997, p. 458s such it becomes important to note
what influences teachers’ attitudes toward newrurcsional practices.

Brousseau et al.’s (1998) findings of the experitakechanges in teachers’ beliefs
reveal that “experience of working in and beingoaessible for one’s own classroom has a
measurable impact on the individual beliefs” (p). 3&ey conclude that the more experience
a teacher has in the classroom the more likely #ineyto believe that schools should act as
change agents. However, research by Monk (1994)tev¢ and Daugherty (2007) and
Gahaith and Yaghi (1997) suggests otherwise. Muamicluded that teacher preparation data
(which includes experience) provides limited infation to those seeking useful information
on improving pupil performance. Wolters and Daugh&€007) further indicate that

“development and maturity as a teacher do not agpeaclude a movement toward
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instructional practices, policies, or proceduresoamted with fostering what many consider
a more adaptive motivational climate in the clagerd(p. 189). Ghaith and Yaghi (1997)
expand upon these findings. They too suggest ézaotperience is not correlated with
implementation of new programs. Their findings dade that “teachers’ experience was
negatively correlated with their sense of generathing efficacy and to their ratings of the
importance of implementing instructional innovatidp. 454).

Similar studies reveal that teacher experience doesecessarily translate into
improved student achievement. Croninger et &097) findings from their study of teacher
gualifications and early learning indicate thatitgnts taught by veteran teachers with more
than five or more years of experience...have no adganover students taught by teachers
with more than two but less than five years of eigmee” (p. 320). As such, data from the
literature suggests that teaching experience magexwessarily correlate with higher student
achievement or self-efficacy toward their teaching.

Hypothesis 2c-d: Teachers with more than 5 years ¢éaching experience will
perceive that a strong emphasis on academics andghiexpectations for student
achievement are less important to improving studenachievement than teachers who
have less than 5 years of teaching experience.

Hypotheses 3a-dThe effective schools correlates discussed initheature review
relate primarily to school level factors. Marzg2003) indicated that looking at the school-
level factors alone as “having a unitary and cdesisimpact on student achievement”
maybe interpreting the literature too broadly (p). 7Good and Brophy (1986) suggest that

these “studies of large samples of schools yielaoirtant profiles of more and less
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successful schools, but these are group averagem#y or may not describe how a single
effective teacher actually behaves in a particeftactive school” (p. 588). Marzano
calculated that “schooling accounts for 20 percéithe variance in student achievement.
However, in [his] synthesis of the research, [Hep dound that about 67 percent of this
effect is due to the effect of individual teacheg. 73-74). Teacher level factors affecting
student achievement include instructional straggilassroom management, and classroom
curriculum design.

As students move from the elementary setting tesdoendary level, issues of student
motivation tend to become a variable that affettident achievement. Anderman and Maehr
(Anderman & Maehr, Summer 1994) acknowledge thatvaton becomes a problem at the
middle grades level. They suggest that “while ingat at all ages and stages, issues of
motivation have a degree of uniqueness and ceytaiapecial sense of urgency about them
during the middle grades” (p. 287). The variableted by Anderman and Maehr that affect
student motivation include student achievementektdblish career paths and consequences
and authority over behavior choices. As such, tlenclude that “the literature supports the
view of decreased investment in academic activérasincreased investment in
nonacademic activities during the middle schoolyeg. 228). As a result, many
researchers note that expectancies for acadentgessiare higher in the elementary school
setting than the secondary school (Marsh, 198% M, 1979; Stipek, 1984).

The developmental changes occurring during theesdeht years can be attributed to
school structure changes in the transition froomeletary to secondary schools (Anderman

& Maehr, 1994). Consequently, Anderman and Maele,{fa number of motivational
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researchers suggest that differences in the iriginad practices and educational policies
between elementary and middle schools often apphogriate for maintaining the
motivation and investment of students after thediteon’ (p. 289). Midgley, Anderman, and
Hicks’ (1995) study on student motivation and tlbalgheory perspective revealed that
“middle school teachers feel significantly lessadtious than elementary teachers do” (p.
106). As noted by the authors, this is importadduse “teacher efficacy has been linked to
students’ self-perceptions, student achievementsancessful implementation of curriculum
motivations” (Midgley et al., 1995).

Marzano’s (2003) review of the research revealsshment motivation is linked to
the drives of success and fear of failure. Und@ding these tendencies, Marzano indicates
this could adversely affect instructional practioéseachers. He notes that “students who
are failure avoidant are not motivated to engageein tasks because failure incurs negative
affect. This makes classroom motivation quite diffi, particularly where the teacher is
trying to establish high standards” (p. 145). T™wies with student motivation at the
secondary level could lead teachers to not holdestis to same standards as their elementary
counterparts.

Hypothesis 3a-b: Teachers in the elementary schosétting will perceive the
correlates of high expectations for student achieweent and strong emphasis on student
achievement as more important than their middle anchigh school counterparts.

Research Design
This quasi-experimental study examines how effecsishools correlates are

perceived by teachers. This study is non-experiaié@cause the researcher “has no
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experimental control over the subjects” valueshtenfactors that can influence the variable
of interest in the study (Agresti & Finlay, 19973s noted in the literature review, the
research is clear in identifying similar charadtcs of effective schools. Likewise, the
research notes that school leaders should accoustakeholder input when making changes
in the school improvement process. Another go#thigfstudy is to measure the association
of the correlates to identify which correlates htwe greatest relationship on student
achievement as viewed by teachers.

The observational data collected from the surveillsalow the researcher to
aggregate the distribution of responses for eaatelede. Upon collection of this data, the
researcher will then compare aggregate scoresafdr eorrelate and note the relationships
found in the data analysis.

Population and Sample

The sample for this study composed of 2,984 taadnem a rural school district.

The researcher selected this school district fisrdtudy because of researcher accessibility
and because there was sufficient variance in theackeristics of interest to test the
hypotheses.

Centrally located within a mid-Atlantic state, ti@dy’s school district has
experienced significant growth within the last savgears. Termed a rural county by the
United States Census Bureau, the school distrcghawn primarily because of its proximity
to the capital city and its major highways. WHhhe state’s population has increased an
estimated 20% over the past ten years, the stsdirsol district has grown by

approximately 50%, making it one of the fastestagng counties in the state. Because of
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this growth, the school district has added 16 nelwosls and over 12,000 students in the past
ten years. Another attractive characteristic 8esting this district is its focus on student
accountability. The sample district has been ddean its state for promoting progressive
accountability model and its improvement on the-Bid ear state assessments.
Furthermore, each of the schools in the distridh the exception of one, has been
successful in at least one of the past two yeansdeting their adequately yearly progress as
defined by the federal No Child Left Behind Act.

Site-based decision-making was another charadtettistt led to the researcher
choosing this district for the research populatiadot only are the academic
accomplishments similar for each school, but thentpleadership also promotes site-based
decision making in the school improvement procdsach school has an active school
improvement team that meets regularly to evallsetogress the school is making on its
improvement plan. Each school is also respon$iblesporting its findings to the board of
education and community stakeholders at the em@di academic year.

Curriculum alignment in the study’s research popoilealso makes this a good
choice for the research. All elementary, middted high schools require the teaching of the
state’s standard course of study. Similarly, tinelents in grades 3-8 are required to take the
state’s end of grade tests for reading and maidests in grades 5 and 8 are required to take
the state’s end of grade test for science, andigil school students are required to take the
state’s end of course exams when applicable. ©teal has also developed pacing guides
and extended curriculums for all academic areasathachools follow in delivering the

curriculum to their students.
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Although there are similarities in the school dddfrthe differences in student
populations between the western part of the coantlyits eastern counterpart make this an
attractive site for the study’s population as w@&kich diversity creates major shifts in
challenges for each school and the school distMany schools along the eastern corridor
of the county have free and reduced price lunchegrgages above >40%, whereas schools in
the western portion of the county have percentagsv <40%. Not only are their
differences in the percentages of free and redpded lunch, but there are also differences
in student race and demographics. The westernopoofithe county has a growing white-
collar population, whereas the eastern portiomefdounty is maintaining its blue-collar
class while meeting the needs of a growing Hisppofulation.

Teachers from each school in the sample’s didtadtan opportunity to respond to
the survey. The survey was made accessible thriegbchool system’s email delivery
system, thereby allowing each teacher to have expeass to the on-line survey. Once the
participants responded to the survey, the reseancbeged the data collected from the on-
line survey with the Statistical Package for So8ialkences (SPSS) to run an appropriate data
analysis.

Survey Instrument/Implementation

TheEffective Schools Survédawaii Department of Education, 1996) was used to
ascertain the degree to which teachers believed eféective school correlate was important
to their school’s improvement process (see AppeAdixThe researcher chose taHective

Schools Survegs the survey instrument because of its direcetaion with the effective
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schools correlates identified in the literatureieen Additionally, the survey has a high level
of reliability (Heck, 2000).

The survey instrument consisted of 59 items meaguhe six effective school
correlates. Each effective school correlate waatifled through a heading and questions
relating to the correlate were identified and pthaader each heading. Using the Likert
scale, 1= strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =aiddd, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree, the
participants were asked to rate the extent to wthiely agreed that the item promoted student
achievement. In addition to the 59 questions medgtd the effective school correlates, there
were also six demographic questions related togyaants’ gender, ethnicity, years of
teaching experience, years of teaching experientdgeir current school, school level, and
the economic status of their school.

The researcher initially met with the district’sripals to explain the purpose of the
study and to request that their staff participatthe study. As part of this meeting, the
principals received a copy of the survey; a pgéiot’s letter indicating the purpose of the
study, how the researcher will use the data, atesdar which the respondents can view and
complete the survey. It was important for the reg®ar to hold the initial meeting to assure
the district’s principals and participants thespenses were confidential. They were told
thata web link collector fronsurvey site would be used allow each respondetd have a
unique link and to limit theiresporseto only one login with the inabiliy to trarsfer the web
link to another sa. They were also informeithat a security feature setting would be utilized

so that even the researcher could not link anyorespto a specific email link.
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Mail versus Electronic Surveys

There has been a lot of debate about the effessseof on-line surveys. However,
as the proportion of people with Internet and elapabilities rise, electronic mail and the
Internet can provide a productive medium to conducteys (Schaefer & Dillman, 1998).
Shannon and Bradshaw (2002) note in their surveypkaof southeastern United States
faculty that researchers (Bachmann, Elfrink, & Vaza, 2000; Kiesler & Sproull, 1986;
Mavis & Brocato, 1998; Mehta & Sivadas, 1995; S¢ba& Dillman, 1998; Sheehan &
Hoy, 1999) are documenting the beneficial aspeotteatronic surveys in terms of cost and
speed. Shannon and Bradshaw (2002) explain “el@ctsurveys require time and some
technological skill, but not postage” (p. 189).

Shannon et al.’s (2002) study of the perceptiomsranommendations of 62
experienced survey researchers from the Americaic&thnal Research Association
confirm the findings of Shannon and Bradshaw (2002)eir results substantiate there is a
reduction in cost in using electronic surveys. iTdata indicates that 96.7% of these
professionals agree that there is a reduction oheland postage cost in using electronic
surveys. Additionally, over 80% of respondentsifrine Shannon et al.’s (2002) study also
agreed that the electronic surveys would be retumere rapidly than the traditional paper
and pencil surveys. These same respondents aksedaipat the electronic surveys would
reduce the time and labor to prepare the datarfalyais.

Andrews, Nonnecke, and Preece (2003) indicatedlleatronic surveys are becoming
increasingly common and the results from theseesigrean be the same “as postal survey

content results, with the advantages of speedsilalision and response cycles” (p. 186).
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Specifically, these authors observe that “web-basedeys allow [for] automatic
verification and survey response capture in daegigdp. 186).

Schaefer and Dillman (1998) note that for “e-nmag@thodology to become feasible,
it is necessary to demonstrate that the qualith@fdata is equivalent to that of other survey
methods” (p. 381). One shortcoming of electroniways is the sample. Kiesler and Sproull
(1986) found that the “sampling frame of the elecic survey is restricted to members of
organizations and populations who have accessmputers and to people who feel
comfortable using them” (p. 403). For this reasesearchers from the American
Educational Research Association suggest an apategample for electronic surveys
include professional memberships, alumni groupssdrvs, “in house” employees, or
university professors (D. Shannon et al., 2002).

