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Executive Summary

In the course of this study, we have sought to
determine why similar types of West Virginia elemen-
tary students are achieving at very different academic
levels. Some high: achieving schools are producing
successful students, Aespite extreme poverty and
dysfunctional home environments. How?

In other schools, students with similar demo-
graphic and socioeconomic backgrounds are clearly
not achieving to this level. Why?

A majority of the elementary students who pa--
ticipated in this research project indicated that school
is important to them and they want to do well. Un-
fortunately, the results of this study present compel-
ling evidence that, despite the students’ cagerness to
learn, many parents, teachers and school administra-
tors do not share their positive outlook, nor do all of
their schools possess the characteristics which this
study has identified with high student achievement.

In the first phase of the study, a comparison of
33 high and 33 low-achieving elementary schools in
West Virginia found that the lowest-achieving schools
had 2.5 times more students receiving free and re-
duced-price lunch as did the highest achieving
schools, as well as teachers with lower education
levels and less experience. Throughout this study the
term “needy” will be used to describe the percentage
of free and reduced-price lunch participants.

The second phase of the study focused on three
pairs of elementary schools, each with similar demo-
graphic and socioeconomic characteristics. In each
pair, one school consistently produces higher levels
of student achievement than the other. The highest-
achieving school in the state was also included in the
study for comparative purposes.

In one of the pairs, both schools had approxi-
mately 65 percent needy students. In another pair,
both schools had 87 percent needy students. The fi-
nal contrast offered a comparison of three schools
with low (less than 16 percent) populations of needy
students.

In each of the three pairings, although the stu-
dents were strikingly similar in socioeconomic pro-
file, the research data indicated that their schools had
provided them with an alarmingly dissimilar oppor-
tunity for achievement and success.

In total, seven elementary schools located in dif-
ferent parts of the state were visited and obscerved.
Four schools were located in areas termed “rural”
the other three were in areas designated as “non-
rural.”

Fifty parents, teachers and administrators partici-
pated in unstructured interviews, in an cffort to dis-
tinguish factors underlying achievement differences
among the schools. In addition, 670 students. 82 teach-
ers, 032 parents and seven administrators or central
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office personnel responded to an effective schools
survey, designed to assess school-wide emphasis on
student achievement; the relationship between stu-
dent effort and achievement; staff morale, job com-
mitment and satisfaction and school-community re-
lations.

Findings and Discussion

The analysis of the survey and interview data
identified considerable differences between the high
and low-achieving rural schools,

The rural. low-achieving schools had higher fac-
ulty turnover, teachers with lower education levels,
less experience, fewer years of teaching in the present
building and lower faculty morale than the rural,
higher-achieving schools. Over the years, these low-
achieving schools have been perceived as places
where new teachers were sent until they could build
up enough seniority to “bid out.™ or apply for trans-
fer, to another location. They are often called “drive-
in” schools because some teachers commute from
homes located as much as an hour away; these teach-
ers are not perceived as members of the community
in which they teach.

In the rural, high-achieving schools, teachers
wanted to be in the schools, faculty turnover was
low, continuity of instructional programs was present
and there was evidence of the faculty working to-
gether as a team over time.

While the detrimental effects of poventy on stu-
dent learning were present in both the high and low-
achieving rural schools, the difference in academic
achievement appeared to be in the attitude ol the
teachers, low faculty turnover. continuity of instruc-
tional programs, an identified instructional leader and
having available services and programs for students
in need.

In the three non-rurat schools in this study, teacher
turnover was low, teacher education level and years
of experience were high and enrichment programs
and field trips were in place or activated to enhance
student learning and experiences.

In all four rural clementary schools, the levels of
parent education, parent involvement and parent
perceptions of the school were low, even in the high-
achicving rural schools. The opposite was recorded
for the non-rural elementiny schools, which shared
high »arent education, high parent involvement and
high positive parent perceptions of the school,

The students’ responses across the diverse envi-
ronments in this study indicate that even though the
schools and communities are different. the relative
pereeptions of a majority of the students are about

the same concerning school and work standards,
expectations for a high performance level by the
school and the desire to do. well in school. One of
the many interesting findings indicated that the re-
sponding students from the two highest-achieving
rural schools had the highest scores on the motiva-
tion scale of all the students in the study, which mea-
sures the student's motivation to attend school and
the importance he or she attaches to school.

Conclusions

Are there characteristics which distinguish effec-
tive elementary schools in West Virginia?

An analysis of the survey and interview data iden-
tified the following characteristics which are shared
among the effective elementary schools in this re-
search project:

+ high student achievement, irrespective of the per-
centage of needy students, parents’ education level,
parents” income level or amount of parent involve-
ment;:

¢ low teacher turnover, combined with a stable fac-
ulty that exhibits teamwork and the ability to set
common goals and coordinate the instructional
program;

¢ high staff morale, job satistaction and strong teacher
accountability;

o teachers with a high level of education and expe-
ricnce and commitment to the school and the stu-
dents;

¢ a strong and determined attitude among teachers
that children can and will achiceve:

o teachers who identify and address individual stu-
dent needs:

¢ infrequent student arguments, strong student pride
in the school, high levels of student respect for the
teachers and. in turn, students feeling that they are
respected;
high student motivation in rural, high poverty areas:
high to moderately high attention paid to the school
by the central office:

o availability of student services to offset the detri-
mental effects of poverty: or enrichment programs
such as band, an, ficld trips and accelerated classes
to enhance student learning;

o un identified instructional leader and a coordinated
instructional program. The instructional leader may
he the teachers, the principal or the superinten-
dent. In some low-achieving schools,  the West
Virginia Department of Education has become the
instructional force by designating the school “seri-
ously impaired:” and
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e a principal with an open communication style,
who is supportive of the teachers and the
academic program.

Conversely, the analysis recognized a number of
characteristics identified with, and sometimes shared
among, those schools designated as less effective.
Many of these traits, as one might assume, are the
polar opposites of those found in effective schools.
Several others are related to the problem of high staff
turnover in isolated rural schools. None of these char-
acteristics is an automatic indicator of a low-achiev-
ing school; however, it has been determined that the
low-achieving schools in this study share many of
these same traits. They are:

¢ high staff turnover;

e no continuity in instructional program;

« teachers not perceived as part of the school com-
munity;

e prevalent attitude by the faculty that students will
fail because of their home environment;

* no identified instructional leader:

¢ limited special student programs to offset the det-
rimental cffects of poverty when high levels of pov-
erty exist;

e frequent student arguments;

e low student pride, low student respect for teachers
and a perception by students that they are not re-
spected;

e low stdent motivation by faculty or administration;

e poor school visibility and/or involvement hy the
school district’s central office; and

¢ limited access to external opportunities.

Several of these conclusions may be summarized
as the ABCs of effective elementary schools:

& a positive Attitude that students can and will achieve;

e a Belief that a strong academic program can make a
difference;

e and a serious Commitment to the students and
school.

Recommendations

The results of this study have convineed the Re-
scarch Review Committee of the West Virginia Edu-
cation Fund's Education Policy Rescarch Institute that
cftective student performance is possible despite ex-
treme adverse conditions. In fact, this research iden-
tificd high student achievement in effective elemen-
tary schools irrespective of the degree of poverty,
high or low parent education, high or low parent
income or high or low parent involvement.

Several important recomumendations for improv-
ing the effectiveness of elementary schools in West
Virginia have flowed from this report. The catalysts
for these ideas are embodied in the analysis of the
survey data and the myriad interviews conducted as
part of the research project. They are offered below
and are not intended to be exhaustive. The Research
Review Committee is confident, however, that their
full implementation will contribute significantly to the
overall effectiveness of West Virginia's elementary
schools.

(1) Evaluate and revise the teacher seniority laws of
the state with regard to their effect on teacher
turnover and student achievement in elementary
schoots.

(2) Authorize administrators and Faculty Senates at
the schoal site the flexibility, including monetary
incentives, to select and retain personnel with
skills appropriate to the needs of the school.

(3) Implement a strategy and specific plan to ensure
low teacher turnover and continuity of the
instructional program in all elementary schools
in the state.

Example:

¢ Adopt a policy, making teacher transfers due to
job bidding effective only at the beginning of the
next scheol year, rather than allowing personnel
changes during the school year, which create a chain
reaction affecting a significant number of class-
rooms.

(4) Provide special instructional programs and ac-
tivities, designed to offset the detrimental ef-
fects of poverty, in all elementary schools.

Examples:

e Provide full-day, five-day-a-week pre-kindergarten.

e Provide field trips for students to visit areas outside
of the school's attendance area and/or provide a
varicty of groups and programs to visit the schools.

¢ Provide programs for all schools such as those found
in School B in this study.

(5) Require staff development for all principals and
teachers on team building, open lines of com-
munication, mutual support, group facilitation and
problem solving, conflict resolution and academic
and behavioral expectations.

Example:

e Reinstate the Principals’ Academy, based on the
model that previously existed in the state under
the direction of the West Virginia Department of
Education.




(6) Require staff development for all administrators

and teachers to develop and promote a strong
collective school attitude and staff expectations
that children, irrespective of their socioeconomic
background, can achieve at significantly higher
levels.

(7) Test student performance annually, using an ap-

propriate instrument, in all grade levels and in
all elementary schools to hold teachers and ad-
ministrators accountable for the success of their
students and to provide teachers with the data
needed to make appropriate instructional adjust-
ments.

(8) Establish minimum guidelines which hold ¢ach

county school superintendent accountable for
visits and/or communication with each of the
schools in his or her county.

Example:

e Require county school superintendents to elicit and
review a needs assessment from the principal and
Local School Improvement Council of each elemen-
tary school in his or her county, and to work with
each school's administration and Local School Im-
provement Council to develop an implementation
plan for each school. The superintendent should
be held accountable for these implementation plans
in every elementary school in his or her county.
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° The purpose of this study is to advance the un-
Iﬁtl'OdllCthﬂ derstanding of effective elementary schools in West
Virginia.

Over the past 35 years, rescarchers have attempted
to define what makes a school effective. Definitions
vary from simple measures of high student achieve-
ment to complex measurements of positive teacher
and student attitudes and behavior (Westhrook, 1982)'.
The effective schools movement is anchored in the
work of Ron Edmonds, who theorized that in some
schools with a predominantly low-income, minority
student body, students consistently performed on stan-
dardized tests well beyond what was expected of them
(Teddlie and Stringfield, 1993).2

Murnane’ (1983) states that the most important
lesson learned from quantitative research on the de-
terminants of school effectiveness is that schools make
a difference, that teachers dare a critical resource, that
the composition of the student body matters and that
secondary resources (physical facilities, class size,
curricula and instructional strategies) may be seen as
affecting student learning through their influence on
the behavior of teachers and students.

In sceking to identify characteristics of effective
and less effective elementary schools in West Virginia,
this study focused on elementary schools in the state
| that consistently produce higher levels of student
achievement, compared to other lower achieving el-
ementary schools whose students have similar demo-
graphic and socioeconomic characteristics.

PWestbrook, John 13, (1982) ~Considering the Research: What Makes an Effective School?” Southwest Educational Develop-
ment Laboratory, Austin, Texas.

* Teddlic and Stringfield (1993), Schools Make a Difference- Lessons Learned from a 10-Year Study of School Effects, Teachers
College Press, NY.

* Murnane, Richard J. (1983), “Quantitative Studics of Effective Schools: What Have We Learned?,” School Finance and School
Improyement: Linkages for the 1980s, Fourth Annual Yearbook of the American Education Association, Ballinger Publishing com-
pany, Cambridge.