Shannon and Bradshaw (2002) report that most re@ser@ (Bachmann et al., 2000;
Couper, Blair, & Triplett, 1997; Mavis & Brocato998) have found response rates to be low
for electronic surveys. Schaefer and Dillman ()988icate that a low response rate is due
primarily to the lack of identifiable research madls to achieve consistently high response
rates similar to traditional mail. To increasecélenic survey response rates, a mixed mode
(paper and electronic) methodology is an optiornrésearchers.

Andrews, Nonnecke, and Preece (2003) indicateréisgionse rates for e-mail
surveys are higher when “a short, prenotificationtation e-mail introduces the coming e-
mail survey and provides ‘opt-in’ or ‘opt-out’ optis to participate... To increase response

rates to 70%, more sophisticated approaches ineegrdine and offline invitations and
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reminders beginning with an invitation postal lettben a paper survey and an e-mail survey
with a Web-based version URL option, followed wiéminder postcards” (p. 192).

Schaefer and Dillman (1998) agree that a mixed nmoeldodology is necessary
when a sample contains members who may not haessto e-mail or the web-based
survey. In their findings from a survey of 904 panent faculty at Washington State
University, they reveal, “e-mail surveys with a amode component to reduce coverage
error represent an important addition to the aidseinsurvey techniques” (p. 393). However,
their findings showed no significant differencele response rates between e-mail and
standard mail methodology. Further, their datagesgthe “e-mail prenotice was much more
effective in increasing response to an upcomingaé-guestionnaire than the regular mail
prenotice” (p. 388).

Schaefer and Dillman’s (1998) study also found cletiqns rates to be higher among
their e-mail participants. Of the participants wieponded by e-mail, 69.4% completed
95% of the survey compared to only 56.6% of theepaprsion. Schaefer and Dillman
(1998) also noted in their findings that the e-meatision of the survey had higher
completion rates and longer responses to open-eqeestions. Kiesler and Sproull (1996)
had similar findings to their surveys. The reskars reported fewer item completion
mistakes from the electronic survey than from thpgw survey. The electronic survey
respondents left fewer items blank as well.

The findings from these studies show that in ofdea researcher to maximize the
benefits from electronic surveys, it is importamutilize sound principles of survey design.

In doing so, it is important to know the limitat®nf your sample and provide all of these
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potential respondents with the same access taitlrey\s One way to accomplish this is
through a mixed mode methodology. In doing soa8tdr and Dillman (1998) suggest that
“data can be collected from important survey popoie at lower costs with no reductions in
response rates and improved data quality, compargdditional mail surveys” (p. 393). To
this end, this study used an electronic surveylabia online because all potential
participants have access to the survey and it eaatbessed via their in house emails.
Reliability and Validity of the Survey

Reliability and validity are the psychometric cheteristics of a research instrument
that measure its consistency and interpretableesvaRunch (1998) indicates there are two
types of aspects of consistency: “consistency twex (or stability) and internal
consistency” (pp. 98-99). The consistency oveetguggests that if the research instrument
were given to the same people, under the sameteammg]ibut at a different time, to what
extent would they get the same result is refereabtreliability. Punch (1998) indicates the
internal consistency of a measuring instrumentrsaie “the extent to which the items are
consistent with each other, or all working in thenge direction” (p. 99).

To measure an instrument’s internal consistendysaability, Punch (1998) suggests
these measures be assessed using Cronbach’s agfhaient. This technique was used by
Heck (2000) in his assessment of the psychometoigguties of thé&ffective Schools Survey
that will be used in this study. Heck (2000) repdrthe alpha coefficients ranged from .73 to
.94, “suggesting the reliability of measurement waatively strong within each group of
respondents...[noting] that the reliability of measuent was greater for the set of staff

indicators [>.90]” (p. 529).
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Heck (2000) also found the correlations betweemgtiloups on each indicator to be
substantial as well. “These correlations rangenhfrd to greater than .8 (mean correlation =
.6,SD=.10)" (p. 529). Such strength in the correlasited Heck to aggregate the data
across groups to “produce one composite school foeagach [effective school] indicator”
(p- 529). According to this data, all compositead indicators were reliable.

Heck (2000) also used principal components armtgsachieve a school-level factor
score. As Heck (2000) explains, each “indicatpresents a weighted composite that
accounts for the maximum variability observed ia torrelations among the three role
groups” (p. 529). As a result, Heck (2000) indecht‘larger coefficients indicate stronger
perceptions about the quality of school conditiand processes” (p. 529).

To insure further validity of thEffective Schools Survéyr this study, an item
analysis was conducted on the 59 survey itemsnliax@h’s alpha measure was used to note
how closely related each item were as a grouptoSgApril, 1999) explains that “alpha
coefficient ranges in value from 0 to 1 and maybed to describe the reliability of factors
extracted from dichotomous and/or multi-point fotted questionnaires or scales” (p. 2).
Santos notes the higher the score, “the more telthle generated scale is” (p. 2). Nunnaly
(1978) indicates that 0.7 on this scale to be ae@able reliability coefficient. Table 3.3
reveals the item analysis of the effective schootetates and the overdffective Schools
Survey The item analysis reported the coefficient alfurahe Effective Schools Survegale
as 0.98. When reviewing the item analysis for eamtelate, there was not a coefficient
alpha reported lower than 0.91. As such Effective Schools Surveyas deemed reliable

for this study.
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Table 3.3

Reliability Statistics for Effective Schools Survey

Correlate Cronbach’s  Cronbach’s Alpha based N
Alpha on Standardized Items of ltems

Strong Administrative
Leadership 0.95* 0.95* 10
High Expectations 0.91* 0.91* 10
Safe and Orderly School 0.92* 0.93* 10
Emphasis on Learning 0.92* 0.92* 10
Frequently Monitoring
Student Progress 0.91* 0.92* 9
Parent and Community
Involvement 0.93* 0.94* 10
Total 0.98* 0.98* 59

Note * = Cronbach’sx > 0.7
Data Collection

A mixed mode methodology of email and paper wasleyeg to recruit individuals
for this survey. The researcher met with the ppals of the local education agency to give
them the participant’s letter (Appendix B, page Y1 2#entify the personnel qualifying for the
study in their building, and answer any questidmsua the study. Once the principals
received this information, the principals were aktaoffer to their certified staff access to
the participant’s letter and to encourage comptetibthe survey at their next staff meeting.
Using the web link collector from surveymonkey.camwnique link for each respondent was

created to limit their response to only one logithvihe inability to transfer the web link to
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another user. A security setting was also activatigain the web link collector so that no
response could be linked back to any respondentgque link.

An initial email to each qualified participant’'scinded the participant’s letter, the
URL link to participate in the survey, and the URIik to opt out of the survey. The
instructions for the web-based survey appeared thecparticipant logged onto the site. An
instruction line at the bottom of the initial sane@as included to assure the participant of the
confidentiality and their consent for the researchese of the data collected from their
responses. The lines read:

“I have read and understand the above informatibave received a copy of this

form. | agree to participate in this study with thederstanding that | may choose not

to participate or to stop participating at any tiwighout penalty or loss of benefits to
which | am otherwise entitled. My submission of suevey will be my signature
indicating that | agree for my responses to beuithet! in the study.”

After contacting the principals, the researcher enaal initial participant contact to all
certified teachers via e-mail to thank, encouragel, inform them again about their choice to
participate in the study (Appendix C, page 126hisTemail encouraged the participants to
participate in the survey but also encouraged tteeask the researcher any questions about
the survey. Additionally, the contact also askeslparticipants to inquire if they have
problems with their web links how to contact thee&cher. Likewise, the initial contact
instructed the participants that the URL was abéldrom their home or school computer
through a web browser, but once logged in, theytrdmish the survey before logging out.

Once they log out, the participant was advisedttiny could not enter the URL site again.
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In addition, the participants were made awarettiasurvey would not time itself out. As
such, participants were encouraged to completsuhey in one sitting and from their
homes.

Reminder contacts were sent by the researchectoqalifying participant who had
not completed the survey after the initial weeksbesey was posted. Reminder emails were
sent after the third and sixth weeks to encouragaany eligible participants to respond as
possible. The researcher also offered to each sphingipal a time to visit each school in
the study’s district to discuss the option of agyagurvey. At this meeting, questions would
be made available, along with, scan able bubbleorese sheets. Those wishing to take the
paper version of the survey would have been givereaaddressed courier envelope to be
used to return the survey and completed scan aiblelé sheet to the researcher by courier
mail. However, no principal requested the researoh-site visit option.

Variables of the Study

The survey asked teachers to state their leveli@eanent concerning the extent to
which each item was important to student achievémearticipates were asked to rate their
answers on a Likert-type rating scale (1 = strpmggagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = undecided, 4 =
agree, 5 = strongly agree). The participants ostheey were also asked to identify the
school level which they teach. The school leveluded elementary (Kindergarten through
5" grade), middle (8 grade through8grade), and high school"{@rough 1% grade).
Participants were also be asked to identify thelmemof years they have taught at their
particular school (i.e., 0-5, 6-10, 11-15, ot&) and the total number of years they have

taught (less than five years and more than fivesjedn addition to rating the teaching
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experience of their school, the participants indtuely were also asked to categorize socio-
economic status of their school as either less 4@84 of your students receiving free and
reduced lunch or if more than 40% of their studeatgived free or reduced lunch. The
participants were able to respond to this quedignause of teachers have knowledge about
whether their school was identified as Title | ot.nIn this school district, schools that
receive federal funding through the Title | grappkcation are those schools that have more
than 40% of their students receiving free or reddaeach.

Data Analysis

The researcher used the Statistical Package f@dhml Sciences (SPSS) for the
analysis of each research question and hypothesis.

RQ1land Hypothesis 1The mean and standard deviation of each effesinhool
correlate was computed. The means showed tea@mkisng of the relative importance of
each correlate. Standard deviations indicatedi¢ggee to which participant responses were
similar. The ranking of the means were compardddazano’s (2003) findings.

RQ2 and Hypothesis 2&n independent t-test was conducted to evaluate th
hypothesis that schools with greater than 40%dreeduced lunch students perceive safe
and orderly schools to be as more important thanas with less than 40% of students
receiving free or reduced lunch.

RQ2 and Hypothesis 2bAn independent t-test was conducted to evallmege t
hypothesis that schools with greater than 40%dreeduced lunch students will perceive
community involvement to be more important thanosté with less than 40% of students

receiving free or reduced lunch.
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RQ2 and Hypothesis 2&n independent t-test was conducted to evaluate the
hypothesis that teachers who have more than fivearve years of teaching experience will
perceive that a strong emphasis on academicssisngmrtant to improving student
achievement than teachers who have less than d&es yf experience.

RQ2 and Hypothesis 2é&n independent t-test was conducted to evaluate the
hypothesis that teachers who have more than fiveave years of teaching experience will
perceive that high expectations for student achere are less important to improving
student achievement than teachers who have lesditieayears of experience.

RQ3 and Hypothesis 3a-Bn independent t-test was conducted to evalinge t
hypothesis that teachers in the elementary scletihg will perceive the correlates of high
expectations for student achievement and strondhagip on student achievement as more
important than their high school counterparts.

RQ3 and Hypothesis 3c-tAn independent t-test was conducted to evaluate th
hypothesis that teachers in the elementary scletiahg will perceive the correlates of high
expectations for student achievement and strondhagip on student achievement as more
important than their middle school counterparts.

Limitations of the Study

This study includes faculty surveys from a rurakfdCarolina county, thus limiting
the generalizations from the study’s findings. sAgh, the findings from this study may not
be effective for school leaders in urban schoolsddition, the staff members of these
schools have been transient as the school sysiestexkis one of the fastest growing

systems in the state. As such, some members sttimls’ staff may have greater
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knowledge of the schools’ history than others. afyn much of the analysis from this
research design rests on the assumption that wi@ported in the correlates survey by the
participants is actually what is happening at tielys schools.
Summary of Methodology

This chapter described the research procedurézegtilor this study. A description
of the research design, sample, survey descripmoinmplementation, data collection, and
data analysis were included. In addition, theaatlvges and disadvantages of electronic
surveys were described. The following chaptersprvésent the findings and conclusions
from the study along with a discussion of recomnagiods for school leaders and reflections

on lesson learned from the study.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to assess teachaisfdabout which effective
schools correlates they perceive as having thaegeafluence on improving student
achievement. A review of the research identifie® torrelates in effective schools: strong
administrative leadership, high expectations fadsht achievement, a safe and orderly
school atmosphere, pupil acquisition of basic skdihd frequently monitoring of student
progress. Several variables were identified asmi@l variables that affect the strength or
direction of teachers’ perceptions of the effeate®s of the correlates. These moderating
variables included the socio-economic status obslsh the teaching experience of teachers,
and the teachers’ grade span of employment.

The survey instrument consisted of 59 item questor about the correlates. The
participants were asked to specify their levelgrie@ment using the following Likert scale,
1= strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = undecidedagree, 5 = strongly agree, to
statements. In addition to the 59 questions rejatirnthe effective schools correlates,
participants were also asked 6 demographic ques#baut their gender, ethnicity, years of
teaching experience and years of teaching experientheir current school, school level,
and economic status of their school.

2,984 participants were emailed the option to pigdite in the study. The following

usable responses were collected from the 1,01&ipants who responded to the survey (for
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a response rate of 34%): demographies1016; strong instructional leadershig 978;
strong emphasis on acadencs 964; high expectations for student achievermen®56;
frequent monitoring of student progress 953; safe and orderly schoals 951; and
positive home-school relatioms= 948.

This chapter provides the results of the analysegarticular, it specifies the
descriptive statistics of the study’s populaticamgle, teacher and school demographics, and
teachers’ perceptions about the effectivenesstaddaorrelates. Second, the chapter
describes the results of a series of independemplsaand tests and explains the results,
including whether the findings were statisticaligrsficant and were the null hypothesis
related to the research questions were rejectéé. chapter concludes with an overall
summary of the findings.

Descriptive Statistics

Using theEffective School Survéidawaii Department of Education, 1996; Heck,
2000), 2,984 surveys were emailed to qualifiedip@ents in the study’s selected school
district. The demographic statistics from the syrparticipates are presented in Table 4.1,
which gives the frequencies and percentages adeh@graphic variables for the survey
respondents. Not all variables were used irt test of the research questions. Variables
such as gender and ethnicity were only for deswgibespondents to demonstrate that the

sample was representative of the population.
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Table 4.1

Characteristics of the Survey Sample

Characteristics N Survey (%) Characteristics of
District Population (%)
Gender
Female 868 85.4 82.2
Male 148 14.6 17.8
Ethnic background
White 932 91.7 91.2
Table 4.1 (continued)
Black 62 6.1 6.2
Hispanic 9 0.9 “Other” = 2.5
Multi-Racial 10 1.0
Asian 4 0.4
Years in teaching
<5 years 266 26.2 -
5 + years 751 73.9 -
Years teaching in current school
0-5 years 612 60.2 -
6-10 years 241 23.7 -
11-15 years 88 8.7 -
16+ years 75 7.4 -
School level where you currently work
K-5 541 53.2
6-8 230 22.6 2.9
9-12 254 25 27.1
Socio-economic status at current school
< 40% 421 41.4 62.1
>40% 596 58.7 37.9

Note A dash (-) indicates no data was availablel@ tharacteristic from the district.
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The characteristics of Hispanic, Multi-Racial, ak&lan under ethnicity were listed as
“other” in the district’s statistics and K-5 andB6were listed at K-8 in the district’s reporting
of where teachers currently work.

Of those responding to the survey, 85.4% were feraatl 14.6% were male.
Additionally, 91.7% of the respondents identifibeéit ethnicity as White, 6.1% as Black,
0.9% as Hispanic, 1.0% as Multi-racial, and 0.4%sian. In identifying their workplace,
53.2% of the respondents identified the elemerganol, while 22.6% indicated middle
school, and 25% as high school respectively. btdeing their years of experience as a
teacher, 26.2% of the survey sample noted thathhdytaught less than five years and
73.8% have been teaching more than five years.

As Table 4.1 shows, most teachers reported workirleir current school less than
ten years. Specifically, 60.3% noted they havenbearking in their current school setting
for less than five years, 23.5% between six ang/éams, 8.8% between eleven and fifteen
years, and 7.4% for over sixteen years. The vagiamthis data could be attributed district’s
rate of growth. The result of this growth hastedhe addition of new schools and
transferring of employees from one school to amotAkso, 41.4% of those responding to the
survey noted that they worked in a school with tass 40% of their students receiving free
or reduced lunch, 58.7% of the respondents were fthools with over 40% of students
receiving free and reduced lunch. Thus, teacherking in schools with 40% of students
receiving free and reduced lunch are underrepredentthe survey sample, where as,
teachers working in schools with48% students receiving free and reduced lunclozee

overrepresented in the survey sample.

69



The sample statistics were aligned with the respohdata as noted in Table 4.1.
The study’s district employed 2,216 certified enygles in 2009. The statistical profile of
the educational unit indicated that of those emgihp1.2% where white, 6.2% were black,
and 2.5% were classified as “other” ("North CaralfPublic Schools Statistical Profile,"
2009). The gender statistics of the population damwere similar as well. Like the
respondents, a vast majority of the certified stadfe women. The statistical profile
revealed that 82.2% of the certified employeehiendample’s district were female, while
17.8% were male. Of the certified teachers in $hisiple’s population, 72.9% were
employed in the elementary setting and 27.1% weng@yed at the secondary level. The
elementary level defined by the statistical sunweyuded teachers teaching in grades
kindergarten through eighth grade, and the secgridael included teachers in grades nine
through twelve.
Results from the Survey

Table 4.2 presents the frequency distributiorpticipants’ level of agreement
about strong instructional leadershiphe average respondent Likert score for the cdaela
strong instructional leadership M = 3.8 = 0.83. This finding suggests that many of the
participants were either agreed or strongly agrest, little variability, that strong
instructional leadership was an important correlateaising student achievement. Of the
teachers responding, 79.24% either agreed or $yraggeed that strong instructional
leadership was a necessary correlate of a suctssbkfanl. Within this correlate, the
teachers responded very favorably to school praisimaking school achievement priority.

The statemenihe principal makes student achievement the schomd goalwas rated the
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highest M = 4.32,SD= 0.87). Although a majority of teachers’ respgiagreed or strongly
agreed that principals should offer feedback frémssroom observations, the spread of
responses\ = 3.82,SD = 1.06) indicate the responses were not as fal@eabong this

item as others items within this correlate.

Table 4.2

Survey Results for the Correlate Strong Instrucldreader

- Strongly . Rating  Response

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree Average Count
1. The principal makes student 2.04% (20) 3.37% (33) 4.60% (45) 40.08% (392) 49.89% (488) 4.32 978
achievement the school's top goal.
2. The principal states the school's 0 ) o 0 .
mission and goals in clear, concrete 2.35% (23) 4.19% (41) 6.24% (61) 42.33% (414) 44.89% (439) 4.23 978
terms.
3. The principal takes the lead to 4.41% (43) 9.73% (95)  12.60% (123)  42.42% (414) 30.84% (301) 3.86 976
resolve instructional problems.
4. School administrators work with
teachers, students, and parents to 3 105 (31) 5439 (53)  7.99% (78)  43.34% (423) 40.06% (391) 4.12 976
develop the school's improvement
plan.
5. There is ongoing two-way 4.40% (43)  8.50% (83)  12.08% (118)  44.22% (432 30.81% (301 3.89 977
communication between the 40% (43) -50% (83) 08% (118) 22% (432) 81% (301) :
administration and school personnel.
6. The school administrators
regularly observe classroom 3.59% (35)  11.81% (115)  9.75% (95) 48.87% (476) 25.98% (253) 3.82 974

instruction.

7. The school administrators

regularly provide feedback to 471% (46)  11.87% (116) 14.74% (144)  45.95% (448) 22.82% (223) 3.70 977
teachers with regard to their

classroom instruction.

8. Administrators and staff share in

leadership roles, using individual and ~ 3-79% (37)  7.91% (78)  9.63% (94) 48.46% (473) 30.12% (294) 3.93 976

team strengths.
9. The principal makes sure there

are sufficient resources for effective
instruction.

2.25% (22)  5.63% (55)  9.93% (97) 47.95% (468) 34.22% (334) 4.06 976

10. The principal ensures that there

is an effective, ongoing system for 2.87% (28) 7.06% (69) 10.85% (106) 47.18% (461) 32.04% (313) 3.98 977
evaluating the school's progress

toward its goals.

Averages (Totals) 3.36% (328) 7.56% (738) 9.84% (961) 45.07% (4,401) 34.17% (3,337) 3.99 SD = 0.83

Table 4.3 represents the findings from the sufeeyhe effective schools correlate
strong emphasis on academic success. The samphlase agreed, with very little
variability (M = 4.18,SD= 0.61), that the need to have a strong emphasssademic

achievement was important to student achievemlarfiact, nearly 80% of the sample either
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agreed or strongly agreed that this correlate wgortant. 92% of the teachers felt that
class time was appropriately used for instructidhe statementClass time is used for
instruction not busy workvas rated the highest of all the items withirs ttorrelate 1 =
4.35,SD=0.73). The statemer&fudents are given enough time to master basies,dkad a
greater spread of responses than the other itethgwthis correlateNl = 3.73,SD= 1.01).
Although a majority of the teachers rated the issvagreed or disagreed, teachers did not
perceive as strongly that not enough time was gigeheir students for them to master
content work.

Table 4.3

Survey Results for the Correlate Strong Emphasi&aatemics

Strongly

Rating Response

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree Average Count
&/L‘rkc'ass time is used for instruction, not busy 4 nag10)  156%(15)  4.25% (41) 47.51% (458) 45.64% (440) 435 94
12. Teachers present academic work in 0.83% (8) 2.50% (24) 5.00% (48) 54.69% (525) 36.98% (355) 4.24 960
interesting and varied ways.
13. Instruction is geared to having students 0.83% (8) 2.80% (27)  6.43% (62) 51.45% (496) 38.49% (371) 4.24 %64
actively involved in learning.
14. Students are given enough time to master 2.93% (23)  13.40% (129) 13.50% (130)  49.95% (481) 20.97% (200) 3.73 %3
the basis skills.
15. Students who need extra help get it. 1.16% (14)  4.37% (42) 8.01% (77) 51.61% (496) 34.55% (332) 413 %61
16. Teachers maximize students time-on-task. 1.14% (11)  2.50% (24) 7.93% (71) 58.69% (564) 30.28% (291) 4.14 %61
17. Teachers continually assess the effects of 1.15% (11)  5.20%(50)  9.06% (87) 50.52% (485) 34.03% (327) 4.11 960
instruction to refine their teaching.
18. Teachers collaborate to develop/refine the 1.35% (13)  3.74%(36)  6.23% (60) 47.56% (458) 41.12% (396) 4.23 963
academic curriculum.
19. Teachers use methods such as cooperative
learning, peer tutoring, and computer assisted 1.94% (11)  2.39% (23) 5.39% (52) 51.35% (495) 39.73% (383) 4.26 964
instruction to promote learning success for all
students.

20. Teachers participate in professional
development activities to keep up-to-date on 0.94% (9) 2.91% (28) 4.79% (46) 48.28% (464) 43.08 (419) 4.30 961

instructional practices.