A

\ ‘ 1
F MC al 13

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Phases of the Study
Phase One

In the first phase of the study, 560" elementary
schools were ranked from high to low on a five-year
average (1988-89 to 1992-93) of third grade Basic Skills
standardized scores of the Comprehensive Test of
Basic Skills (CTBS). Seventeen school variables were
examined over the 33 highest and 33 lowest-ranked
schools. The major findings were:

e the lowest-achieving elementary schools had 2.5
times the rate of needy students (those receiving
free or reduced-price lunch) than the highest-achiev-
ing elementary schools (72.7 percent of the stu-
dents received free or reduced-price lunch in the
low-achieving schools, compared to 28.3 percent
in the high-achieving schools);

e the lowest-achieving elementary schools had teach-
ers with lower education levels and less experi-
ence than the highest achieving elementary schools;

e the lowest-achieving elementary schools had a
greater number of split grades, smaller schools,
smaller class size and pupil-to-teacher ratios and a
greater percentage of students moving out of the
schools than the highest achieving schools; and

e the 66 high and low-achieving schools were lo-
cated in 27 of the state’s 55 countics; one county
had eight of the high and four of the low-achieving
elementary schools.

Presented in Table 1 is an overview of the results
of Phase One.

With this limited amount of information, we could
not say there was a causal relationship between low-
achievement schools and low teacher education and
experience level, small schools and/or student mobil-
ity. The only thing we could say is that the highest-
achieving elementary schools in the analysis had a
low percentage of needy students and the lowest-
achieving elementary schools had a high percentage
of needy students.

Table 1. High and Low-Achieving Elementary Schools in West Virginia, 1991-92. Variable Data By

Group Average
School Variables n=33 n=33 Difference/No Difference
Low-Achieving High-Achieving

2nd Month Enrollment 185 282 Difference
Enrollment/3rd Grade* 20 39 Difference
Average Class Size 18 21 Difference
Attendance Rate 93% 95% No Difference
Students Moving In 9.4% 7.9% Difference
Students Moving Out 12% 7.6% Difference
Promotion Rate 95% 98% No Difference
Pupil Teacher Ratio 14 18 Difference
Pupil-Administrator Ratio 215 275 Difference
Schools w/Split Grades 17 7 Difference
Experience (Ycars) 1 15 Difference

% Bachelor's 25.7% 8.8% Difference

% BA + 15 32% 28.7% No Difference
% Master's 10.7% 11% No Difference
% MA + 15 9.4% 15.8% Difference

% MA + 30 21.5% 35.2% Difference

% Needy 72.7% 28.3% Difference

* 1992-93 Data. Statistical Difference at p < .05

' Elementary schools that had five years of test score data were used in the final ranking process. In 198689, West Virginia had
682 clementary schools: in 1989-90, 649; in 1990-91, G40 in 1991-92. 613: und in 1992-93., 573 clementary schools. In including only
those schools which had five years of test score data. 114 elementary schools were eliminated from the study.
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Worth noting is that a number of elementary
schools, despite a high percentage of needy students,
were achieving at high levels, and it appeared that
many schools were underachieving in relationship
to their percentage of needy students.

From the first phase of the study the question
arose:

Why are some schools achieving at high lev-
els and other schools with the same percent of
needy students achieving at low levels?

Stated more briefly: _
Wby are schools with similar types of stu-
dents achieving at different leveis?

Phase Two

The second phase of the study was designed to
try to find out why one school was achieving at a
high level and another school was achieving at a low
level when they both had similar percentages of needy
students. After an extensive review of five years of
achievement score data for 560 elementary schools
representing 153,129 students, two years of free and
reduced-price lunch data and residual charts from
regression analysis, the West Virginia Education Fund's
Research Review Commiittee selected seven schools
for this study. There were three pairs of high and
low-achieving schools as well as the highest-achiev-
ing elementary school in the state.

The schools were selected by a blind® review of
residual scatterplots that had been constructed from
regressing a five-year average of standardized achieve-
ment scores over two years of free and reduced-price
lunch data for 560 elementary schools. The high and
low-achieving schools with similar rates of needy stu-
dents were identified from the scatterplots. This pro-
cedure was conducted for clementary schools with a
third grade and no sixth grade and then separately
for schools with a third and a sixth grade.

The Research Review Committee spent a consid-
erable amount of time and debate on which types of
elementary schools should be selected for the study.
There was general concern by the committee mem-
bers on the decline of achievement scores from third
to sixth grade throughout the state and, as was pointed
out, the nation. Another concern was in selecting
clementary schools with a third grade but no sixth
grade, versus schools with both third and sixth grade.
It was noted that if only schools with both a third

and sixth grade were included in the study, then 154
elementary schools would be excluded. Small school
size (less than 200 students) was also a concern, but
again, excluding 218 small schools would eliminate
39 percent. The final decision® was to include both a
pair of schools with a sixth grade and a pair without,
and not restrict the study for school size. It was also
suggested that the highest-achieving elementary
school in the state be included.

The following schools were selected:
School A: Low-achieving and 66% needy (K-5)
School B: High-achieving and 65% needy (PK-4)
School C: Low-uachieving and 87% needy (K-8)

School D: Moderately high-achieving and 87%
needy (K-6)

School E: Moderately high-achieving 3rd grade with
decreasing 6th grade achievement and
15% needy (K-6)

School F: Moderately high-achieving 3rd grade with
increasing 6th grade achievement and
16% needy (K-6)

Scizvol G: Highest-achieving (K-5) and 10% needy.
No match

Additional Information

From the extensive review of the 500 elemen-
tary schools, it was found that as school size de-
creases, the percent of students receiving free or re-
duced-priced lunch increases; that approximately 52
percent of the elementary school children in the state
receive free or reduced-price lunch; and in 60 per-
cent (338 out of 560) of the elementary schools at
least half or more of the children are designated as
needy. The average enrollment of these high-needy
schools ranges from 116 to 260 students. Schools
with 40 percent or less needy students had er «'-
ments of 269 to 327 students. Once again, we could
not infer a causal relation between any of these vari-
ables and percent needy nor level of achievement.
Presented in Tables 2 and 3 are overviews of the
elementary schools in the state, levels of percent
needy and achievement percentile levels,

“ Blind review indicates that the 560 clementary schools were not identificd by name on the residual scatterplots. The residuals

represent the difference between the actual achievement fevel of cach schoot and the achievement level that would be predicted with
their student free and reduced-paoce luneh rate. Schiool outliers or hign and low-achieving schools can readity be spotted on residual
plots since they are cases with very large positive or negative results,

* Additional input to the final decision was from a technical discussion meeting with Dr. Elizabeth Koball (Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University), Dr. Merrill Mechan (Appalachia Educational Laboratory), Dr. Alan DeYoung (University of Kentucky)
and Dr. Mary Hughes (West Virginia Education Fund).
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Table 2. West Virginia Elementary Schools by Levels of Percent Needy and
Achievement Percentile Range

3rd Grade Five Year Average Basic Skills Percentile Range
% Needy |30%-tile | 40%-tile | 50%-tile| 60%-tile| 70%-tile | 80%-tile 90%-tile # Schools

0-19% 13 9 1 23
20-29% 8 11 11 30
30-39% 6 24 30 4 64
40-49% 1 15 49 33 6 1 105
50-59% 3 33 67 24 1 128
60-69% 1 10 30 39 16 3 99
70-79% 2 14 22 20 9 67
80-89% 1 6 20 10 4 41
90-99% 2 1 3
# Schools 6 34 127 217 140 34 2 560*
% Schools 1% % 23% 39% 25% 6% .36%

* A few of the schools include K-12 students.

Flementary schools with five years of Comprehensive Test of Basic'skills (CTBS) achievement data and two years of free and
reduced-price lunch data.

Table 3. Number of Needy Students by Elementary Schools. West Virginia, 1992-93

Range Number of Number of Students Enrolled
Percent Needy Students Elementary Schools 1992
Needy October 1992

0-19% 1,219 23 7,474
20-29% 3,064 30 11,638
30-39% 7,523 64 21,085
40-49% 14,015 105 29,932
50-59% 20,148 128 35,659
60-69% 16,738 99 25,317
70-79% 10,661 67 14,112
80-89% 6,455 41 7,565
90-99% 337 3 347
Total 80,160 560* 153,129

reduced -price funch data.

A few of the schools include K-12 students,
Elementary schools with five years of Compreliensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) achievement data and two years of free and

4
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Conducting the Research Project

Pbase Three

The process for this phase of the research project
was to visit and obscrve the selected schools, con-
duct interviews and administer an effective school
survey to teachers, parents, students and administra-
tors and then analyze this data for the matched
schools. In Phase Three, letters were mailed to the
principals, school visits were made, group meetings
were held in each school to explain the research
project to the teachers, interviews were conducted
and surveys were distributed. Unstructured interviews
allowed the interviewees enough freedom to convey
everything that they felt would describe their schools
accurately. Approximately 50 teachers, parents and
administrators from the participating schools were
interviewed. Dr. Alan DeYoung, University of Ken-
tucky, conducted the interviews over a two-to-three-
day period in ecach of the seven schools and in the
school district central offices of four of the schools.

A school climate survey, the Diagnostic Assess-
ment of School and Principal Effectiveness from the
Kansas Leadership in Educational Administration
Development (KanLEAD), was chosen to measure
the perceptions of school effectiveness by those in-
volved in the schools. It was administered to 632
parents, 670 students, 82 teachers and seven princi-
pals or central office staff.

Surveys were administered to third, fourth, fifth
and sixth grade classes by the teachers. Surveys for
parents were sent home with the students, to be re-
turned to the homeroom teacher or mailed to the
research office in a sealed envelope. The parent pack-
age included a letter explaining the research project,
the survey, a pencil and a return envelope.

Phase Four

Phase Four consisted of organizing, analyzing and
reporting the vast amount of collected data. At this
time it became very apparent that without the inter-
view data we would have had only half of the story.
For example, the numbers told us that low-achieving
schools have teachers with low experience and edu-
cation levels compared to the high-achieving schools,
What the numbers did not tell us is that the low-
achieving schools in rural areas were turn-over
schools, with a history of teachers with seniority “bid-
ding out” (requesting a transfer) as soon as they could
get a job in another school. The numbers also did
not tell us about the isolation of some of the schools,
the distance that teachers had to drive or about the
living conditions in the school areas.

We found that, superficially, the students ap-
peared to be similar across schools. On closer in-
spection — by actually going to the schools and see-
ing the schools and the communities — we found
that the teachers, parents, school climate, school pro-
grams and communities were different, and these dif-
ferences appear to have an influence on the aca-
demic achievement of the children. The next section
will present an overview of the seven selected schools,
their students, parents and communities.

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

17




e Paired schools in this study have similar percent-

OverVICW Of ages of students receiving fr};e and reduced-price

lunch, but differences in academic achievement as

SCICCth SChOOlS mcasured over a five-year period (1988-89 to 1992-

° 93), One of the schools in each pair is achieving at

and Thelr Students, a high level, while the other school is achieving at a

low level. It turned out that Schools A, B, C and D

Parents and were located in rural’ areas while Schools E, F and G

e, ® were jocated in non-rural areas. This was not known
Commumtles until the schools were identified.

It was not the original intent of this project to
conduct a rural/non-rural study of effective schools.
However, after visiting the schools and analyzing the
data, it was found that the lives of the children and
the school programs offered were dramatically dif-
ferent in the two types of areas, as will be illustrated
by the interview and survey data. For all pairs of
schools, the interview and survey data collected from
teachers, parents, students and administrators were
incorporated to identify and substantiate differences
and commonalities. Following is an overview of the
seven selected schools in this study.

* A school was determined rural by observation and by the definition of and designation by the National Center for Education
Statistics, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1.8, Department of Education in the Common Core of Data CCD Disc.
Definition for Rural: An area with 2,500 inhabitants or fewer and/or population density of less than 1,000 per square mile.
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Paired Schools

Schools A& B
Schools C& D
Schools E & F
School G — No Pair

School A (Rural, High-Needy, Low-Achieving)

School A (K-35, 257 enrollment) is located in a
rural, poverty-stricken arca at the southern end of a
county. For years, the area had been considered a
closed socicety, isolated and hard to get to until the
present highway was built.

The interview data indicated that the children in
this area speak a dialect so unusual that it was re-
ferred to by interviewees as “a different language.”
have been to very few places outside of the area and
could be considered foreigners to the outside world.
Dysfunctional families. student health problems, lack
of medical facilities and student behavior were cited
as heing some of the major obstacles to the educa-
tion process.