Averages (Totals) 1.23% (118) 4.14% (398) 7.01% (674) 51.16% (4,922) 36.47% (3,509) 4.17 SD =0.61

Table 4.4 illustrates the responses for the effedchools correlate high expectations
for student achievement. The sample agreed, wiild Variability, that high expectations
for student achievementas an important correlate to successful schavls ¢.00,SD=

0.67). Over 80% of the respondents either agresttangly agreed with the importance of
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having high expectations for their students. bt,fthe statemenfll students are expected
to learn a full range of skills from basic memotiaa to complex problem solvingas rated
the highest within this correlat®(= 4.16,SD= 0.80). However, there was some variability
as to whether all staff has the same level of etgiens for every student. The statements,
All staff have high expectations for student actmeentM = 3.82,SD = 1.03) andAll staff
believe that students can learn regardless of ghiM = 3.82,SD= 1.03), had more teachers
responding as not agreeing with these stateméitisough a majority of the respondents
agreed or strongly agreed with the items, it wasahthe same confidence level as the other
items with the correlate.

Table 4.4

Survey Results for the Correlate High ExpectatimnsStudent Achievement

Strongly
Disagree

Rating Response

Answer Options Average Count

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

21. All students are expected to learn a full
range of skills form basic memorization to 0.94% (9) 4.40% (42) 6.39% (61) 54.09% (516) 34.17% (326) 4.16 954

complex problem solving.

22. Teachers believe that all students can 1.05% (10) 8.91% (85) 10.06% (96) 53.35% (509) 26.62% (254) 3.96 954
master the basis skills.

23. Teachers clearly inform students and

parents of what students are expected to know ¢ 940, () 6.09% (58) 8.60% (82) 54.67% (521) 29.70% (283) 4.06 953
and be able to do by the end of the unit or

semester.

24. School standards are both challenging and 1 o504, (10) 6.31% (60) 5.47% (52) 56.78% (540) 30.39% (289) 4.09 951
attainable.

25. Al staff have high expectations for student 1 6904 (16)  10.67% (101)  8.87% (84) 47.62% (451) 31.15% (295) 3.96 947
achievement.

26. All staff believe that all students can'learn 5 1005 (20)  12.92% (123)  11.87% (113)  46.64% (444) 26.47% (252) 3.82 952
regardless of their ability.

|27- Teachers assume responsibility for student 1 150 (11) 7.54% (72) 9.95% (95) 51.94% (496) 29.42% (281) 4.01 955
learning.

28. Students are encouraged to set high 1.05% (10) 5.96% (55) 9.63% (92) 53.92% (515) 29.63% (283) 4.05 955

learning goals for themselves.

29. Teachers foster the development of 1.15% (11) 5.25% (50) 9.65% (92) 58.66% (559) 25.29% (241) 4.02 953
independent learning.

30. Time spent in pull-out programs is 1.47% (14) 6.07% (58)  20.00% (191) 50.79% (485) 21.68% (207) 3.85 955
expected to be short and effective.

Average (Total) 1.26% (120) 7.39% (704) 10.05% (958) 52.85% (5,036) 28.45% (2,711) 4.00 SD=0.67

The data for the effective schools correlate fredjyenonitoring student progress is

represented in Table 4.5. Nearly 85% of the redpnots agreed or strongly agreed, with
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little variance, that frequently monitoring stud@nbgress is a necessary component of an
effective schoolNl = 4.09,SD = 0.59). The highest rated statemémachers use tests and
other forms of assessment to evaluate studentifegrsuggest a majority of the teachers
monitor student progresM(= 4.40,SD= 0.62). Although a majority of the teachers agre
or strongly agreed with the iterStudents are given an active role in assessing and
evaluating their own progresthe rangeNl = 3.64,SD= 0.91) in responses indicate they do
not so at the same level as other items withindbigelate.

Table 4.5

Survey Results for the Correlate Frequently MomigiStudent Progress

- Strongly . Rating Response

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree Average Count
31. Teachers often give students feedback on 0.53% (5) 2.10% (20) 3.68% (35) 56.93% (542) 36.72% (350) 4.27 952
their progress.
32. Teachers promptly evaluate and return 0.63% (6) 4.32% (41) 12.43% (118) 58.27% (553) 24.34% (231) 4.01 949
homework.
33. Teachers diagnose academic progress 0.74% (7) 2.85% (27) 9.30 (88) 60.68% 9574) 26.43% (250) 4.09 946
early.
34. Teachers give clear explanations before 0.63% (6) 1.68% (16) 9.14% (87) 59.45% (566) 29.10% (277) 4.15 952
assigning independent work or homework.
35. Clear classroom standards for student 1.05% (10) 4.11% (39) 6.53% (62) 52.53% (499) 35.79% (340) 4.18 950
behavior are used consistently throughout the
year.
36. Students are given an active role in 0.85% (8) 12.90% (122)  22.20% (210) 49.37% (467) 14.69% (139) 3.64 946
assessing and evaluating their own progress.
37. Teachers use tests and other forms of 0.53% (5) 0.74% (7) 1.68% (16) 52.74% (501) 44.32% (421) 4.40 950
assessment to evaluate student learning.
38. Information from monitoring students’ 0.63% (60 5.18% (49) 7.40% (70) 55.20% (523) 31.50% (298) 4.12 946
progress is used to adapt instruction to meet
individual student needs.
39, Results from students' progress are used 1.27% (12) 6.67% (63)  13.02% (123) 53.33% (504) 25.71% (243) 3.96 945

to plan weekly instruction.

Average (Total) 0.08% (65)  4.50% (384) 9.48% (809) 55.40% (4,729)  29.63% (2,529) 4.09 _ SD =0.59

The survey data, displayed in Table 4.6, suggesttéfachers perceive that safe and
orderly schools promote student achievement. N&2% of the respondents agreed or
strongly agreed, with little variability, its imp@ance to an effective schod(= 4.10,SD =

0.68). The teachers care about their studénts 4.46,SD= 0.70). This attribute was
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shown in the variability of the responses from steementDiscipline problems are handed
with fairness, emphasizing behavior, not persopatibting that perhaps behavior was not
perceived as being handled consistently among stsidd = 3.76,SD= 1.15).

Table 4.6

Survey Results for the Correlate Safe and Ordezho8ls

Strongly Rating Response

Answer Options Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree Average Count
40. The school is clean and comfortable. 0.95% (9) 5.36% (51) 4.00% (38) 41.32% (393) 48.37% (480) 431 951
41. People feel safe at this school. 1.48% (14) 4.64% (440 5.37% (51) 42.47% (403) 46.05% (437) 4.27 949
42. The school staff really cares about 0.95% (9) 1.06% (10) 3.28% (31) 40.68% (384) 54.03% (510) 4.46 944
students.
43. Students in our school want to learn. 2.00% (19) 6.32% (60) 14.42% (137) 55.47% (527) 21.79% (207) 3.89 950
44. There is a sense of pride among staff, 1.79% (17) 7.90% (75) 11.38% (108) 43.73% (415) 35.19% (334) 4.03 949
students, and parents about our school.
45. Teacher-student interaction is positive. 1.05% (10) 1.48% (14) 6.53% (62) 56.90% (540) 34.04% (323) 4.21 949

0y 0, 0, 0, 0,

46. Teachers enjoy teaching at this school, 2.64% (25) 5.80% (55) 13.92% (132) 45.15% (428) 32.50% (308) 3.99 948
47. Discipline problems are handled with 5.37% (51) 12.21% (116)  12.11% (115) 41.89% (398) 28.42% (270) 3.76 950
fairness, emphasizing behavior, not personality.
48. Classroom environments stimulate learning  1.26% (12) 3.69% (35) 7.69% (73) 59.22% (562) 28.13% (267) 4.09 949
without undue pressure.
49. The school staff works cooperatively 1.79% (17) 5.68% (54) 10.83% (103) 51.63% (491) 30.07% (286) 4.03 951

together.

Average (Total) 1.93% (183) 5.42% (514) 8.96% (850) 47.85% (4,541) 35.85% (3,402) 4.10 SD = 0.68

The last set of questions on the survey was dedineeflect the survey participants’
opinion on the effective schools correlate positieene-school environmenthe responses
are displayed in Table 4.7. Nearly 86% of the heas agreed or strongly agreed, with little
variance, in the perception that this correlate prasent in an effective schot & 4.12,
SD=0.65). The general consensus was that teasleéceme parents at their schoM €&
4.31,SD=0.74). However, the teachers indicate limitecepaiinvolvement in school based
decision making. Such perceptions are indicatexh fihe low rating of the statements,

Parents are involved in major decisions about stusléM = 3.89,SD = 0.98) andParents

75



are offered various options for involvement, eugtoring their children at home, helping in
classrooms, joining school counc(l® = 3.97,SD= 0.90).
Table 4.7

Survey Results for the Correlate Positive Home-8tRavironment

. Strongly " Rating Response
Answer Options Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree Average _ Count

50. Regular, frequent home-school 0.95% (9) 4.02% (38) 7.83% (74) 59.68% (564) 27.51% (260) 4.09 945
communications are maintained.
51. Parents often receive information about 0.84% (8) 1.90% (18) 4.33% (41) 58.50% (554) 64.42% (326) 4.24 947
students' progress.
52. School events are scheduled to encourage g g5y, (9) 296% (28)  6.34% (60) 51.59% (488) 38.16% (361) 4.23 946
parents' attendance.

_ 1.17% (11) 1.69% (16) 4.66% (44) 49.79% (470) 42.69% (403) 4.31 944
53. The staff welcomes parents at this school.
54. Parents are involved in major decisions 2.11% (20) 9.21% (87)  15.98% (151)  49.46% (439) 26.24% (248) 3.86 945

about students.

55. School staff encourages parents to become 0 ) 0 o 0
involved in activities that support the school's 1.48% (14) 5.19% (49) 8.25% (78) 52.17% (493) 32.91% (311) 4.10 945

instructional program.

56. Parents are offered various options for

involvement; e.g., tutoring their children at 1.27% (12) 6.98% (66)  13.64% (129)  49.58% (469) 28.54% (270) 3.97 946
home, helping in classrooms, joining school

councils.

57. The school staff is responsive to parent 1.06% (10) 1.49% (14) 5.42% (51) 60.15% (566) 31.88% (300) 4.20 941
Inquiries.

58. The school staff continually looks for ways
to involve parents, students, and community in 1.06% (10) 5.73% (54) 12.30% (116) 52.92% (499) 27.80% (264) 4.01 943

decision making.

59. Teachers let parents know that parent
involvement makes a difference in a child's 0.96% (9) 3.19% (30) 8.50% (80) 51.12% (481) 36.24% (341) 4.18 941

school performance.

Average (Total) 1.19% (112) 4.24% (400) 8.3% (824) 53.19% (5,023) 32.66% (3,084) 4.12  SD = 0.65

Results from Hypothesis Testing
This section will summarize the results from thalgsis of each hypothesis
associated with research questions. An indeperndest was conducted to evaluate the

hypothesis of two population means on a given bégias defined by the research question.

The test statistic far= (X=Y) = (4~ 14y) and followed 4a -distribution with

n, +n, —2degrees of freedom. For this study, the null higpsis H,) was rejected if the

p-value was not greater than .05.
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Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was caltedao assure that the two groups
being measured by thaest had approximately equal variances on therckgd variable. If
the Levene Test value was greater than 0.05, thbevaniances were deemed as
approximately equal. The Levene Test is definedugh the following
(N - K) ziK:lNi (Zi -Z, )2
(K _1) Zikzlzi’\L(ZiJ _Zi,)2 |

Research Question 1: Most important correlates.

formulaW =

Hypothesis 1: The ranking of the means of eadt®fe schools correlate as perceived by
teachers to have an impact on student achievemé#monrespond to the ranking as
identified by Marzano’s (2003) comparison of schieokl factors across researchers.
Table 4.8 gives an overall summary of means foeffective school correlates from
this study and the findings from Marzano’s (2003taranalysis of the effective schools
research. In his research, Marzano combined thelatesHigh Expectationsand
Frequently Monitoring of Student Progresso one correlate labele@hallenging Goals
and Effective Feedbackot tabled). For this study, the correlates lieet separate. As
such, the ranking of the correlatdsnitoring of Student ProgresmdHigh Expectations for
Student Achievemewill hold similar values under Marzano’s rank Beyt are one construct
under theChallenging Goals and Effective Feedbackrelate.
The ranking of the correlates has value to adrmatisrs leading schools to improve
student achievement because it shows how certakelsblders (i.e., teachers) value what the
research (e.g., Marzano) indicates is valuable—ntapb to effective schooling. As

indicated previously, it is necessary for schoatlkers to include stakeholders when

instituting primary change. The teacher perceptmresach survey item offers insight for

77



school leaders on where changes should begin.oddth the findings reveal that all
correlates and items within the survey were impurtnere is still much to be taken from an
item analysis. For example, emphasis on acadamaess is an ideal correlate to begin the
school improvement process. However, an item aisabfghis correlate showed a wider
response range in teacher perception of whetheotathe principal takes the role in
resolving instructional problems. Even though @svagreed upon by the respondents of its
importance, the item analysis suggests that thaseansubset of respondents that do not
agree. It could be suggested that while leadexrporate this correlate into their
improvement plans, the decision to change instanetipedagogy or goals should be shared
by all stakeholders in order to ensure its accejgtény all.

Generally, the results show that teachers viewleof #he correlates as important.
There was not a large difference in the averagegst For example, although Principal
Leadershipi = 3.99,SD 0.83) ranked the lowest its value did not difemgkly from that of
the highest ranked correlate, Emphasis on Acad&mmcessN! = 4.18,SD= 0.61).
Moreover, the rankings from the perceptions ofheas from this survey agree with
Marzano in that the correlalEanphasis on Academic Succissperceived as more important
than any other correlate. Another similarity begwehe two studies is the overall ranking of
thePrincipal Leadershigorrelate. The teachers perceived this corremteportant but not
as important as other correlates identified in gigly. This is not to say the correlate is not
an important part of effective schools. Rathecpiiveys the perceptions from teachers that
the other correlates were valued slightly highBEne ranking of means also showed that

teacher perceivedositive-Home School Environmeat the second most important followed
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by Safe and Orderly Schooldarzano’s rank did not show these correlatésaamg a
higher effect size on student achievement tharetbbligh ExpectationgndFrequent
Monitoring of Student ProgressAs it relates to the first hypothesis, teacheithis study
not entirely agree with the Marzano’s (2003) orolethe importance of the correlates.
Table 4.8

Summary of Means for the Effective School Corrslate

Marzano (2003

Effective Schools Correlate N Mean SD Rank Rank
Emphasis on Academic Success 964 4.18 061 1 1
Positive Home-School Environment 948 412 0.65 2 3
Safe and Orderly School 951 4.10 068 3 4
Frequently Monitoring of Student Progres 953 4.09 059 4 2
High Expectations for Student Achievem 956 4.00 0.67 5 2
Principal Leadership 978 399 083 6 5

Research Question #2: Teacher CharacteristicRaraeptions of Correlate.

Hypothesis 2a — Teachers in schools with a loweygege of economically disadvantaged
students will perceive safe and orderly schoolsatanore important to improving student
achievement than teachers in schools with highgm¢éages of economically disadvantages
students.

An independent test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesiddhahers in
schools with lower than 40% free or reduced lurtadents would perceive safe and orderly
schools as more important than schools with mae #0% of students receiving free or
reduced lunch as shown in Table 4.9. The testsiggficantt(949) = 6.72p = .00, and the

results support the research hypothesis. Teaathechools with less than 40% free and

reduced lunch schoold(= 4.28,SD= 0.61) on average rated safe and orderly schools
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higher than those in greater than 40% free andcetllunch schools = 3.98,SD= 0.70).
The 95% confidence interval for the difference ieans was small, ranging from 0.21 to
0.38.

Table 4.9

Less than and greater than 40% Free and Reducedh_Means for Safe and Orderly
Schools

< 40% Free and > 40% Free and 95% ClI
Reduced Lunch Reduced Lunch T Df LL UL
Safe and Orderly 4.28 3.98
Schools (0.61) (0.70) 6.72** 949 0.21 0.38

Note S.D. in parenthesis.

* = p < .05, two-tailed. ** = p < .01, two-tailetiLevene’s test showed 0.11. So, equal
variance assumed.

Hypothesis 2b — Teachers in schools with a lowgmage of economically disadvantaged
students will perceive parental involvement to l@enimportant to improving student
achievement than teachers in schools with highgm¢éages of economically disadvantages
students.

An independent test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesigeghahers in
schools with less than 40% free or reduced lunaetiestts would perceive parent-community
involvement as more important than schools witlatgnethan 40% of students receiving free
or reduced lunch. The test was significg@t6) = 4.15p = .00, and the results support the
research hypothesis. Table 4.10 shows the dathddwo groups. Teachers in schools with
less than 40% free and reduced lunch schddls ¢.22,SD= 0.63) on average rated
positive home school environment higher than thoggeater than 40% free and reduced

lunch schoolsNl = 4.05,SD= 0.66). The 95% confidence interval for the eliéince in

means was quite small, ranging from 0.09 to 0.26.
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Table 4.10

Less than and greater than 40% Free and Reducedh_Means for Positive Home/School
Environment.

< 40% Free and > 40% Free and 95% CI
Reduced Lunch Reduced Lunch t° Df LL UL

Positive Home/
School 4.22 4.05

Environment (0.63) (0.66) 4.15** 946 0.09 0.26
Note S.D. in parenthesis.

* = p < .05, two-tailed. ** = p < .01, two-tailed.Levene’s test showed 0.50. So, equal
variance assumed.

Hypothesis 2c - Teachers who have more than 5 yéaesaching experience will perceive
that strong emphasis on academics as less impootanproving student achievement than
teachers who have more than five years of teaampgrience.

An independent test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesigghahers who
have more than 5 years of teaching experiencepeitieive that a strong emphasis on
academics is less important to improving studehteaement than teachers who have less
than five years of teaching experience. The testwed significantt(962) = -0.60p = .55,
indicating that the response mean of teachersmwitte than 5 years of experience was not
statistically different than the response meareathers with less than five years of
experience. Teachers with more than five yeaexpé&rienceNl = 4.18,SD= 0.61) on
average rated emphasis on academic success higinetetachers with less than 5 years of

experienceNl = 4.16,SD= 0.62). The 95% confidence interval for the elifnce in means

was minor, ranging from -0.10 to 0.09. Table 4shtws the data for the two groups.
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Table 4.11

Teaching less than and greater than for 5 Year MdanEmphasis on Academic Success

95% ClI
Teaching < 5yrs Teaching > 5yrs  t° Df LL UL
Emphasis for 4.16 4.18
Academic Success (0.62) (0.61) -.60 962 -0.10 0.09

Note S.Dis in parenthesis.

* = p < .05, two-tailed. ** = p < .01, two-tailed.Levene’s test showed 0.098. So, equal
variance assumed.

Hypothesis 2d - Teachers who have more than 5 yéaesaching experience will perceive
high expectations for student achievement areihegertant to improving student
achievement than teachers who have less than diaes yf teaching experience.

An independent test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesigdghahers who
have more than 5 years of teaching experiencepeitieive high expectations for student
achievement as less important to improving studehtevement than teachers who have less
than five years of teaching experience. As showraible 4.12, the test was not significant
t(954) = -0.94p = .93, demonstrating that the response mean ofiéea with more than 5
years of experience was not statistically differttiain the response mean of teachers with
less than five years of experience. Teachersmvidle than five years of experiendé €
4.00,SD= 0.66) on average rated high expectations fodemé achievement the same as

teachers with less than 5 years of experiehte @.00,SD= 0.67). The 95% confidence

interval for the difference in means was smallgrag from -0.10 to 0.09.
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Table 4.12

Teaching less than and greater than 5 Year MeanBlifgh Expectations for Academic
Achievement

Teaching Teaching 95% ClI
< 5yrs > 5yrs t° Df LL UL
High Expectations for 4.00 4.00
Academic Achievement (0.66) (0.67) -09 720 -0.10 0.09

Note S.D. in parenthesis.

* = p < .05, two-tailed. ** = p < .01, two-tailed Levene’s test showed 0.34. So, equal
variance assumed.

Research Question 3: School characteristics athés perceptions of effective schools
correlates.

Hypothesis 3a - Teachers in the elementary sclettphg will report higher levels of beliefs
for the correlates of high expectations for studattievement than their middle school
counterparts.

An independent test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesiddhahers in the
elementary school setting will report higher leveldeliefs for the correlate of high
expectations for student achievement than theidhaidchool counterparts. The test was not
significantt(720) = 1.45p = .15, indicating that the response mean of taadhehe
elementary setting was not statistically differdran the response mean of teachers in the
middle school setting. Teachers in the elemergatyng M = 4.10,SD= 0.62) on average
rated high expectations for academic achievemagtits higher than teachers in the middle
school settingNl = 4.03,SD=0.70). The 95% confidence interval for the elifince in

means was quite small, ranging from -0.03 to 0.I8ble 4.13 shows the data for the two

groups.
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Table 4.13

Elementary and Middle School Means for High Expeata for Academic Achievement

Elementary Schools Middle Schools 95% ClI
K-5 6-8 t° Df LL UL
High
Expectations for
Academic 4.10 4.02
Achievement (0.62) (0.70) 145 720 -0.03 0.18

Note S.D. in parenthesis.

* = p < .05, two-tailed. ** = p < .01, two-tailed.Levene’s test showed 0.095. So, equal
variance assumed.

Hypothesis 3b- Teachers in the elementary schathgevill report higher levels of beliefs
for the correlate of high expectations for studssitievement than their high school
counterparts.

As shown in Table 4.14, an independetgist was conducted to evaluate the
hypothesis that teachers in the elementary scletthg will believe that the correlate of
high expectations for student achievement is mopoitant to student achievement than
their high school counterparts. The test was Bagmtt(740) = 7.08p = .00, and support
the research hypothesis. Teachers in the elenyesgtting M = 4.10,SD= 0.62) on
average rated high expectations for academic aehiert higher than teachers in the high

school settingNl = 3.75,SD= 0.68). The 95% confidence interval for the eliéince in

means was quite small, ranging from 0.26 to 0.46.
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Table 4.14

Elementary and High Schools Means for High Expemtatfor Academic Achievement

Elementary Schools High Schools 95% ClI
K-5 9-12 T’ Df LL UL
High Expectations
for Academic 4.10 3.75
Achievement (0.62) (0.68) 7.01** 740 0.26 0.46

Note S.D in parenthesis.

* = p < .05, two-tailed. ** = p < .01, two-tailed Levene’s test showed 0.08. So, equal
variance assumed.

Hypothesis 3c - Teachers in the elementary scheithg will report higher levels of beliefs
for the correlate strong emphasis on student aemewt than their middle school
counterparts.

An independent test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesiddhahers in the
elementary school setting will report higher leva$eliefs for the correlate strong emphasis
on academic success than their middle school crparts. The test was not significant
t(726) = 0.62p = .54, indicating that the response mean of teadhehe elementary setting
was, on average, not statistically different tHamresponse mean of teachers in the middle
school setting. Teachers in the elementary seflihg 4.24,SD = 0.58) on average rated
high expectations for academic success slightlizdrighan teachers in the middle school

setting M = 4.21,SD= 0.62). The 95% confidence interval for the @ifnce in means was

small, ranging from -0.07 to 0.12. Figure 4.15whthe results for the t-test.
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Table 4.15

Elementary and Middle School Means for Emphasi8@ademic Success

Elementary Schools Middle Schools 95% ClI
K-5 6-8 t° Df LL UL
Emphasis on
Academic 4.24 4.21
Success (0.58) (0.62) 0.62 726 -0.07 0.12

Note S.D. in parenthesis.

* = p < .05, two-tailed. ** = p < .01, two-tailed Levene’s test showed 0.095. So, equal
variance assumed.

Hypothesis 3d - Teachers in the elementary scregbhg will report higher levels of beliefs
for the correlate of strong emphasis on studenkeaement than their high school
counterparts.