The school building is one-story, with a concrete
playground that has no playground equipment. An
adjacent two-story building housces junior high stu-
dents. A mountain. a highway and a railroad track
close in one side of the school grounds: a creek and
a mountain close in the other side. A 10 to 20-minute
wait to enter or leave the school grounds is not un-
usual when a coal train passes. as the research team
discovered first-hand.

School A is referred to as a “turnover school.”
with a history of teachers bidding out to other schools
during the year or at the end of one or two years.
Only 33 percent of the present fuculty have been at
the building five years or longer. Most of the teachers
live at the other end of the county and commute one
hour to the school.

Sixty-six percent of the students receive free or
reduced-price lunch. The education level of the par-
ents of surveyed students is Tow: 80 percent of the
fathers and 69 percent of the mothers have a high
school education or less (36 percent of fathers and 25
percent of mothers have less than a high school edu-
cation); 14 percent of the fathers and 18 pereent of
the mothers have a college or graduate degree.

Test scores for School A traditionally have been
low.

School B (Rural, High-Needy, High-Achieving)

School B (PK-1, 299 enroliment), although rural,
is located in the county seat, which is the business
center for the county and close to a major four-lune
highway. The school receives more attention than

other elementary schools in the county and has main-
tained a stable faculty over the last 20 years. As indi-
cated by the interview data, teachers want to be at
this school. Over 77 percent of the faculty have been
at the building five yecars or longer. The major com-
plaint concerning the school facility was that it is lo-
cated on the side of a steep hill in a residential area,
with no parking space for faculty or parents.

The superintendent of the county school system
indicated there was a lot of poverty and welfare in
the area and a high percentage of at-risk students in
the school. The school acts as a “search and serve
school,” looking for and serving students in need.

Sixty-five percent of the students receive free or
reduced-price lunch. The education level for parents
of students surveyed is higher in School B than in
School A, even though they were matched on free
and reduced-price lunch participation. Fifty-six per-
cent of the fathers and 45 percent of the mothers have
a high school education or less (13 percent of fathers
and eight percent of mothers have less than a high
school education): 31 percent of the fathers and 33
percent of the mothers have a college or graduate
degree.

Test scores at School B have been high for years.

School C (Rural, Isolated, High-Needy, Low-
Achieving)

School C (K-8, 209 enroliment) is Jocated in an
isolated area that no one planned to call home during
the 1920s and 1930s, when the coal companies were
pushing roads in to develop coal mines and build
houses for workers, At that time, there was no long-
term planning for quality of life in the coal fields; no
sewer systems were planned. Today the creeks are
still open sewers and the area suffers from extreme
poverty, with at least four to five generations of tami-
lies on welfare.

The two-story school building is not close to any-
thing cxcept a row of houses along the creck bed.
The area is rural, poor and isolated. A mountain and
a two-lane highway close in one side of the school

and a creek and a4 mountain close in the other side.

The closest shopping mall is 60 miles away, grocery
shopping is 25-30 miles away across two mountains,
housing in the area is substandard and the environ-
ment is also considered substandard as there is no
public sewer. But the interview data indicates that
this situation is not unique to this school area.

The school has traditionally been a turn-over
school. At present, about 46 percent of the faculty
have been at the school five years or longer. About
75 pereent of the faculty commute an hour to the
school and. as noted in the interview data, “over pretty
treacherous roads during the winter months,”

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

19




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Eighty-seven percent of the students receive free
or reduced-price lunch. More than 82 percent of the
fathers and 80 percent of the mothers of the students
surveyed have a high school education or less (50
percent have less than a high school education) and
about three percent of the parents have a college or
graduate degree.

The students very seldom leave the area. Some
of the parents have never been seen by school offi-
cials. The school and the school grounds provide the
only source of recreation for the students outside of
the home.

Test scores for School C have traditionally been
low.

School D (Rural, High-Needy, Moderately
High-Achieving)

School D (K-6, 157 enrollment) is located in a
poor, rural area with high welfare, some working
poor, a large number of single parents and families
in transition. The community consists of a row of
houses along the creek bank that runs parallel to the
two-lane highway. The two-story school building is
located across the highway from the homes. There
are no stores or businesses in the immediate area,
but a small town is located less than 15 miles away
over a fairly level road. A larger urban area is located
one hour away.

Eighty-seven percent of the stidents receive free
or reduced-price lunch. About 83 percent of the fa-
thers and 84 percent of the mothers of students sur-
veyed have a high school education or less (41 per-
cent of the fathers and 43 percent of the mothers
have less than a high school education) and about
three percent of the fathers and eight percent of the
mothers have a college or graduate degree. The in-
terview data indicated that the most important thing
that many of the children look forward to is the first
of the month when “the {welfare] check™ arrives.

The faculty has remained stable over the years,
is experienced and well educated. Approximately 78
percent of the faculty have been at the school five
years or longer and have greater than a master's de-
gree; all have greater than five years of experience.
About half of the faculty grew up in the area and
now live there; the others commute, from 30 min-
utes to one hour. Teachers want to be in this school.

The school's high expectation for academic per-
formance is well known and as one teacher said,
“We're big-time disciplinarians.”

Test scores at School D have been high over the
years, despite the adverse conditions of the students’
cenvironment.

School E (Non-Rural, Low-Needy, Moderately
High 3rd Grade and Decreasing 6th Grade)

School E (K-6, 315 enrollment) is located in a
stable, middle to lower-middle class, non-rural com-
munity with a majority of working parents and a few
stay-at-home mothers. More than 275 of the 300-plus
students walk to this neighborhood school.

The school building is an old, three-story build-
ing that does not have air-conditioning, but appeared
1o be in as good or better condition than most of te
other buildings in this study. The building, playground
and parking area are surrounded by city streets, but
the area is flat and spacious. The parents are very
active, supportive and involved in the operations of
the school and school enrichment programs. Teach-
ers want to be at this school. Eighty-five percent of
the teachers have been in the school building five
years or longer, 62 percent have a master’s degree or
greater and all have more than five years of experi-
ence. The school has received many state and na-
tional awards over the years.

Four percent of the fathers and two percent of
the mothers of the students in the survey have less
than a high school education; 43 percent of the fa-
thers and 38 percent of the mothers have a college
or graduate degree. Fifteen percent of the students
receive free or reduced-price lunch.

Academic achievement in School E is above av-
erage in third grade but declines in sixth grade.

School F (Non-Rural, Low-Needy, Moderately
High 3rd Grade and Increasing 6th Grade)

School F (K-6, 281 enrollment) is located in a
non-rural, middle to upper-middle income residen-
tial area. The school building is an older, three-story
building with a spacious playground and faculty park-
ing area.

Sixteen percent of the students receive free or
reduced-price lunch. Two percent of the fathers and
three percent of the mothers of the students surveyed
have less than a high school education; 64 percent of
the parents have a college or graduate degree.

The staff is experienced and well educated, but
less stable than in School E. Only 55 percent of the
responding teachers have been in the school five
years or longer, compared to 85 percent of the re-
sponding teachers in School E. But the interview data
indicated that the teachers in the upper grades have
been together and worked as a team for many years
and the math teacher is very strong. Overall, teacher
cducation level and years of experience were about
the same as in School E.




Over 4 five-year period, academic achievement
was above average in the third grade and increasing
in the sixth grade.

School G (Non-Rural, Low-Needy, Highest-
Achieving)

School G (K-5, 265 enrollment) is located in a
non-rural, residential area of middle to upper-middle
income professional families. The area has had a long
tradition of community and parent support for edu-
cation. Presently, the school is located in two build-
ings at different sites, but the community is in the
process of constructing a new building to house stu-
dents from both sites. The present facilities are simi-
lar to other old, two-story school buildings in this
study.

Sixty-eight percent of the fathers and 69 percent
of the mothers of students surveyed have a college
or graduate degree and only one of the fathers and
none of the mothers had less than a high school edu-
cation. Eight to ten percent of the students receive
free or reduced-price lunch.

School G’s test scores over a five-year period
(1988-89 to 1992-93) have been the highest for any
elementary school in the state.
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Comparing Schools
Aand B

The preceding section has provided an overview
of the seven schools. In the next sections, the inter-
view and survey data will be incorporated to identify
and substantiate differences and commonalities be-
tween the paired schools. Quotes from the interview
data are organized by topics that represent areas of
identified differences between paired schools. The
construction of these topics flowed from the inter-
view data and was not pre-set.

Paired schools in this study are contrasted by
several topic areas. These topic areas were deter-
mined by (1) a review of the interviews and (2) those
areas in which the survey proved the paired schools
to be statistically ditferent. To protect the identity of
the schools and the interviewees, most references to
quote sources are omitted.
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Comparing Schools A and B

Interview and Survey Data:
Teachers, Parents, Students and
Administrators

The question this study was trying to answer is:

Why are the students in School B achieving at
bigh levels, when similar types of students in
School A are achieving at low levels?

In both Schools A and B. about 65 percent of the
elementary children receive free or reduced-priced
lunch (1991-92, 1992-93).

From the survey data of responding students, it
was noted that the fathers' level of education in School
B was higher than the fathers™ level of education in
School A. Presented in Table 4 are two of the levels
of parent education by school.

The number of responding students represents
71 percent of the third, fourth and fifth graders in
School A (80 out of 112 students) and 89 percent of
the third and fourth graders in School B (80 out of 90
students). In 1992-93, total school enrollment was 257
(K-3) for School A and 299 (PK-4) for School B.

Over a five-ycar period (1988-8C 10 1992-93), the
average third grade percentile rank for the Basic Skills
of the CTBS ranged from the 23rd to the 49th percen-
tile for School A and from the 72nd to the 94th per-
centile for School B.

On average, the teachers in high-achieving School
B are older, have more experience, have a higher
cducation level and have been teaching in their school
for a longer period of time than the t achers in low-
achieving School A (sec¢ Tables 15-17). Seventy-six
percent of the responding teachers at high-achieving
School B indicated they have taught in the building
five years or longer. compared to 38 percent of the
responding teachers in low-achieving School A. Fifty-
three percent of the responding teachers in School B
have a master’s degree or greater, compared to 13

percent of the responding teachers in low-achieving
School A.

The following areas of identified differences from
the interview and survey data may be directly or indi-
rectly related to why Schools A and B are achieving
at very different levels, even though they have simi-
lar types of students. Because we are investigating a
very complicated, inter-related, multi-dimensional sub-
ject, it is almost impossible to express in a simple
way why one school is doing better than the other.

Interview Data - Schools A & B
Areas of Difference

The following statements from the interview data
are direct quotes about the schools, the communities
and the areas of difference. Following cach topic,
quotes are presented first from low-achieving School
A and then from high-achieving School B.

Difference:
The Community’s Location/Proximity
to the Central Office

School A is located in an area that was consid-
ered a closed, isolated society until the new highway
was constructed. School B is located in the county
seat, the center of business activity and the school
district central office. The two schools are located in
different counties in different parts of the state.

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“I think the big problem — for years and years and
Years — is the closed society. The school was a part of
it. The community just existed there. They were satisfied.
Ouitsidlers stay away.”

“There were tiwo big mountains that you used to go
overto get into that school. They cut one of them down
when they put the new highway through and it's much
edsier to get in there now. You couldn’t get in there
during flood season at all. It was just cut off.”

Table 4. Education Level of Parents of Responding Students. Schools A & B

Parents of
Responding Students

Less than High School
Education

Father Mother

College or Graduate Degree

Father Mother

School A (n = 8() RIORKN

.Z%"‘ﬁ

L% 18%

School B (n = 80

1304

8%

3%  33%

n = number of responding students
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School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“There’s probably more visibility for an elementary
school in this town than there would be in outlying
areas. This being the county seat, it bas alwedys gotten
more attention. This school has been kind of a fish
bow!’ school. More of the parents influence public
policy.”

Difference:
The Lives of the Students

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“Some of these children bave never been anywhere.
They bave no background as far as outside activities
are concerned. They bave no vocabulary level to deal
with anything except what takes place in their own
community. They do not bave Cub Scouts. Girl Scouts,
Broumies or whatever. Going to school is a big
adventure.”