An independent test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesidehahers in the
elementary school setting will report higher levaibeliefs for the correlate of emphasis on
academic success than their high school counterpatie test was significat{746) = 4.70,

p = .00, and support the research hypothesis. Eesdhthe elementary setting € 4.24,
SD= 0.58) on average rated emphasis for academoessihigher than teachers in the high
school settingM = 4.01,SD= 0.64). The 95% confidence interval for the eliéince in

means was quite small, ranging from 0.13 to 0.B&ble 4.16 shows the data for the two

groups.
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Table 4.16

Elementary and High Schools Means for Emphasisaaudémic Success

Elementary Schools High Schools 95% ClI
K-5 9-12 T’ Df LL UL
Emphasis on 4.24 4.01
Academic Success (0.58) (0.64) 470 746 0.13 0.32

Note S.D. in parenthesis.

* = p < .05, two-tailed. ** = p < .01, two-tailed.Levene’s test showed 0.08. So, equal
variance assumed.

Summary of Findings

The purpose of this study was to identify whicfeetive school correlates teachers
perceive as most important to improving studenteagment and if perceptions about the
correlates varied by teacher or school characiesisiTo test hypotheses about teachers’
perceptions of school correlates, several indeparidest were conducted to determine if the
means between two populations differed on giverabégs. Table 4.17 summarizes
findings.
Table 4.17

Summary of Findings

Hypotheses Results
Hypothesis 1: The ranking of the means|dfhe correlateEmphasis on Academic
each effective schools correlate as SuccessindPrincipal Leadershipghared

perceived by teachers to have an impact/ dhe only corresponding rankings.
student achievement will correspond to the
ranking as identified by Marzano’s (2003
comparison of school-level factors across
researchers.
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Table 4.7 Continued

Hypothesis 2a: Teachers in schools with
low percentage of economically
disadvantaged students will perceive saf
and orderly schools to be more importan
improving student achievement than
teachers in schools with a high percentag
of economically disadvantaged students.

Hypothesis 2b: Teachers in schools with
low percentage of economically
disadvantaged students will perceive
parental involvement to be more importa
to improving student achievement than
teachers in schools with a high percentag
of economically disadvantaged students.

Hypothesis 2c: Teachers who have more
than 5 years of teaching experience will
perceive that a strong emphasis on
academics are less important to improvirn
student achievement than teachers who
have less than 5 years of teaching
experience.

Hypothesis 2d: Teachers who have mor
than 5 years of teaching experience will
perceive that high expectations for stude
achievement are less important to
improving student achievement than
teachers who have less than 5 years of
teaching experience.

Hypothesis 3a: Teachers in the element
school setting will report higher levels of
beliefs for the correlate of high
expectations for student achievement on
student achievement than their middle
school counterparts.

deachers in schools with less than 40% free
and reduced lunch rated safe and orderly
eschools higher than those in greater than

[ 0% free and reduced lunch schools.

je

deachers in schools with less than 40% free
and reduced lunch schools rated positive
home school environment higher than those
ntn greater than 40% free and reduced lunch
schools.

je

Teachers with more than five years of
experience rated emphasis on academic
success higher than teachers with less than
& years of experience.

eTeachers with more than five years of
experience rated high expectations for
nacademic achievement the same as teachers
with less than 5 years of experience.

afMeachers in the elementary setting rated
high expectations for academic
achievement slightly higher than teachers
in the middle school setting.
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Table 4.7 Continued

Hypothesis 3b: Teachers in the elementafyeachers in the elementary setting rated
school setting will report higher levels of | high expectations for academic

beliefs for the correlate of high expectatiomchievement higher than teachers in the
on student achievement than their high | high school setting.

school counterparts.

Hypothesis 3c: Teachers in the elementafeachers in the elementary setting rated
school setting will report higher levels of | strong emphasis on student achievement
beliefs for the correlate of strong emphasislightly higher than teachers in the middle
on student achievement than their middl¢ school setting.

school counterparts.

The first research question focused on orderingcéiffe school correlates by most
important to improving student achievement. Fromreview of the research it was
hypothesized that teacher’s perceptions of eaatelede would be similar to the rankings of
Marzano’s (2003) comparison of school-level facameoss researchers. They agreed on the
most and least important correlates. Howeverhieacin this study rankdeositive Home
School ConnectiorendSafe and Orderly Schootsgher than in Marzano (2003).

The second research questions examined to whattdgbeher characteristics
influenced how teachers perceived the importandbeoéffective school correlates. The
results supported the hypotheses that teachechook with greater than 40% free or
reduced lunch students would perceive the coredée and Orderly SchoadsmdPositive
Home-School Environmeas more important than schools with less than 4D%tudents
receiving free or reduced lunch prove to be siasily significant. However, the results did
not indicate that teachers who have more thanyieags of teaching experience will perceive

Strong Emphasis on AcademarsdHigh Expectations for Student Achievemasntess
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important to improving student achievement thachees who have less than five years of
teaching experience.

The third research question sought to explain W8bhabol characteristics would be
related to how teachers perceived the importantleeoéffective schools correlates. Two
hypotheses were developed around the school lagtrks of teacher assignment by
elementary, middle, and high school. The resolitcatecthat teachers in the elementary
school setting did not rate the correlateslmfh Expectations for Student Achievememd
Strong Emphasis on Academic Sucagsificantly higher than their middle school
counterparts. The results also indicated teachalse elementary school setting did rate the
correlates of kjh Expectations for Student AchievemamiStrong Emphasis on Academic

Successt a higher level than their high school countgga
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

Introduction

Chapter Five discusses the major findings fromghisly of teacher perceptions
about the importance of effective schools corrslédemproving student achievement.
Potential implications for policy and implementatiof the effective schools correlates in the
school improvement process are then presented stlidg concludes with recommendations
for future research and lessons learned aboutesearch process from the perspective of the
researcher.
Summary of Findings

There have been skeptics of the U.S. public edautalstem since its evolution. The
pinnacle of the criticism arose in 1964 with thdlmation of the Office of Civil Rights
study,Equality of Education OpportunitColeman et. al., 1966). Known as the Coleman
Report, the study brought to light significant asl@ment gaps between white and minority
students and students from high resource and Isauree backgrounds. Ronald Edmonds
(1979) suggested that the inequities in the edorcaystem were due to the schools’
inabilities to teach students from low economicKkggiound basic skills. In his research of
schools that were effective in meeting this basicqgiple, he noted similar, identifiable
correlates that make schools successful in edygratirstudents. The correlates were
identified as strong administrative leadershiphhegpectations for student achievement, a

safe and orderly school atmosphere, student atiguisif basic skills, and frequently
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monitoring student progress. Further researchladed that successful parent and
community involvement programs were present inatiffe schools as well (Lezotte, 1991,
Marzano, 2003; Meir, 2002; Reyes et. al., 1999:e8dbh & Skrla, 2003; Schlechty, 2002;
Waggstaff & Fusarelli, 1999).

The school improvement research supports Edmomdihfis of the effective
schools correlates. As such, the purpose of thasitifative study was not to document what
we know about the effective schools correlatesratier to expand upon this knowledge.
The literature review noted that systematic sclehainge is not easy and can be
cumbersome. Nevertheless, current school refons aich as No Child Left Behind make
it clear to school leaders of failing schools ttlaanges must be forthcoming or the school
will incur the loss of important supplemental fealetollars. Additionally, accountability
research does not suggest a systematic overhawdafool to simultaneously include all six
correlates. Rather, school improvement plans shimalas on two to three high yield
strategies. It was clear within the research phiaicipal leadership and the views of change
among staff members play an important role in stmprovement success (Lezotte, 1991).
As such, the purpose of this study was to assedsdiefs of teachers about which effective
school correlates they perceive have the greatgsiat to improve student achievement.
Research Questions and Summary of the Findings

Research Question Which effective schools correlates do teachersepeecas most

important to improving student achievement?

In sum, when observing the response means andasthdeviations among each

correlate, there was little variance among thelteaesponses for each correlate. When
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comparing the observed mean from the correlatds tvé teacher responses for each item,
the responses clustered closely along the meanm, po&ating little variability in the
responses. Such finding is important to note bezgenerally the correlates and the survey
items that comprise the correlates are rated asriant (agree or strongly agree). The
magnitude in the difference among the survey itantsthe correlates is quite small, hence
very little variability. As a result in the homagaus findings, more trust can be put in the
correlates’ means as being typical perceptionb®tturveyed teachers.

Principal Leadershipvas the lowest rated correlate among the teaettats
Emphasis on Academic Successs rated the highest. In reviewing the responsans from
the study sample, there were differences in thkimgrof importance of the correlates from
this study than the ranking in Marzano’s (2003) aratalysis. The rankings were consistent
with the correlateEmphasis on Academic SuccassPrincipal Leadershipwith Emphasis
on Academic Succeas more important to student success whilacipal Leadershipvas
rated the lowest. AlthoudPrincipal Leadershiganked the lowest among the correlates, it is
still an important part of an effective school; hewer, teachers’ perceptions within this study
found other correlates slightly higher in valuehaittheir schools.

There were differences in the rankings in thislgtlom Marzano’s analysis among
the correlates dPositive-Home School Environme8afe and Orderly SchogBrequent
Monitoring of Student ProgresandHigh Expectations for Student Achievement. Pe@sitiv
Home-School Environmerdnked second among teacher perceptions in thdy sthile it
was third on Marzano’s listSafe and Orderly Schowlas third in this study while Marzano

rated it as fourth Frequently Monitoring of Student Progresded fourth in this study
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whereas Marzano rated it as second. Marzano alswiHigh Expectations for Student
Achievemenas the second most important within the effectisi@ools research, while
teachers perceived it as fifth. When analyzingdifierences in the correlates’ means from
this study, it could be argued that the differeremesinconsequential. Likewise, a high
number of teachers from low SES schools resporm#tetsurvey. The results show these
teachers have different views about the importaobaelates. As such, due to the sample
composition having a large proportion of respongémm Title 1 schools, rankings would
be different. Finally, the correlate ordering abbk different because of factors not
accounted for in this study (e.g., school contagtountability era, overexposure to certain
constructs, etc). To fully understand if othertéas may be moderating teachers’
perceptions of the correlates, future studies shmdlude these factors in their statistical
models.

Another notable finding not consistent with theearch was all students can master
basic skills. The basic attribute of an effectetool identified by Edmonds (1979) was
whether or not that school can get all studentadster the basic skills of schooling in order
for them to be successful at the next level. Algioit was perceived as most important by
Edmond’s it was not by the teachers in this samplee survey itenTeachers believe that
all students can master the basic skiised forty-fifth (not tabled) most important angon
the fifty-nine items. More importantly, when askéd\ll staff believe that all students can
learn regardless of their abilifyteachers perceived this as the lowest item witinétdigh
Expectations for Student Achievememirelate and fifty-third among the fifty-ninemnts. In

analyzing the responses further, the lower mearmgrthese items could be attributed to the
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idea that teachers feel there is not enough timsttmlents to master these skills. Teachers
responding to the itengtudents are given enough time to master the Bk#is, rated as
fifty-sixth among the fifty-nine items surveyedtime study. Perhaps this suggests that
teachers are neutral in perceiving that studemtsraaster basic skills due to the time
constraints limiting their ability to concentrate the essential standards within the
curriculums they teach.

Research Question 2: What teacher characteristiido related to how teachers

perceive the importance of the effective schoadietaies?

Findings support that teacher characteristiccanelated with how teachers perceive
the importance of the effective schools correlafesachers who work in non Title | schools
responded statistically differently to the correteafe and Orderly SchoodsdPositive
Home/School Environmetitan their counterparts in high SES schools.

Effective schools research revealed that effecoh®ols successfully collaborate
with parents and community members. Regardleag@dcher's employment in a low or
high SES school, the response means from both grslupwved that this correlate is
important to school success. Teachers in low agld 8ES schools both agreed that a
positive home/school relation was necessary foo@icsuccess.

The effective schools research indicated that@aad orderly school went beyond
the notion of having an orderly environment. Caisn@000) indicated that in addition to
rules and regulations, student and teachers meisintellectually, emotionally, and socially
safe. Effective schools with this attribute haigher levels of student engagement. But as

Finn and Voelkl (1993) suggested, the charactessif the structural environment can play a
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role in this engagement. Findings from this stuglyp®rt Finn and Voelkl findings as
schools with lower number of SES students did peecihis correlate to be more important
that their higher SES student counterparts.