“The bealth of our kids overall bas been poor. Many —
a large portion, as compared to other schools — baie
not gotten the medical treatment they needed. It's not
Just lice— it's impetigo. abuse — more in this school
than in most schools in this county.”

“If kids are out of school because they've got lice in
their bair and their parents can't take them to get it
treated, then they can't come back to school without a
doctor’s excuse, you ve lost several duys of real, actual
instruction time to these kids."

“These Rids speak a different language when they conme
bere. They've been in these bollows for a long, long
time.”

“They are foreigners to the outside world.”

“Qne of the main problems at this school is frustration
control— anger, energy— and nowbere to release it.
Our kids bave da lot of trouble controlling themselves.
Their first reaction is ‘I'm going to knock you out,’
and they don 't say it — they do it.”

“I have children who | know bave big problems at
home. It affects them mentally and pbysically. { have
some who worry me. They just disappear. and you don't
know what bappened to them.”

“There’s all kinds of things going on in the homes
right bere. One social worker came in and said:
‘Who cares about test scores? It's a miracle these
children are even in lhe classroom.””

“I'll tell you a story that bappened in the midgle school.
The teacher told me this storv, and she was so
flabbergasted by it that she jusi couldn't believe that it
bappened. She bad a student whose mother carie to
see ber one day. The next day the student came in
and said, ‘We've got a new baby at our bouse. Don't
You want to see our new baby?’ So she went down the
ball to see the new baby. The baby was about six or
scven months old. Anotber parent asked, ‘Did she give
her kids away? wanted one of them.” The mother that
bad the baby said, *Yes, she told us in church she was
going to do it and she did do it — as soon as I beard I
ran because 1 wanted the baby.” They fixed it up in
court. We bave a great number of dysfunctional
Jamilies in the area.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“They bave an ev r increasing number of kids that
are qualifying for jree and reduced-price lunch in the
schools.”

“Something’'s bappening with the kinds of kids
we’re getting into the school. The staff recognizes
that the kids are getting tougher and tougher to
teach because of deterioraling family situations,
lack of parenting. Kids come to them
unsupervised and unmanaged.”

“Ithink there is a pretty bigh stress level in that school
because they are trying bard and are still achieving,
but it's not without great effort on the puait of the
SJaculty.”

“There is a rising frustration because the teachers are
literally peddling about as fast as they can. They're
Jighting an uphbill battle. We just bope that it will level
off instead of getting worse for them."

“We bave a lot of parents whbo really care about the
kids. Then, on the otber band, there are so many
parents who don t. They couldn’t care less about what
bappens. I think a lot of the parents just want to get
the kids out of the bouse, get them to school, so they're
out of their bair. They know they ‘re fed bere and they 're
taken care of.”

“I think everybody wants the kids to like it bere.
We want it to be a place where kids want to come.
Some of the bomes they come from are borrible.
When they are bere, at least we give them a bug
and we let them know we care about them. They
get a good meal bere. They eat in the morning.
They eat at lunch. I don’t know what they eat
when they go bome. Some of the kids, we bave to
make them go wash their face and bands in the
morning. Ibat’s bow bad it is.”
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Note: None of the interviewees in School B talked
about the health problems of students, dysfunctional
families, child abuse, disruptive behavior or the chil-
dren having limited exposure 10 the outside world.
That does not mean that School B does not have
examples of these problems; it only says that they
were not mentioned in the interview data. For the
most part, the interviewees in School A talked about
major problems, while the interviewees in School B
talked about the instructional programs of the school.

Additional investigation may find that the chil-
dren at School B have many of they same major prob-
lems that the children in School A have. Two impor-
tant concepts may be: how have the two schools
addressed the childrens’ problems over the years and
what causes different behaviors and expectations in
teachers?

Difference:
Services for the Children

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“There was no social worker, there was no guidance
counselor, there was no transition person. Now we heace
the transition person working here in the school. That
bas belped a lot. They bave a social worker who is
belping a lot.”

“There is no playground. We bave tiwo basketball rims
that do not even bave nets ancd the school does not
bave basketballs. We do not bave a multi-purpose room.
Many of the kids are here a: the crack of daun. Theyre
outside playing- on good days or in the balls like
sardines on rainy days.”

“Now we're getting medical fucilities on the school
grounds. That is not just for the school but the whole
community. We re trying to solve the problem before it
comes to school.”

“We found 66 [student] records that did not bave speech
and bearing testing. We bad been paying a speech
therapist to go to that school. This year I talked directly
with the speech therapy coordinator and she said there
is really a good person going there (the last two quit).
In the past, the speech therapists have used every excuise

not to go because they bad to travel to that school. If

they were going to be sick, they were sick on the day
that they bad to go to that school.”

“The ¢ mmunity is very far away from law
enforcement. The school would be broken into
periodically — like once a month, once o week — it
was broken into several times. Only once in the last

Sour or five years bas it been broken into and V. Qs
and televisions taken. They don't break into the school
nearly as much as they used to. So that has changed
Jfor the betier.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“There have been c lot of services at that school. Kids
were brought to that school because we bad more
services available for them. The school psychologist
worked out of that school. Cottnselors bare worked out
of that school. It was the primary place for the
occupational therapist. If you just ook at numbers lof
available services/. they were much higher at that school
than at the others. It was one of the first schools to
have a preschool bandicapped program. The speech
therapist is located there.”

“They ve always bad a fairly good playground up there
Jor kids. Probably they ve bad access to more support
sevvices in times past, hut they don't right now. They
don't have enough custodial belp. There's only one
custodian: it’s the largest area in the county for one
custodian.”

“We're always on the lookout for students who need
special belp. We search. it's a search and serve center.
We feel that carly identification leads to identifying
and working with kids early in their career so they
don 't become problems later in their elementary years.”

Difference:
Children Working/Not Working on
Grade Level

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“These students were bebind when I got them in the
third grade. According to the second grade teacher.
they were hebind when she got them, and it goes on
down the line to the kindergarten teacher. When they
came to the kindergarten teacher. the children didn't
tie their shoes. They didn't put their own shoes and
codts on.”

“I've been told that in the past there bave been so many
kindergarteners that bave possibly needed retained and
theyve said: “Hey, you can't retain that many. I guess
that you would select a few that are doing the worst
and send the rest on.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“I'd guess now that for cvery kid who comes to that
school, they re probably 95 percent successful in getting
kids to read on grade level in the first grade. But
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understand, when they come out of first grade they ve
heen in preschool and kindergarten and learned all
1be basic skills.”

“You can't just discount the benefit of a full-day, five-
day-a-week, carly childbood pre-kindergarten program
as well as a full-day kindergarten program.”

“One thing that bas minimized the family situation is
that elementary school bas bad a Headstart Program

since 1981. Even prior to that, the school was the center

JSor Headstart in the summertime for kids who were
going to be coming into kindergarten. A lot of those
teachers bave been teaching full-day, five-day-a-weck
kindergarten since 1977.”

“We have a strong first grade program in this school -
very, very strong. These teachers know bow to teach
kids and they know bou' to teach first grade. They could
go to any county in the world and raise test scores.”

“kegardless of what the current opinion is of baving a
readiness kindergarten, we bave an academic
kindergarten at this school and they do readiness
things. The focus of kindergarten is getting the kids
ready for first grade.”

“We bave teachers sometimes that almost feel
sorry for kids because they are kids. ‘Poor little
Jobnny.” They get into this way of thinking and
they’re awful good to kids, but they don’t choose
to challenge them. The first grade teachers of this
school do not feel sorry for kids. They expect a
lot out of kids and they love them, but they still
keep the standards up and get a lot out of them.
That carries on into the third and fourth. The
third grade picks them up, sends them sailing
again. Fourth grade teachers take it on from
there.”

“Six children were retained in pre-kindergarten and
three in kindergarten. But. when you get to the first
grade level where you traditionally suspect there s going
to be retentions. Out of 55 children. there was one
retention and zevo retentions in second, third. and
Jourth. The teachers knour what's expected. They know
that the kids they get are going to be at this level.”

“We're already working with pre-kRindergarton where
A L g

the state is telling other school districts they ought to be
with kindergarten.”

Difference:
School Board and Central Office
Support

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“The Bodrd seems to be supporting more of what we're
trying to do.”

“We are finally getting some support and some belp.
Our kids are being given some of the things that they
should bave been given a long time ago. We've been
screaming, ‘We need belp! We need belp!””

“When I talked to the Board, I told them that we could
not address the CTBS scores as successfully as we would
like until we started dealing with the real problems.
You have to get to the roots of these kids' problems to
give them the belp that they need emotionally,
psychologically, for their bealth and sometimes just for
their safety.”

“The superintendent said that once upon d time schools
like [School Al were just left out and the central office
didn't pay a whbole lot of attention to the remote
elementary schools.”

“Our school is totally repaired this year. The children
really noticed it.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“We bave good board members who support us. We
don 't bave anybody that mistrusts board members or
Jeels that bad things bappen because of political kinds
of things.”

“Ihey try to make good decisions that will, in some
way or another. foster good instruction and good
edicational development— like our library plan. They
have voted to have an allocation set aside to huy some
computers and some library media equipment for the
library. They want to bave a good library. Eventually
we're going to book up to fiber optic, the information
highuway— open our schools to the world.”

“More of the parents influence public policy.”

Difference:
Stajf Stability

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“For years, this was a turn-over school. You
weren’t bere very long and you were out. This
was where all the new teachers came. This was
almost like a training ground. When you got
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bired, you went to this school. You were bere a
year, two years, usually by your third year, you
were transferred down to the other end of the
county. That made it a real problem for the
community to get to know and to trust the
teachers who were in the school — especiaily
Jor an isolated community.”

“These teaching positions used to be considered
stepping stones. You bad to teach out in the counly
somewhere to build up your experience in order to get
to move. In the bidding process you start out bere. There
are very few tedachers with 15 years bidding out bere.
With more seniority, when a job becomes available,
you can bid in closer to your home.”

“For several years [ bad been a permanent substitute.
which means at the end of the year I'm without da job.
T've been bidding and bidding on jobs and this was
my first year to get bired as a regular full-time teacher.
Who gets a job is based on seniority. 1 was hired the
day before school started. 1 am thrilled to bave gotten
hired this yedr.”

“A majority of the teachers live out of toun. It's not
like we can stay dfter school and prepare our room for
the 1ext day or take 30-40 minutes to gra-e ororganize
and get ready.”

“Most of the teachers comniute. There are five in my
carpool. There’s another campool with four.”

“Yotr bave to be motivated to drive ont bere. You've got
10 bhave the desire or you wounldhi't get upy and drive
ot here every day.”

“They do travel a long distance. They travel a rery
dangerous bighway. There have been numerous
accidents involring county teachers on the highweay.”

“l think that we are getting a better group of teachers
now. Ithink they are staying longer and 1 think that is
going to help the sitnation. There are some teachers
who are trying to get out, but not nearly the extent
that they were before.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“Teachers wanted to come to this school rather than
get awoay from it. lf a teacher would start out in an
outlying school, then when an oppoitunity became
available, they wonld move to this school.”

“The teachers that have traditionally come to this school

have been...daugbters of local businessmen, sons of

local people. wives of professional people.”

“You get this history of longevity. Forexample, the first

grade teacher bas been there 17 years and the first
grade teacher before her had been there for over 20
years.”

“You 've got a stable teaching staff and 1 wonld suspect
that the teachers who were brought into that school
hatve always been considered by some as top class,
pretty good teachers.”

“There's been a turnocer in administrdtion —
principals— but the fuctilty bas pretty much remained
constant over the past 20 years. There's been very, very
little turnover.”

“I could probably take the faculty of that school
and put them in any school and probably
replicate the results — regardless of who the
principal was, regardless of SES standards,
regardless of the kind of condition of the building.
I think that says sometbing for the power of a
staff who is bighly motivated, who want kids to
learn, make kids learn, and know they can teach
the kids.”

“There are a lot of teachers at that school who spend a
lot of time in their classroom preparing materials,
preparing classroom decordtions, prepdring
instructional things. working on their computers, a
variety of things that I think benefit kids. They put in
extra time there. They're there early, they re there late.
They are there on ddys woen they don't bave to be
there.”

“When you look at the school as a unit. there's a kind
of energy about that whole fuculty. Everyone there
works to make that school the best in the county.”

(From the present principal): “This school is. by fer,
the best overall that I bave been in, Its not me, it'’s not
the jacility, it’s not the parents — it’s got to be the
teachers.”

Difference:
Instructional Leader/Principal Status

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“This principal is like the backbone of the community.
If people bave problems, they go to him. If they have a
Jight with bim. that's a big deal too.”

I have scen very fewe people who bave been accepted
by the community as a member, as a part of the
community. I think that people in the community feel
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like they can rely on the principal, and I think they
would come in and say anything to bim and feel
perfectly comfortable in doing so. The principal is trying
to bridge the gap between the teachers and the
community because be was born and raised there.
They feel like be knows all the ins and outs and all the
secrets and everything like that and the teachers don't.”

“Maybe 'm wrong. I don’t think that everybody would
believe this, but I do believe that there is a power struggle
bere between the teaching staff and administrative
staff. We are putting in new telephones and teachers
are insisting on making some changes in the telepbone
system. The faci that they previously could make long
distance telepbone calls and use the telepbone bas been
taken away from them. The Faculty Senate wanted to
draft a letter to the superintendent about the phone
system because be [the principall bad taken that
privilege away from them."”

“Idefinitely think this would be a place for someone to
come to study conflict resolution.”

[Note: The principal at School A has been there for
20 years.]

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“We tend to think that the principal of the school bas
to be the school leader, and if be's not the school leader
then the school is about to fail or not be as successful
as it might bave been with a strong school leader. Now
that is true, but sometimes you have a school like this,
that will compensate for a school leader that bas a
little different focus. That way, they can continue to
dchieve quality instruction and good learning for kids.
The principals kind of come and go.”

“I've been under five principals at this school.”

[Note: The present principal lives in another county
and drives in cach day to the school. He has been
there six years.]

“The principal is supportive— be allows us the freedom
to do that which we do best. He is basically a resource,
someone who cooperates with teachers. The teachers
Jfeel free to disagree and debate in front of bim and
they don't feel like be's going to bold grudges or give
them any particular kind of reprimand.”

“Teachers are pushing themselves to be the best they
can be and they aren't worried about the principal or
the central office telling them they showld be doing
something different.”

(From the present Principal):

“For the most part the teachers work togetber for the
common good. 1 kind of balance out the whole thing
because a lot of times, they're probably more, well, 1
know they're more academic than I would be at that
level. A lot of times I'll step back and just get out of the
picture, ratber than tell a teacher to do something
different. because what they're doing is working. Kids
like it bere. They would rather be bere for the most
part. I could be in bere with the governor and a kid
would not be afraid to just walk in and come over
and start talking to me.”

Difference:
Test Scores, Testing, Evaluation and
Curriculum Alignment

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“The test scores bave traditionally been low for years
and years and years.”

“If you know on CTBS scores they're going to ask about
sky scrapers, why baven't you told them about
skyscrapers? Maybe the test is not testing these children.
It kind of goes back to that way of dealing with them
almost like they're foreigners because they are
Soreigners to the outside world.”

“They [county officel told all of us [county office staff]
when they first found they [School Al were seriously
impaired, to spend as much time there as we could, to
try and belp out. They bave tried to work through the
Mental Health Association and the Welfare Department
to get some belpy there, to try to get rid of some of the
outside problems that were taking up a great deal of
the school time to try to function.”

“We bave sample test sheets which show the children
bow fo transfer an answer from one sheet to anotber.
Once a week I try to revicw for that.. getting them
Samiliar with test-taking strategies. I reinforce bow
important it is for them to be bere every day. I try to
Sollow skills.”

“Last year the third grade teacher was a permanent
substitute. This year they placed ber in the first grade
bosition. Every year every job is up for grabs. Both of
these jobs were placed up for bid, and I believe they
Dlaced me bere [third gradel first. I think the very same
week they placed ber in the first grade. [ beard she was
a good teacher. I never get to see ber now.”

“It seems to me the things the teachers are willing to
get together on are these issues that we talked about,
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like the telephbone and the computers. Those are the
things that they come together on. They don 't talk about
instructional issues, the big picture and what we do
in the first, second and third grade.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“Their test scores bave traditionally been the best in
the county.”

“The school does off-grade testing. Every school doesn t.
We bave a kindergarten test. We test first, second and
Jourth and the state does the third. The real reason
we're testing each year is to make sure that our
curriculum is aligned 10 what students are being asked
on tests.”

“Every year we get a profile on every kid and then we
can track that kid on bis or ber test profile. The teacher
of the next grade bas that information at the beginning
of the year so be or she can say: ‘Here's the profile on
these kids I've got, so bere’s what I need to do." The
teachers can look at their class test scores from the
year before and see where they were shont.”

“We started doing this in 1977 and we ‘ve done it every

year since. We figured the only way that we could
improve secondary lest scores is to start & kid out okay
in first grade. When we start out there, we can keep
them there.”

“One of our first grade teachers bas made the
statement, 'If I don 't bave them reading at this certain
place by November, I'm in a panic.’ If they're not
reading by November, these little kids don't read. We
don't teach them to read in kindergarten. We teach
the alpbabhet, if they're ready. If they are doing some
reading, we support that; but, we don't teach reading
in kindergarten. The teachers know what pace, they
know where the landmarks are, know where those kids
have to be to bave them ready for that test. The first
year we gave that test, there were little kids crying
because the teacher could not sit with them and work
with them in short intervals. So they bad to get them
used to being able to work at longer intervals. In
February or March they started giving them practice
passages just for fun so that they weren 't so frightencd
when the teacher said 'You batve to finish that on your
own.' A first grade test is tough. but we picked the
tougher of the two to keep the expectations up.”

“I'm sure that over the years that school has probably
done ds much as any school to try to analyze test scores,
to see what it is kids are missing, whbat they're short on
and then changing their curriculum, changing the
content of course material, the sequencing — the kids

are exposed to that before they bave to take the third
grade test. You've got to remember kids go through
Sfive full years of preparation for the third grade
achievement test — they ought to do pretty well on it.
The teachers know what's expected.”

Difference:
Accountability and Expectations

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

There was no discussion by the interviewees from
School A on accountability or school expectations,
other than raising test scores. At the time of the inter-
views, the State Department of Education was hold-
ing School A accountable for their past and future
performance. The school had been placed on seri-
ously impaired status.

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“Testing everybody bolds everybody responsible.
When a school tests at third, sixth, nintb and
eleventh, the second grade teachers don'’t feel
quite as responsible for the test results as the
third grade teachers who actually bave their
name on the top of the test.”

“It's a fair assumption to think that if kids come to a
teacher on grade level they ought to advance a year in
their classroom. That's an expectation and should be,
and bas been and will continue to be. Everyone has to
pull bis share.”

“A bigh level of expectation bas been placed on the
Jaculty at that school as well as on the principals. A
teacher who couldn t maintain good discipline at that
school creates a great deal of fuss. More so than
somewhere else, where it (s not so risible and
recognizable.”

“Steps were taken. probably over the years, to cause
the faculty members to expect a certain level of
performance, so that when you look at the school as a
unit, there s a kind of energy about that whole faculty,
Fveryone there works to make that school the hest in
the county.”

“Everybody’s an individual, different from
everyone else. Everyone has integrity and bas a
Dlace, bas a right to be there. And that probably
is partly responsible for tise prevailing attitude
that everyone can learn and everyone can be
successful doing sometbing.”
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Difference:
Home Visits

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“I would suggest to the people of this school that
they do a lot of bome visitation because that is
something they can do for staff development by
West Virginia law. Until I went to their bouses
and I talked with their parents and I saw where
they lived, I did not know what those children
were doing — the kind of life that they led. l was
a better teacher for baving visited them. I think
that I was less critical of the children.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“The pre-kindergarten and kindergarten teachers meke
home visits. It is mandatory thet they do a home visit
at the beginning of the year, so they see every family.”

Difference:
Instructional Programs
School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“Ihis is a school-wide Chapter I project and they bare

a lot more money than some of the others do for staff

development. . to talk about instruction.”

“They bave a computer lab. This school ceny quickly

got into that mode and contributed and bought other

computters and put their Chapter 1 computers and
special education compuiters in there. One problem
though — the teachers need to come to the lab with
their kids. They necd to be moving their students ' lessons
aroind. At this school the teachers do not know what
the kics do in the lab. The kids are sent to the lab and
they re baby-sat for about balf an bour. and that's
when the teccher gets their plarning period.”

“The school is in the process of tedaching whole
language. Last year. kindergerten: this year first grade:
and every year following is to take another grade in.
So teachers are switching a little bit over to whole
langriage. Basically it is incorporating a central theme
across all areas of the curriculim.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“We've found that the Open Cowrt reading program
worked for us in the late serentios and carly eighties.
and weve stack with it Jts a bighly structured program
with queite a bit of work on the part of the teachers. It's
bard to teach. [Somel Teachers don't like to use it
bhecause it requires more work, time. effort. ctc. It
produces resudts for them becase they are experienced

and krow bow to use it; it works for them and they 're
sticking with it.”

“Open Court is probubly the foundation forour reading
here. Now d lot of people want whole language and all
that other stuff, but Open Cotnrt is a multi-model, multi-
instructional program. We teach phonics and sight
words. The readability on that is about 2.6 at the end
of the first grade year so we pick the berder test (0
corvespond to that. Everybody tries to work toward that
expectation as opposed to grade level 1.6.7

“I used to give a lot of homework. Over the years
I bave found they need to relax, and for a lot of
JSamilies it’s a very stressful thing. They can’t do
it. They can’t belp their kid do it. Then they’re
yelling at the kid, and the kid is crying, so there’s
a very negative attitude toward school. So now
my assignment every night is to read 15 minutes.
T used to give definitions and vocabulary but so
many of themn don’t bave the belp. They don’t bave
a desk. They don'’t bave a pencil. They don’t bave
any paper. I really changed on the homework.”

“We have Chapter I reading and math. We bace speech
therapy. We bave a pre-Rindergaiten program — a
Jour-year old program — which is kind of unique
statewide in that we are full-day. cvery day. It's just
that a lot of kicls are hetter off at school than they are
at home. Ordinarily. 1 think a child needs to be at
home to get proper niorturing. Most of thens are better
off bere. They get two good meals. They have toys to
play with. which is more than a lot of then have at
home.”

“We just got the compriters booked up so the Rids are
rectlly bappy. We've only bad them since September.
We don 't have a computer lab— the computers are in
the classroont. If you conld bare a lab and a teacher
cortded take your class and do a wonderful job. it would
he great. I wonld like to bave both. | wonld like to see
how they ran a lab. 1 guess the kids wordd get more
hands-on that way. We don't bave our printer yet —
we ran out of money.”

“Our day is so much longer theor wost elementary
schools in West Virginia because we go on the bigh
school bus schedule. They stert coming at 730, Our
cleass takes up at 8:30. We dismiss at 3:15. Were way
over mininuon, cabout 435 minutes.

“We bave Special Pals. We choose kids that ave
a bard time at home, that really need some extra
attention, and they’ll be our buddy for the whole
year. We'll get them a little gift for bolidays or
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Just any time. I got my special pal a Walkman for
Christmas. He really wanted that Walkman. I
didn’t pay that much money for it, but anyway, I
got bim the Walkman. Two weeks later 1 said,
‘Sam, bow do you like your Walkman? He said, ‘1
gave it to my dad.”

No Difference:
Parental Involvement

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“We bave bad a great deal of difficulty in starting a
Parent Teacher Association (PTA). It is something that
the State Department is really pushing for. The school
is going to bave a bard time not being considered
seriously impaired if they don't develop this PIA.”