Years of teaching experience was not significamtatermining how teachers
perceived the effective schools correleédé®ng Emphasis on AcademarsdHigh
Expectations for Student Achievemenhese finding support the research by Monk (1994
Wolters and Daugherty (2007), and Gahaith and Y&397) that teacher experience
provides limited information to those seeking useftormation on improving pupil
performance. This study found, that regardlesgeafs of experience, teachers’ perceptions
on emphasis on academics as important to studec¢ssiand high expectations were
similar. However, Croninger et al.’s (2007) fingsnwould suggest that the results from this
survey should be viewed cautiously as they fouiadl students taught by teachers with more
than five years experience has no advantage oveersts taught by teachers with less than
five years of experience. In addition, the redeant teacher experience also showed that
teacher experience was not correlated with impleatiem of new programs as well. As
such, data from the literature and this study ssigghat teaching experience does not
necessarily correlate positively or negatively vighchers’ perceptions on high student
achievement or emphasis on academics.

Research Question 3: What school characteristidisbeirelated to how teachers

perceive the importance of the effective schoaletates?

A t test analysis was conducted to determine if thene correlations between the

perceptions of teachers from the elementary schetting to those in the middle and high
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school setting in relation to the effective cortesaofHigh Expectations for Academic
AchievemenandEmphasis on Academics Succe$ke findings revealed there were no
significant differences between how elementaryheexperceivetigh Expectations for
Academic Achievemetitan those in the middle school setting. Likewtikere was no
significant difference in how elementary teachescpived the effective school correlate
Emphasis on Academic Succéssn their middle school counterparts. Howevieré was a
significant difference in perceptions of these etfee school correlates between elementary
and high school teachers. Elementary teachenseguit higher levels of beliefs for the
correlateHigh Expectations for Academic AchievememiEmphasis on Academic Success
than their high school counterparts.

These results add to the contradictory findingsheliterature. Motivational research
by Midgley et al. (1995) suggests that there haanHlinks between teacher efficacy and
student’s self-perception. As students transitiom the elementary setting to the middle
and high school setting, student motivation infleesistudent achievement. Anderman and
Maehr (1994) note in their research on studentwatian that as students experience this
transition there is a shift in interest from acadeto nonacademic activities. As students
shift their motivation to the non-academic actesti Midgley, Anderman, and Hicks (1995)
suggest that teachers in the middle school levadine less efficacious than their elementary
counterparts. The result leads teachers to nbagegood about their effects on students’
achievement and thus not holding their studentsgésame high standards as the teachers in

the elementary setting.
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The findings from this survey do not support tiiedry for middle school teachers
but do for high school teachers. Although highosds teachers perceived Emphasis on
Academic Success as important, they did not dd #tessame level of importance as their
elementary or middle school colleagues. The saneeptional pattern held true for the high
school teachers when analyzing their mean respufitbe effective schools correlatigh
Expectations for Academic Achievementhose of the elementary and middle school
teachers.

What these findings do not show is whether or hadents begin to show
developmental changes during adolescent yearadvarsely affect their achievement.
However, the data from this study would support thase changes do not affect the middle
school teachers’ efficacy toward student achievarasmprescribed in the literature. Such
changes would most likely be correlated with thghtschool teachers’ perceptions on
student achievement from this study.

Implications for Policy and Practice

The goal of this research was to gain a betteerstanding of how teachers
perceived the importance of the effective schootsetates to improve student achievement.
Recommendations for policy and practice can bearnadefrom the responses of the survey
participants.

As previously discussed, in the age of accountglsithool leaders need research-
proven strategies that can assist them to defngettareas of need in the school

improvement process. What is limiting to schootlls is the research also recommends not
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making numerous systematic changes. Rather th@weament in student achievement in
targeted schools should be slow and consistenttivtiiesearch.
Suggestions for School Leaders

The teachers in this study rated principal leddprihe lowest among the correlates.
Ironically, many of the schools correlates thatewanked higher than school leadership are
greatly influenced by school leaders. These resuigjgest that district leaders and teacher
preparation programs need to do a better job eludsng the roles of school leaders.
Perhaps, there is a general perception that leadensot that important to effective
schooling. Why this is and what to do about itiamportant next steps.

Marks and Louis (1997) research on teacher empoamrand school reform linked
the connection of teacher empowerment to the afi@icpbedagogical quality and student
academic performance. Likewise, Water et al. (20@dicated that successful changes in
schools are directly correlated with how these gearare viewed by the stakeholders. As
such, the researchers suggested that second biateyes involving pre-existing values must
involve all the stakeholders for whom the changgisaffect for these changes to be
successful.

The problem school leaders face today when diverassignment to improve student
achievement is the external pressures that contetiagtplacement into the leadership role.
Such pressures force school leaders to make systechanges through fear of sanctions
and public perception, rather than on researcheffiedtive data analysis of their school.
Specifically for teachers, Lezotte (2004) emphasibe importance of getting teachers

involved collaboratively within the school. He adtthat the second generation of the safe
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and orderly school correlate included focus onréesbehaviors of students and teachers.
By asking teachers to voice their perceptions erefifective schools correlates in this study,
it was found that such perceptions differ in margaa from the school improvement
research. School leaders should learn from thdysthat perceptions among teachers from
various school building characteristics differedaal. As a result of the differences in views
(based on school characteristics of the teachscloyol) about what was important perhaps
school and district leaders need to focus on tegmreeptions. This focus should include
explaining to them why the correlates are importdhthese differences in perceptions
(according to school and teacher characteristic®xist then it may be influencing their
teaching practices. As such, it becomes tantanmtouwstiaping teachers perceptions to ensure
that certain practices are being carried out byealthers to ensure that all students are
achieving.

This study suggests it is important for school é&xzado ask teachers how they
perceive the effective school correlates beforengha are made. Likewise, it is important
for teachers to have a firm understanding of hogéhcorrelates directly relate to student
success. This awareness will encourage teachamsr@routinely incorporate the correlates
within instructional practices. If principals fitde absence of knowledge among the staff
regarding these correlates, opportunities for msitmal development to build a greater
awareness of the correlates’ importance relativaudent achievement should be provided.

These awareness building activities will allow sohool leader to measure not only
which effective schools correlates should be tleigoof change, but how teachers view

these correlates. Marzano, Walters, and McNult@§2@mphasized that collective efficacy
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can be built by involving the members of the schon@n agreed upon process to accomplish
the goals of the school. Such collective efficagads to the belief that “we can make a
difference” in the lives of students. Howevereadher’s negative view of a specific
correlate will not be evidenced in instructionahgiices. School leaders need to be aware of
which correlates are viewed both positively andatiegly by the teachers in their school.
Such knowledge will give school leaders insightiatdirection for change.

Suggestions for District Leaders

To assist school leaders in determining how te@ichers perceive the effective
school correlates, district leaders should protgesurvey to accomplish this task. Not only
is providing a survey tool important, but distlieaders should take the additional step by
assisting school leaders in disaggregating thetdateake the avenues for change clearer for
the school leader. Principals can then be morédsmt in data interpretation that affects
instructional decisions at the school level.

The teachers in this study rated principal leadprte lowest among the correlates.
Ironically, many of the schools correlates thatewamnked higher than school leadership are
greatly influenced by school leaders. Howeverset@xamination of the items within this
correlate showed statements involving principakseoing and giving feedback on teachers’
instructional practices were neutral. This neuyrauggests that principals need to provide
strategic feedback to teachers regarding instmatipractices. District and principal
preparation programs need to improve principalsvidedge of high quality instructional
practices relating to the effective schools cotedand how to clearly communicate their

findings to teachers.

101



These results also suggest that district leadetsesmther preparation programs need
to implement appropriate in-service regarding thles of school leaders and effective
schools correlates. Perhaps, there is a genax@g®n that leaders are not that important
to effective schooling. Why this is and what toabmut it are important next steps.

In general, a survey developed by the districlddalso assist existing school leaders
in determining targeted areas of needs within thenool. Instead of these school leaders
reviewing the summative item means for each cagetadetailed item analysis can reveal
areas within each correlate a school should foous the next school improvement cycle.
The summative data from all of the schools couldhig@ortant for district leaders in
determining the areas of focus within the schosteay as well. Answers to specific items
could lead to policy changes or a staff developn@eus. For instance, the answer to the
item Teachers use tests and other forms of assessmeantaltiate student learnirgpuld
lead to a district-wide focus on formative assesgmand targeted areas of instruction for
students.

Direction for Future Research

Further research is needed to deepen our undénsggof why teachers perceive the
effective schools correlates the way they do. &tudnotivation researchers suggest that
student efficacy affects the way teachers feel ttayimpact student achievement. If
students are focused on academic tasks more sotmacademic tasks, it is inferred from
the research that teachers should have a highse séself-efficacy. It would be of interest
to see if this correlation would carry over to hmachers perceive the effective school

correlates. For instance, would teachers withgadr sense of self efficacy rate the items
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within the survey higher than a teacher with a logedf efficacy? Moreover, would the
same participants perceive the correlates the sayear later with a different set of students
in their classes?

The research results also noted that school fag®rs can have an affect on how
teachers’ perceived the effective school correlagegell. When this survey was conducted,
all schools were deemed by the federal governmenteeeting adequate yearly progress. If a
school was not to meet adequate yearly progresydair and the same staff was surveyed,
would the school not meeting this measure changéetiichers’ perceptions on the effective
schools correlates? Likewise, the population withm study’s district continues to grow. |If
the student population within a school were totdhtim a low population of SES students to
a high concentration of SES students, would theesstaff perceive the effective school
correlates the same?

As a school leader, it is important to know if ystaff has the same level of student
expectations as you. A direction for future reskarould involve the measurement of
perceptions of teachers and principals on effedol®ols correlates to improve student
achievement and determine which correlates havigasisignificance among the two groups.
Another direction for future research would see tilogvperceptions of staff would improve
if the findings were shared with the participaf@sce the areas of focus were identified from
the findings and incorporated into the school improent process, would the same
participants perceive the effective schools coteslaifferently after the strategic

interventions?
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The study also shows there are some differencesahers’ perceptions of school
correlates. Future studies need to examine ietddferential perceptions are related to
differential teaching practices and why these défifiéial perceptions exists. A fruitful
avenue of investigation would involve conductingrenadvanced statistical models which
control for teacher and school characteristics (&gts of school environment, subjects
taught, etc.). In doing so, we could begin to ustdad why there are different perceptions
of the importance of certain school correlates.

The final recommendation is to make what we knbau the effective schools
research work for our schools. The research ig elear these correlates are found in every
effective school that understands the importaneavefy child mastering the basic skills
needed for their next level of schooling. This éaflchange does not require money, but a
change in perception of how schooling works. Peshapre focus should be placed on “How
can we make that work for our school?” Understagdivat these correlates are necessary to
make schooling successful, more emphasis shoybdalsed on establishing a protocol to
make these correlated viable in all schools.

Limitations and Lessons Learned

There are several limitations to this study. Tigly includes teachers located in a
largely exburbs / rural schools. As such, thetedults are not intended to be generalized
to teachers in schools located in urban areas.

Due to this being a non-random study and teaatwrisl opt out to participate and
not participate, there could be some selectiontoidisis study. Because teachers that did

participate in the study are fairly similar to teneral population of teachers in the county, it
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is likely that selection bias is not at play. Nelieless, some unmeasured factor associated
with non-respondents may be functioning.

As a result of the study not identifying teacheysschools, the data had to be
aggregated to the county level. Teachers aredh@sthin schools, and as such, the data in
this study is non-independent. Non-independenndezal to biased estimate and standard
error, increasing a Type 1 error. As a result aémal limitations placed on data collection
by university’s review board, this problem could be avoided.

In reviewing the survey procedures and findinge,teachers’ perceptions of the
survey items may influence the findings. Althougirtizipants were asked to indicate the
extent to which they believed each item in the symwas important to improving student
achievement, some participants may have misintexgnrehat they were being asked. That
is, some teachers may have believed that the suvasyasking them about whether the item
was present at their school. If interpretation didferent than intention, then the validity of
the instrument may be undermined. However, thigdition is indicative of many survey
guestionnaires. Quite simply, a disadvantage ofei is the possibility that all respondents
will not interpret the items in the same way.