“Several years back they bad a PTA and...they decided
they would bave a carnival. Have you beard about
this carnival? They elected a king and a quecn of the
carnival und it became a big issue in the community.
Two families really got into it. big time, over who was

going to be the queen. They raised money and one of

them took money thet they bad borrowed dgainst their
house and put it on the king and queen contest. The
principal tried to get the fumilies to take the money
back. They would not. It caused a great deal of ill-will
in the community. And right after that they dropped
the PTA because the community was so divided over
that 1ssue.”

“Fifty percent of the parents are trying to support the
school and 50 percent. if they could vote to close the

school, would close it. You bave such a wide variety of

IQ ranges in that community, and education rebels
in that community, and you have people who bate 1o
education and people who bave doctorates.”

“You can get parental involvement. We were going to
workwith some of the parents cvid bare thent work in
the library, There was a kig competition in the
community as to who wonld get to work. And so
everything becomes a compevition and they are rery
competitive. If you wanted to raise money to take the
cheerleading squad to the moon, they could possibly
get the money togetber.”

“The parents get so little attention from the rest of the
world that when they get some they go overboard. they
overredact.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

“The teachers are really into this business of pushing
kids, of trying to get everything out of those kids. And

they're probably having to fight parents to do that. If
you could somehow tap into parents, they would
probably tell you the kids are really being pushed.”

“There bas always been a fairly bigh level of parental
involvement at that school. They bave always bad a
PTA or Parent Teacher Organization (PTO) and
parent volunteers. We bave programs where parents
come to the school and see their kids. One of the reasons
the PTO is not real active is because we don't have
parking spaces and that doesn't set ‘oo well. We've
always welcomed parents to come into the child’s
classroom.”

“We bave a parent volunteer program. They come in
and work all day long, just like a job. For the most
part it’s office belp. Some help with reading.”

[ think school intimidates parents of low-income
status. [ think they come in and think ‘Ob. I was terrible
in school. I never graduated. I can't talk right. I don't
look right.’ They woi 't even come to the room.”

Comments:
Local School Improvement Council
(LSIC)

School A (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“We are still working on the medical fucility, a
playground, getting a PTA and a teachers’
organization started. We bad a planning meeting early
in the year. We bad West Virginia Extension Services,
West Virginia University, Marshall University, board
members, the principal. the county bealth nurse, a
student nurse— a lot of different people there — and
“bese were some issues we started at the beginning of
the year. trying to teach and treat the whole child. 1
think some of them are starnting to work.”

“One of the reasons so many of us are pushing so bard
Jor a playground is because one of the things these
kidls seem to lack is social interaction skifls.”

“So all of these things that the 1SIC and the whole school
bare been working on are to try to belp alleviate some
of those teacher frustrations and teacher time-takers.
in the past they bare been trying to do that all on their
own and they can't do it.”

“Having these group LSIC and group Faculty Senate
meetings where it’s all out on the tahle and it's all
discussed there bas helped. Teachers that might not
normally speak up for one reason or another. now
they can. They can write down suggestions or they can
roice their opinions through someone else. Anybody

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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that wants to put something on the Faculty Senate
agenda can do that. Sometimes that keeps teacher
Srustration doun.”

School B (Rural, High-Achieving)

LSIC was not a major part of the discussion. One
teacher commented that it was a very positive thing.
Summarized in Table 5 are the areas of differ-
ence between Schools A and B that were identified
in the interview data.

Table 5. Summary: Areas of Identified Differences. Interview Data: Schools A & B

Areas of Difference School A School B
(Low-Achieving) (High-Achieving)
66% Needy 65% Needy

Community Location
(Proximity to Central Office
& School Board)

Isolated, One Hour Away
Low Visibility

County Seat
Same Town
High Visibility

Lives of Students & Adverse Conditions

School Has Not Overcome

Schooi Has Overcome

Available Services Lacking _ Full Services
Students Working on Grade Level Working Below On Level
(95% Successful)

School Board & Central Office Support

Improving

Very Strong

Staff Stability

Drive-In School
High Turnover

Very Stable
Low Turnover

Instructional Leader

Not Identified

Teachers

Testing

3rd Grade

All Grades

Testing Readiness

Increasing Preparation

Constant, Long Term
Preparation

Accountability & Expectations

No Discussion;
State Holding School
Accountable

Teachers are held Account-
able by the System and
by Themselves

Teachers Working as a Team Over Time

No - High Staff Turnover

Yes - Teacher Orchestrated

5 or More Years in This Building

38% of the Teachers

76% of the Teachers

Pre-Kindergarten No Yes
Home Visits No Yes - PK/K
Principal/Teacher Relations Conflict

No Conflict; Supportive

Parental Involvement

No PTA Volunteers

Limited PTO Volunteers
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Analysis of Survey Data
Schools A and B

The purpose of the next section is to compare
Schools A and B on the results of the survey data.
Since this is an exploratory and descriptive study,
and since there is a lurge amount of quantitative data,
stringent criteria for interpretation and drawing conclu-
sions were established.

Within the survey there are eight subscales for
students, seven for teachers and five for parents. The
strategy was to analyze globally all subscales for stu-
dents, teachers and parents from all seven schools,
using multivariate analysis.

In order not to overlook important information
that may have been camouflaged by a total scale
score, an examination of each question within a scale
across all seven schools was conducted using Analy-
sis of Variance and User Contrasts with an alpha value
set at .01. A detailed analysis of the survey data is
located in Appendix A.

The first comparison of the survey data from
Schools A and B is the staffs’ view of the school,
followed by those of the students and finally, those
of the parents.

Staffs' View of the School
Survey Data
Schools A& B

The staffs’ perceptions of Schools A and B. as
measured by six of the seven staff survey scales, are
presented in Table 6.

A detailed description of the analyses of the sur-
vey scales and a list of questions for each scale are
presented in Appendix A and B. Staff morale, staff
commitment and feelings of job satisfaction were iden-
tified as differences between the responding teach-
ers of low-achieving School A and high-achieving
School B. There were no differences between the
schools on the teachers’ perceptions of the ability of
the school to unify school tasks necessary for achieve-
ment (school integration), the ability of the school to
achieve objectives (goal attainment) and the school's
ability to deal successfully with parents and the com-
munity (school adaptation).

The areas of difference — staff morale, staff com-
mitment and job satisfaction — will be discussed in
more detail in the following sections.

Table 6. The Staffs’ Perception of the School and Their View of Themselves. Schools A & B

Survey Scale: Staffs’ Perceptions

Difference*/No Difference
Between Schools A & B

School Integration

for achievement

The school’s ability to unify school tasks necessary

No Difference

the community and change

Goal Attainment No Difference
The school'’s ability to define and achieve goals
School Adaptation No Difference

The school’s ability to deal successfully with parents,

Staff Morale Difference
Adequate work conditions, harmonious staff relationships

Staff Commitment Difference
Acceptance of the school's values; desire to remain an

employee of the school

Job Satisfaction Difference

The degree to which the teacher likes his or her job

* Statistical Difference at p < .01
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Areas of Difference: Schools A & B

Staff Morale

There were considerable differences in the way
the teachers in Schools A and B felt about work con-
ditions. personnel policies and practices and staff
relationships, as noted by the positive response rates
to the survey questions in Table 7. Strong positive
response rates represent the percentage of respond-
ing teachers that strongly agree or agree to a ques-
tion. Other response options tO questions were neu-
tral, disagree and strongly disagree. “All” represents
the average rate of response of strongly agree or agree
by all responding teachers from all seven schools in
the study.

The greatest difference in staff morale between
the two schools appeared to relate to the working
relationship between the faculty and administration.
Zero percent of the responding teachers in low-achiev-
ing School A indicated there are open lines of com-
munication between the teachers and the principal.
compared to 94 percent of the responding teachers
in high-achiceving School B.

In School A, eight out of 13, or 62 percent. of K-
5 classroom teachers responded to the survey; in
School B, 17 out of 24, or 71 percent, of pre-kinder-
garten through fourth grade classroom and special
teachers responded to the survey.

Table 7. Staff Morale. Low-Achieving School A & High-Achieving School B

Strongly Agree + Agree
Areas of Differences in the View of the Teachers Percent
Staff Morale School A | School B All
The workload is adequately balanced among the faculty
members of this school 25% 82% 78%
The principal is concerned with faculty working conditions 0% 88% 80%
There are sufficient social activities for the faculty 0% 38% 41%
The principal encourages suggestions from the faculty 1394 82% 83%
There are open lines of communication between the
faculty and the principal 0% 94" 79,
There is general faculty confidence in the principal 13% 59% 2%
Number of Responding Staff 8 17 82

Statisticad Ditterence an p < 01
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Staff Commitment

There were considerable differences in the way
teachers in Schools A and B felt about their school’s
values, their willingness to exert effort on behalf of
the school and their desire to remain an employee of
the school (see Table 8).

Table 8. Staff Commitment. Low-Achieving School A & High-Achieving School B

Areas of Differences in the View of the Teachers Strongly Agree + Agree
Percent

Staff Commitment School A | School B All

If offered a better salary I would move to another school 88% 18% 29%

I tend to identify with this school and strongly support it

when it is attacked 38% 82% 78%

I would leave this school for any other 75% 0% 15%

The values of this school are inconsistent with my own values 38% 0% 13%

This school is an excellent organization 13% 88% 74%

Number of Responding Staff 8 17 82

Statistical Difference at p < .01

Seventy-five percent of the responding teachers
in low-achieving School A indicated they would leave
the school for any other, compared to zero percent
of the responding teachers in high-achieving School
B. Eighty-eight percent of the responding teachers
in high-achieving School B thought the school was
an excellent organization, compared to 13 percent of
the responding teachers in low-achieving School A.

wt 3
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Staff Job Satisfaction

There were considerable differences between the

two schools in the way the teachers felt about their
jobs and the principal (see Table 9).

Table 9. Job Satisfaction. Low-Achieving School A & High-Achieving School B

Strongly Agree + Agree

Areas of Differences in the View of the Teachers Percent
School School

Job Satisfaction A B All
This job gives me professional satisfaction 50% 100% 89%
I am satisfied with the amount of work I am
expected to do 13% 94% 78%
I am satisfied with the trust I have in the building
administrators 0% 88% 75%
I am satisfied with the professional competence and
leadership of my building administrator 0% 59% 74%
I am satisfied with the opportunities provided to discuss
problems with my building administrators 0% 82% 76%
Number of Responding Staff 8 17 82

Statistical Difference at p < .01
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Students’ View of the Schools and
Themselves

Survey Data

Schools A & B

There were no differences in how the respond-
ing students in low-achieving School A and high-
achieving School B viewed their respective school
and themselves. Specifically, the responding students
in both schools had similar perceptions in the belief

that their school expects a high performance level
(school norms); in their school’s ability to deal suc-
cessfully with parents and the community (school
adaptation); of the relationship between student ef-
fort and subsequent rewards (academic futility); in
their school’s ability to organize and unify the vari-
ous school tasks necessary for achievement (school
integration); and no difference in student self-con-
cept, student self-reliance or student motivation (see
Table 10).

Table 10. Students’ Perception of the School and Their View of Themselves. Schools A & B

Survey Scale: Students’ Perceptions

Difference*/No Difference
Between Schools A& B

School Norms
School expects a high performance level

No Difference

~ School Adaptation

School’s ability to deal successfully with parents,
community and change

No Difference

Academic Futility
Relationships among effort and reward

No Difference

Self-Concept

Student’s ability to master school work, friendships
and acceptance

No Difference

Self-Reliance

Student’s ability and desire to function independently

No Difference

Motivation

Student’s motivation to attend school and importance of school

No Difference

School Integration

School'’s ability to unify school tasks necessary for achievement

No Difference

Maintenance
Student and employee loyalty to the school

No Difference

* Statistical Difference at p < .01

From the individual questions, differences were
identified between the two schools in the students’
perception of student pride in the school, frequency
of student arguments and respect for the teachers.
Sixty-five percent of the responding students in low-
achieving School A indicated that students in the
school respect the teachers, compared to 83 percent
of the responding students in high-achieving School
B. Correspondingly, 65 percent of the students in
School A felt that students in their school were highly
respected, compared to 81 percent in School B. It
appears that approximately the same percentage of

students that respect the teachers in a given school
also feel highly respected.

\) t\‘
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Table 11. Students’ View of the School. Low-Achieving School A & High-Achieving School B

Areas of Difference in the View of the Students

Always + Usually Agree
Percent

School A | School B All

Students in this school work hard to do well on school 72% 87% 83%
assignments

Students in this school feel it is important to do well in school 7 2% 85% 76%
My parents think the school is doing a good job 73% 89% 86%
I would quit school if T could 30% 14% 15%
Students at this school are very proud of the school 62% 80% 75%
There are often arguments between students at this school 76% 37% 43%
Students in this school respect the teachers 65% 83% 77%
Students in this school want to do well 80% 91% 84%
Number of Responding Students 80 80 670

Statistical Difference at p < .01

Presented in Table 11 are specific areas of differ-
ence in student responses about the schools and the
students. The student responses in Table 11 are the
combined responses of always agree and usually
agree. Other available student responses were neu-
tral, disagree and strongly disagree.

The number of responding students in School A
represents approximately 71 percent of third. fourth
and fifth graders (80 out of 112 students): and ap-
proximately 91 percent of third and fourth graders
from School B (80 out of 88 students).

A higher percentage of the responding students
in both schools want to do well. compared to the

percentage that work bard 10 do well. This higher

response rate holds true for all the schools in the
survey on students wanting to do well, compared to
students working hard 1o do well. Schools A and B
appear to have a high percentage of students that
want to do well. 80 and 91 percent respectively. as
pereeived by the responding students,

One topic that needs to he further explored is
that of arguments between students at the school, As
noted in Table 11, 70 percent of the students in low-
achieving School A agreed that there are often argu-
ments between students at the schoot, compared to
A7 pereent of the responding students in high-achiey-
ing School B.

The interview data suggested that the problem
of frequent student arguments in School A is a much
greater and more complex probiem than simple dis-
agreements between students, The interviewees at
School A discussed dystunctional families, child abuse,
student medical problenis, lack of needed schootl ser-
vices and lack of playground equipment as being
underlying factors to the symptom of student argu-
ments, What appeared to be evident in School B i
that many student problems had been addressed by
student services, continuity of staff and programs and
a concentrated effort over time by the stafl and the
central office to overcome the detrimentat effects of
student home life on student achievement. These were
absent in School A,
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Parents’ View of the School
Survey Data
Schools A& B

On all survey scales relating to the parents’ view
of the school, parents of low-achicving School A had
a slightly more positive perception of their school
than the parents of high-achieving School B. Statisti-
cally, however, there were no differerces in how
they viewed their respective high or low-achieving
school, as noted in Table 12.

Table 12. Parents’ Perception of the School. Schools A & B

Survey Scale: Parents’ Perceptions Difference*/No Difference
Between Schools A & B

School Integration

Work conditions, personnel policies and practices, No Difference

staff relationships

Goal Attainment

The school’s ability to define and achieve goals No Difference

School Adaptation

The school’s ability to deal successfully with parents, No Difference

community and change

Maintenance

The school's ability to maintain student, parent and No Difference

employee loyalty

Principal Behavior

The parents’ view of the principal No Difference

* Statistical Difference at p < .01

27




Table 13. The Parents’ Perception of the School.
Low-Achieving School A & High-Achieving School B

Always + Usually Agree
Areas of Commonality in the Percent
View of the Parents
School A | School B All
[ am satisfied with my child’s school 69% 69% 81%
Parents feel pride in my child’s school and in its students 68% 67% 80%
My child’s school is highly respected 52% 60% 78%
If T could. I would send my child to another school 13% 21% 14%
I know many of the staff and parents at my child’s school 80% 78% 83%
The staff at my child’s school really cares about him/her 87% 69% 80%
My child's school is not a very good school 20% 15% 7%
There is a “we” spirit in my child’s school 87% 73% 87%
Parents at my school are very loyal to the school and staft 64% 48% 73%
The principal involves parents in school activities 86% 82% 85%
Number of responding parents 48 119 632

Presented in Table 13 are selected questions that
illustrate the similarity of the parents’ responses from
Schools A and B. It is interesting to note the rela-
tively low positive response rate by the parents of
both Schools A and B concerning their schools, com-
pared to how parents in the five other schools in the
study view their schools.

The only explanation from the interview data for
the low positive perception of School B by parents is
the great effort undertaken by the school to make
sure that students are successful. As one individual
stated, “The teachers are really into this business of
pushing kids, of trying to get everything out of those
kids. And they’re probably having to fight parents to
do that.” Their success appears to have been at the
risk of low acceptance and low approval by the par-
ents. Twenty-one percent of the responding parents
of high-achieving School B indicated they would send
their child to another school if they could, compared
to 13 percent of the responding parents in low-achiev-
ing School A.

The parent response rate for School A was ap-
proximately 43 percent (48 out of 112 third, fourth
and fifth grade parents); and for School B, approxi-
mately 72 percent (119 out of 166 parents). A low
parent response rate for School A was predicted by
the principal of the school before the surveys were
returned.

One area of difference between the responding
parents of School A and School B was loyalty to the
school. Sixty-four percent of the parents in School A
indicated they were loyal to the school and staff,
compared to only 48 percent of the parents in high-
achieving School B.

One other puzzling statistic was that 40 percent
of the responding parents in School B indicated that
most of their child’s interests lie outside of the schoaol,
compared to seven percent of the responding par-
ents in School A. There is no explanation for this in
the interview data, nor do the students’ responses
correspond to this response by the parents. Eighty
percent of the responding students in School B indi-
cated they like to be in this school. This was the
highest response rate of all the responding students
in the study.

There are other areas where the parents and the
students are not in agreément in their responses. For
example, in both schools the parents had less posi-
tive feelings of satisfaction about their school doing
a good job than what the students thought they would
have. About 89 percent of the responding students in
School B thought their parents would think the school
is doing a good job; only 69 percent of the parents
indicated they were satisfied with their child’s school.
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Summary: Schools A & B

Both schools are located in rural areas with a
high level of poverty and welfare assistance.

Schoo! A is located at the end of the county,
considered to be an isolated area until the present
highevay was constructed. It is a drive-in, turnover
school. For years, teachers have been placed in this
school for a short period of time. As seniority al-
lowed, the teachers would bid out to other schools
in the county and teacher turnover has been high
over the years. At the present time, the instructional
force in the school is the State Department of Educa-
tion which has intervened in order to bring achieve-
ment levels of the school above the 30th percentile.
In the past, there did not appear to be a concen-
trated effort on the part of the teachers or the admin-
istration to coordinate ... instructional program. This
could be due to the considerable turnover of teach-
ers each year.

Over the years, School A has had serious student
problems that have not been addressed by special
services such as counseling, speech therapy, medical
services or pre-kindergarten. Now that the school is
becoming more visible to the central office, due to
the state’s interest in the school’s low achievement
level, the school is receiving services that have becn
needed for ycars. Added to the student problems,
there was an indication in the interview da: « that a
conflict existed between the staff and the administra-
tion. From the survey data, the teachers indicated
low morale, low job commitment and low job satis-
faction. Perhaps because a majority of the teachers
travel at least one hour to get to the school, very
little time is spent at the school after-hours preparing
for the students or being a part of the community.

High-achieving School B is located in a county
seat, has high visibility, receives more attention than
other elementary schools in the county and has main-
tained a stable teaching staff over the last 20 years.
Teachers want to be at this school. As stated in the
interview data, “the teachers selected for this school
have always been considered as top class.”

The teachers are the instructional leaders in high-
achieving School B and have strong support from
the superintendent, the principal, the central office,
the school board and available student services. It
was noted in the interview data that this group of
teachers has a collective energy to be successful.
“They are the key to the success of this school,” ac-
cording to the principal.

The school has all day pre-kindergarten, a fo-
cused kindergarten, 2 strong first grade program, Open
Court reading program, reading training for the fac-
ulty, first grade reading success, home visits for pre-

kindergarten and kindergarten, a constant search fo.°
students who need special help for carly identifica-
tion, test score results analyzed by classroom teach-
ers to find weaknesses in the instructional program,
testing in every grade resulting in school-wide ac-
countability and expectations that students will ad-
vance one grade level over the school year. Teachers
spend many extra hours at the school preparing for
the students.

On average, the teachers in high-achieving School
B are older, have 4 higher level of education, more
years of experience and have been at their respec-
tive school longer than the teachers in low-achieving
School A.

Approximately 65 percent of the students in both
schools receive free and reduced-price lunch. The
education level of the fathers of the responding stu-
dents at School B was higher than at School A.

There were no differences on the survey scales
between the students’ perceptions of School A and
School B. The areas of student differences that were
identified related to frequency of student arguments,
respect for the teachers, school pride, the importance
of school to the student and student work effort.

The responding parents from both School A and
School B had similarly low positive perceptions of
their respective school — lower than the responding
parents of the other five schools in the study. The
similar response by the parents of low-achieving
School A and high-achieving School B was an alarm-
ing finding in itseif.

From the interview and survey data, the follow-
ing major areas of difference were identified between
low-achieving School A and high-achieving School
B. The areas of difference are not listed in order of
importance, but in the order they appeared in the
previous data.

Areas of Difference: Schools A & B

e Central office and school board support, perhaps
related to location, proximity to central office, and
visibility

» The school overcoming the detrimental aspects of
home life

o Available student services

» Students working on grade level

e Faculty stability

e Number of years teachers working in the school

e [aculty working as a team over time

» Identified instructicnal leader

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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¢ Principal/teacher relationships

* Testing readiness

¢ Testing all grades

¢ Teacher accountability

¢ Home visits

e Pre-kindergarten, full-day, five days a week
¢ Readiness kindergarten

¢ First grade reading success

¢ Productivity and achievement levels

¢ Teachers working after school, preparing for the
students

¢ Teacher morale

¢ Teacher job commitment

¢ Teacher job satisfaction

¢ School climate

¢ Student arguments

¢ Student respect for the teachers
¢ Students - Importance of school
¢ Students - Work effort

¢ Students - Pric‘e in school

e Parents - Loyalty to school

¢ Difference between student and parent perceptions

about the schools

The location of a school may have an indirect
effect on its success. If the school is located in the
same area as the school district’s central office and it
the schoo!l has high visibility, then the school most
likely will receive additional student services that other
schools may not receive. For the past 20 years, School
B has had available many services to support the
teachers with major student problems. The opposite
has been the case with School A.

One of the most important differences between
the two schools appears to be in faculty stability; a

turnover faculty compared to a 20-year, stable teach-
ing staff that has worked as a team over the years,

In School B, the teachers are the key to success,
but a success that has Ireen aided and supported by
special programs, special services, the principal, the
central office and the school board.

In contrast, School A has existed in isolation, with
limited help from the central office, limited special
programs and services, no continuity of instructional
programs and no staff stability from year to year.
School A hus existed for years without the necessary
components for success. It appears that School A could
be as successful as School B, if it were allowed to
have stability, special services, pre-kindergarten and
concentrated attention.”

* Note: Differences in teacher education level and vears of experience at the two schools appear to be a direct result of the hidding
process and the rule of seniority. 1t would be hard to attribute teacher education level and years of experience as direct, major factors
to the suceess of Schoot B and to the failure of School A hecause of how teachers have bheen assigned to the schools or how teachers
have chosen to stay or leave the schools. Tt appears that sl stability, the number of years in one school and working as a team over
time are more important factors, These Lctors may correlate with education fevet and years of experience: if so, education levet and
years of experience mav then be considered as having an indirect effect on suceess.

Also, hecause the teachers at School B have more years of experience and a higher education fevel than the teachers at School
A. School B could appear to have a higher per pupil expenditure than School A,
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Demographics
Schools A and B

In School A, eight out of 13 teachers, or 61 per-
cent, responded to the survey; in School B, 17 out of
24 teachers, or 71 percent, respc Jed to the survey.