In conducting this study there was several lessgarsied within the research process.
From the perspective of this researcher, it wamant to fully understand the process of
the quantitative design. Developing a quality aesle design saves many steps at the end of
the process. When developing the design, the ndssrdearned it is important to know what

variables exist in the study and what questiorastowithin the survey to assist in answering
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the research questions. Similarly, it was impdrtarunderstand what statistical test will aid
in answering the research questions.

A second lesson from this study was handling uaetqul problems that arose during
the course of the study. One major obstacle ®réisearcher was merging the data from the
survey tool with the statistical software packadmt having a class on how to use the
software package, it was foreseen that this woakk@ challenge. However, having to
upload data into the statistical package with idietle variables created an obstacle of
enormous proportions. A mentor served a vital nolassisting the researcher with this task
and proved to be priceless in the completion of shidy.

Recruiting participants for the study was anothtestacle for the researcher.
Allowing the researcher to conduct the study iamifiar district did not prove as helpful as
first thought. Many questions about how the redearwould be using the findings
hampered the researcher to reach participantstaiceschools. Some principals were not
comfortable with several items being asked on tlmeey. Specifically, the principals were
afraid that the responses would be tied to theddmd would not represent what they
perceived the perceptions of their teachers woalthlvegards to the effective schools
correlates. The lesson learned for the reseamagto communicate more clearly on how
the data will be used and to not assume that fiyezwhfines would result in high
participation rates.

The dissertation process, from attending class#@setavriting of the findings, can be
influenced by many outside obstacles. Changemmlyaand career dynamics can have

unexpected impacts on the completion of the proc&ke lesson learned by the researcher is
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that when undertaking a task like this in futuréisiccount for natural variables that have no
impact on your study but will influence the competof the study like no other outliers.
Conclusion

The purpose of this quantitative study was notlcated to document what we
already know about the effective schools correlbtggather to expand upon this
knowledge. More importantly, it was the purposeéhid study to note the importance of
teachers’ perceptions in implementing systematioscchange. The limitations of the
study included the small sample size and the paatnts coming from one local school
district. Nevertheless, the study did make it ictedeaders of failing schools that school
improvement plans should focus on two to three 1yighd strategies to address these
shortfalls. In addition, it was noted within thesearch that principal leadership and the
views of change among staff members play an impbrtde in school improvement success.
As such, the findings from this research were &iast with identifying the importance of
the effective schools correlates to student acinieve but not necessarily in the same order
of effect size.

The personal perspective of the researcher isrtapt to note. As a school principal
that has been asked to take on challenging rolesgmve various schools, knowledge of
the effective schools correlates and their reselaashproven to be invaluable. Itis conceded
that the school improvement process has had aymrdfonpact on the researcher. Having
worked in a system that believes in total qualdy@ation and being trained to respect these
principles has lead the researcher to understanuiiportance of inclusiveness in the

decision making process of the school. It is eingdhin the researcher that although there
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are times school leaders are called upon to malghtdecisions, systematic school change
must come from all of the stakeholders in a scleoaimunity.

What is reassuring for schools needing vast imgmant to ensure all students are
successful in every school is the emphasis beiagepl on this measure at the local, state,
and federal level. Although the means to the exrdand are debatable, no longer can a
school fail to educate groups of students withgpilalic record. What can be agreed upon is
a foundation is being laid to no longer accept sththat fail students. For the researcher,

that provides comfort but offers a challenge toue@s bring my best to work each day.
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Appendix A

The Effective Schools Survey was selected as theegunstrument because of its
correlation with the effective school correlatesrrRission for use was granted from the
Systems Evaluation and Reporting Section, Systeaesuntability Office of the Hawaii
Department of Education. This survey has been disoeed by the Hawaii Department of
Education and has been replaced by the School i@ Galrvey.

Strong Instructional Leadership of the Principal

1. The principal makes student achievement theadshtop goal.

2. The principal states the school's mission aradsga clear, concrete terms.

3. The principal takes the lead to resolve instometl problems.

4. School administrators work with teachers, sttsleand parents to develop the school's
improvement plan.

5. There is ongoing two-way communication betwdenadministrators and school
personnel.

6. The school administrators regularly observesttasm instruction.

7. The school administrators regularly provide fesazk to teachers with regard to their
classroom instruction.

8. Administrators and staff share in leadershipsplsing individual and team strengths.
9. The principal makes sure there are sufficiesueces for effective instruction.

10. The principal ensures that there is an effectimgoing system for evaluating the
school's progress toward its goals.

Strong Emphasis on Academics

11. Class time is used for instruction, not busykwo

12. Teachers present academic work in interestidgvaried ways.

13. Instruction is geared to having students alstiverolved in learning.

14. Students are given enough time to master tsie bkills.

15. Students who need extra help get it.

16. Teachers maximize student time-on-task.

17. Teachers continually assess the effects atictsbn to refine their teaching.

18. Teachers collaborate to develop/refine the emacicurriculum.

19. Teachers use methods such as cooperativerigapger tutoring, and computer-assisted
instruction to promote learning success for altistus.

20. Teachers participate in professional developraetivities to keep up-to-date on
instructional practices.
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High Expectations for Student Achievement

21.

All students are expected to learn a full raoigekills-from basic memorization to

complex problem solving.

22.
23.

Teachers believe that all students can mdsgdvdsic skills.
Teachers clearly inform students and parenmi¢hat students are expected to know and

be able to do by the end of the unit or semester.

24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

School standards are both challenging anchatise.

All staff have high expectations for studerttiagement.

All staff believe that students can learn rdgss of their ability.
Teachers assume responsibility for studenbiegr

Students are encouraged to set high learnialg §or themselves.
Teachers foster the development of indeperidaming.

Time spent in pull-out programs is expecteddshort and effective.

Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

Teachers often give students feedback on phnegress.

Teachers promptly evaluate and return homework.

Teachers diagnose academic problems early.

Teachers give clear explanations before asgiggeatwork or homework.

Clear classroom standards for student behav@used consistently throughout the year.
Students are given an active role in assessidgevaluating their own progress.
Teachers use tests and other forms of assessn®raluate student learning.

Information from monitoring students' progressased to adapt instruction to meet

individual student needs.

39.

Results from students' progress are used tovwekly instruction.

Safe and Orderly School

40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

The school is clean and comfortable.

People feel safe at this school.

The school staff really cares about students.

Students in our school want to learn.

There is a sense of pride among staff , stggdant parents about the school.
Teacher-student interaction is positive.

Teachers enjoy teaching at this school.

Discipline problems are handled with fairnesaphasizing behavior, not personality.
Classroom environments stimulate learning wathimdue pressure.

The school staff works cooperatively together.
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Positive Home-School Relations

50. Regular, frequent home-school communicatioasraintained.

51. Parents often receive information about stugl@nbgress.

52. School events are scheduled to encourage paatteindance.

53. The staff welcomes parents at this school.

54. Parents are involved in major decisions abmaents.

55. School staff encourages parents to becomewvesoh activities that support the school's
instructional program.

56. Parents are offered various options for involest, e.g., tutoring their children at home,
helping in classrooms, joining school councils.

57. The school staff is responsive to parent ingstir

58. The school staff continually looks for waysrnwaolve parents, students, and community
in decision making.

59. Teachers let parents know that parent involvemekes a difference in children's school
performance.
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APPENDIX B
Initial Participant’s Letter

To: [Email]
From: rodneypeterson@johnston.k12.nc.us

Subject: Effective Schools Survey
Dear Johnston County Educator,

My name is Rodney Peterson and | am a doctoraéstud the Educational Leadership
Program at North Carolina State University. Relgehimet with your principal to discuss a
study | am conducting to assess the beliefs ohracabout which effective school
correlates they feel have the greatest impact @mawing student achievement. | am asking
you to take part in this study. At your next stageting, you will be offered access to a
participant’s letter. Upon receipt of this lettewill be emailing you a secure URL that will
make the study available to you. This link will®@nique link for each respondent and will
limit your response to only one login with the ifl&p to transfer the web link to another
user. A secured setting within the URL will ndbal the researcher to link any response to
a specific email link. Your participation in thegudy is strictly voluntary.

| know your time is very valuable and | would appate you completing this short, 60
guestion survey. The information in the study rdsawill be kept confidential in an
electronic database that is password protectec Wiltbe stored securely in the
researcher’s database accessible by only the obsgaand the researcher’s dissertation
committee. No reference will be made in oral ortten reports which could link you to the
study. The online site is set up so your respondiébe returned to the researcher
anonymously, meaning that there is no way to tyace identity to your survey response.
This anonymity also insures that no one will kndwau choose to decline or participate in
this study, including your principal or other schadministrators. Study results will be
presented in aggregate form, school administratoather personnel will have access to raw
data.

By participating in this study, local school leagland school improvement teams will have
data of what school level correlates teachers per@e most important to raising student
achievement and how school characteristics impestet findings. For instance, are teacher
perceptions about certain effective school coreslanpacted by their perception of the
existence effective school correlates in their st$® In addition, do these perceptions differ
in importance and existence by teachers from sgtdeschools verses low performing
schools? Answers to these questions can help bligaaters and school improvement teams
shape their learning plans to meet the needs désta in their buildings.
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Thank you in advance for your willingness to paptte in this study. If you have questions
at any time about the study or the proceduresnyay contact the researcher, Rodney
Peterson, at 7507 HWY 50 South Benson, North Qaadi’504, or (919) 894-4226. If you
feel you have not been treated according to therghé®ns in this form, or your rights as a
participant in research have been violated dutegcburse of this project, you may contact
Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administratorx B614, NCSU Campus (919/515-
4514).

Thank you and have a wonderful day.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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APPENDIX C
Follow-up Participant’'s Letter

To: [Email]
From: rodneypeterson@johnston.k12.nc.us
Subject: Effective Schools Survey

My name is Rodney Peterson and | am a doctoraestud the Educational Leadership
Program at North Carolina State University. Relgehsent you a link to a survey | am
conducting to assess the beliefs of teachers atdwiah effective school correlates they feel
have the greatest impact on improving student &ehment. | am asking you to take part in
this study. The link below is a unique link for baespondent and will limit your response to
only one login with the inability to transfer theelwlink to another user. A secured setting
within the URL will not allow the researcher tokiany response to a specific email link.
Your participation in this study is strictly voltamy.

| know your time is very valuable and | would appate you completing this short, 60
guestion survey. The information in the study rdsawill be kept confidential in an
electronic database that is password protectecd Wiltbe stored securely in the
researcher’s database accessible by only the obszand the researcher’s dissertation
committee. No reference will be made in oral ortten reports which could link you to the
study. The online site is set up so your respondlébe returned to the researcher
anonymously, meaning that there is no way to ty@ce identity to your survey response.
This anonymity also insures that no one will knibywu choose to decline or participate in
this study, including your principal or other schadministrators. Study results will be
presented in aggregate form, school administratoather personnel will have access to raw
data.

By participating in this study, local school leagsland school improvement teams will have
data of what school level correlates teachers per@e most important to raising student
achievement and how school characteristics imastet findings. For instance, are teacher
perceptions about certain effective school coreslanpacted by their perception of the
existence effective school correlates in their st$® In addition, do these perceptions differ
in importance and existence by teachers from sstueschools verses low performing
schools? Answers to these questions can help kldaaters and school improvement teams
shape their learning plans to meet the needs désts in their buildings.

Thank you in advance for your willingness to paptite in this study. If you have questions
at any time about the study or the proceduresnyay contact the researcher, Rodney
Peterson, at 7507 HWY 50 South Benson, North Gaadi’504, or (919) 894-4226. If you
feel you have not been treated according to thergi#®ns in this form, or your rights as a
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participant in research have been violated dutegcburse of this project, you may contact
Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administratorx B614, NCSU Campus (919/515-
4514).

Thank you and have a wonderful day.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx

https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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