Table 14. Number Responding to Survey

Group School A (Low-Achieving) School B (High-Achieving)
Students 80/112 (71%) 80/88 (91%)

Grades 3rd, 4th, 5th 3rd, 4th

Parents 48/112 (43%) 119/166 (72%)

Teachers 8/13 (61%) Classroom 17/24 (71%) Classroom/Other
Principal 0 1

Total Responding 136 215

Table 15. Number of Years Taught in this Building by Responding Teachers

Years School A School B
<=1 Year 5.9%
2-4 Years 37.5% 17.6%
5-8 Years 25.0%

9-12 Years 17.6%
13-20 Yrs. 12.5% 52.9%
=>21 Yrs. 5.9%
Non-responding 25%

In reply to the question, “How long have vou
taught in this building?” 76 percent of the responding
teachers at high-achieving School B indicated they
had taught in the school five years or longer, com-
pared to 38 percent of the responding teachers in
low-achieving School A.

In years of total teaching experience, 94 percent
of the responding teachers in School 13 indicated they
had five or more years of teaching experience, com-
pared to 50 percent of the responding teachers in
School A.

Twenty-{ive percent of the responding teachers
in School A did not answer the questions reflected in
Tables 15. 16 and 17.
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Table 16. Education Level of Responding Teachers. Schools A & B.

Education Level School A School B
Bachelor's degree 5.9%
Some graduate work but less than 2 master's degree 62.5.% 35.3%
Master's degree 5.9%
More than a master’s degree but not a doctorate 12.5% 47.1%
Doctor's degree
Non-responding 25% 5.9%
Fifty-three percent of the responding teachers in

high-achieving School B have a master's degree or

greater, compared to 13 percent of the responding

teachers in low-achieving School A.

Table 17. Age of Responding Teachers. Schools A & B.
Age School A School B
20 - 25 Years Old 5.9%
20 - 30 Years 25%
31 - 40 Years 50% 47.1%
41 - 50 Years 41.2%
51 - 60 Years
61 Years or Older
Non-responding 25% 5.9%

Eighty-cight percent of the responding teachers
in School B indicated they were between the ages of
31 to 50 years old. Seventy-five percent of the re-
sponding teachers in School A indicated they were
between the ages of 26 to 40 years old.
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Comparing Schools |
Cand D

In the following section, Schools C and D will
be.compared. In both of these rural schools, approxi-
mately 87 percent of the students receive free or
reduced-price luach. School C is identified as a low-
achieving school, while School D is moderately high-
achieving. As in the previous section, which com-
pared Schools A and B. the following pages will
present interview and survey data to identify and
substantiate differences and commonalities between
Schools C and D.

Quotes from the interview data are organized by
topics that represent areas of identified differences
between the paired schools. These topics may be
different from those in the previous section.

-
-
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Comparing Schools C and D

Interview and Survey Data:
Teachers, Parents, Students and
Administrators

In low-achieving School C and moderately high-
achieving School D, approximately 87 percent of the
elementary school children receive free or reduced-
priced lunch (1991-92, 1992-93). The average level
of parents’ education is about the same between the
two schools, as measured by responses to the stu-
dents’ survey. Approximately 50 percent of the par-
ents in Schoot C and about 41 percent of the parents
in School D have less than a high school education.
Two of the levels of parent education by school are
presented in Table 18.

In 1992-93, school enrollment was 209 (K-8) for
School C and 157 (K-6) for School D. The student
response rate to the survey was approximately 76
percent (38 out of 50 third through sixth graders) for
School C and approximately 84 percent (76 out of 90
third through sixth graders) for School D.

Over a five-year period (1988-89 to 1992-93), the
average third grade rank on School C’s Basic Skills of
the CTBS was in the 30th to 40th percentiles for four
of the years and the 75th percentile for one year. The

_sixth grade rank over four of the five years was in the

30th percentile, but rose to the 67th percentile in the
fifth year. For higher-achieving School D, the aver-
age third grade rank was in the 70th to 80th percen-
tiles for four of the years and dropped to the 50th
percentile for one year; the sixth grade percentile
rank was in the high seventies and eighties the last
four years.

In low-achieving School C, 31 percent of the re-
sponding teachers to the survey had a master's de-
gree or greater, compared to 89 percent of the re-
sponding teachers in School D. Forty-six percent of
the responding teachers in School C had been teach-
ing in the school five years or longer, compared to 67
percent of the responding teachers in School D. Once
again, we see a high-achieving school with teachers

that have been in their respective school longer, have
more years of experience, are older and have a higher
level of education than the teachers in their paired,
low-achieving school (see Tables 28-30).

Additional areas of difference between Schools C
and D were identified from the interview data, as
were areas of commonality. Interviewees from both
schools talked about the low aspirations of parents
toward education, low parental involvement, “the
check” and welfare assistance as a way of life, poor
housing conditions, the lack of jobs in the area, chang-
ing work ethic and the adverse effects of the home
environment on the students.

The format for comparing Schools C and D is the
same as for Schools A and B. For each area of differ-
ence identified from the interview data, quotes from
parents, teachers and administrators from low-achiev-
ing School C are presented, followed by quotes from
individuals representing high-achieving School D. The
survey scales for teachers, students and parents of
Schools C and D follow, as with the previous schools.

Interview Data - Schools C & D
Areas of Difference

The following topics and direct quotes from the inter-
view data illustrate areas of difference between these
two schools.

Difference:
Location and Quality of Life

Both communities are located in rural, poverty-
stricken areas. School C, the lower-achieving of the
two schools, is located in a more isolated, rural area
than School D; the nearest shopping area is about 45
minutes away. School D is located 20 minutes from
the school district’s central office: and a small shop-
ping area.

The foliowing quotes from the interview data il-
lustrate the isolation of School C, the low economy of
both areas and the quality of life problems in one of
the areas.

Table 18. Education Level of Parents of Responding Students. Schools C & D

Parents of Less than College or Graduate Degree
Responding Students High School Education
Father Mother Father Mother
School C (n = 38) 50% 50% 2.5% 2.5%
School D (n = 76) +1% 43% 3.0% 8.0%

n = number of responding students
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School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“The school is not close to anything. It's vight out in the
middle of nowbere.”

“One of the problems that's unique (o coal nining
areas...is the economic factors involved. There were
no provisions made for quality of life at the time that
coal mines developed. Companies built bouses for their
workers. Those bouses did not bave indoor plumbing
and they put the roads where a road bad to be. There
was no planiing, no sewer system plenned. The creeks
are open sewers. No one planned to call it home, so
they didn't do any long term planning. They couldn't
bhave cared less. The coal companies knew that
extraction industries were going to play out and so
that pretty well suited management and personnel —
that type of outlook. The families came in bere in the
fweenties and thirties with the idea of working a few
vears in the mines and then going back bome. They
didn’t do that. Many of them died bere. But I think
that fthe lack of planning] contributed a lot lo the
economic situation and the environmental problems
that we are encountering today. A few of us that were
here when they turned the stones over, we bhave been
more or less stick with it.”

“People that dowork. basically work in the mining
industry and they work about two bowrs away. There
are very few working mines in the area. There is some
promise of some economic development. but who
knows? For some reason we have tied our star to
Interstate X and I don’t know if it will actiedly get
constructed or not.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“There isn 't an economy. There may have been a tiniber
business 35 to 50 yecis ago. The telephone company
employs a few people, the Department of Highways
employs a few people, the Department of Human
Services employs a few people and [wrotdd say the Board
of Education is the largest employer in the cornty.”

“Thirty years ago there was supposed 10 bave been a

vur-lane highway put in. The politicians keep fighting
. / A . 4

it back. They don't want the progress.”

“There used to be stores right bere on the main road.”

Difference:
Student Exposure to the Outside World
School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“Somie Rids bave necer been to X wnless they go to the
doctor. We've bad some Rids that bave never been to Y.
The parents just don 't take them. There are some Rids

that don't eren have television. There's no recrection
Jor them except right bere on the school grounds.”

“One day | was talking about going bowling and they
bad no idea what bowling was. Maybe theyve seen it
on TV, but if vou baven 't bad that experience, you can't
identify with it. They don't have much life about them.
The school'’s all they bare.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“We bave some intelligent kids. They just don’t
bave the opportunities and environment to get
much motivation. They see their parents going to
the mailbox once a month for the check, then
that’s the only goal in life that they look for. I've
bad kids tell me that the most important thing
that they look forward to is the first of the month.
You know, that’s not a future.”

Difference:
Transfer Students

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“Our student population is fluctuating quite a bit this
year. We tend to lose kids to North Carolina and then
get them back. Weve lost about 10 or 2 that way this
year and we just got four of them back the other day.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“We bdave a lot of students that transfer in — transfer
out. We have a large transient population, about 34
percent. This year we ‘ve bad 47 kids nove out and 38
move in. A lot of those kids that come and go don't
hare a good educational background.”

“Last year I remember one child in particular in the
sixth grade and a problem student in the third grade
that came in from another school district right at the
time of the CTBS test. When the results came back, both
were at the bottom. That burt us on our test results that
year.”

“How cant we be held accountable and responsible for
kicls who come in to take the test and leare right dfter.
or are here two months and then gone? if you take the
stable population and do a graph of the results. [ think
our scores on the CIBS tests would be a lot better than
what they are whben you count in all the transients.
Many of these children do not stay in one place long
enough to form a loyalty or an allegiaice or an
accountability to anybody, and I funlt the parents for
that, for morving arovnd.”

b

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Difference:
Staff Stability

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“Nobody is close to that school, so over the past few
years your least senior people bave ended up there and
then when you get to a termination or reduction in
Jorce, then those people get terminated. Somebody else
moves in. Right now over there, K-4 grades are all from
this side of the mountain. So as soon as they get an
opportunity to come hack to this side of the mountain,
they will.”

“Four of the 19 staff probably live within five or ten
minutes of the school. Everybody else is driving in. I'm
driving over an bour, three teachers drive 45 minutes
and several drive about 35 minutes.”

“We always said that every new teacher who
came into the county was sent to this school to
do their penitence and then sent somewbere else.
That can create a problem in the school.”

“Some come in with the idea that ‘I will keep the job
Sor a month or two until some school closer to home,
or even a school in my own state, will open up.’ That
does not lead to da lot of permanence in a community
or a feeling of permanence.”

“Those peaple who come in bere because there are 1o
other jobs available at the time, they mdy come in dt
the start of the school year and stay a month, and
then a job will open up near their bome and they will
bid back out. You may bave that go on for balf a.year
or longer, so it certainly does not create a real good
atmosphere within the classroom with the children
baving such a turnover of instructors.”

“I think where e¢ffectiveness is a fuctor is when they are
traveling those distances with the idea that ‘I'm only
going tostay bere until [ can bid out;’ then [ think that
does affect the child. I think it affects the school.”

“We bave teachers commuting from the other end of
the county, which is probably 30 to 45 minutes away.
They are commuting over pretty treccherous roads
during the winter. Some of them have been bere for
years doing that and apparently bave pretty well
adjusted.” )

“I know that « lot of the people who are bere now
weren 't bere three or four years dgo.”

“This is a young staff. In fuct, we ‘ve already bacl three
of these people get termination letters for next year. It's

bad for morale this time of year, but state law requires
it. This county probably basu t bired a new teacher in
years.”

“It is bard to attract professiondls ubo are looking for
a place to live to this areq. Overall, we have
substandard bousing. Environmentally, it is
substandard— there’s no question about it. There dre
no public sewer systems. Your creeks are public sewers.
There are no requirements that you bave to clean the
garbage out of your yard. or that the appearance of
your bouse bad to be improved or the grass bad to be
mowed.”

“It’s bard for me to stay dfter school when someone
else is riding with me or I'm riding with someone else.
1 have an bour drive.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“About half of the teachers are local. They know' the
area, the community.”

“They're a very stable group. Our first grade teacher
bas been bere for eight years, and our second grade
teacher bas been bere 11 years. Our third grade teacher
bas been bere all ber school teaching life. Our fourth
grade teacher bas been bere about 12 years, our fifth
grade teacher about nine years and our sixth grade
teacher about eight years.”

“Some of the teachers stay very late, day-in and day-
out. Those are the teachers who go above and beyond
the call of duty. We bave some very dedicated teachers.”

“My son kas gotten an excellent education in the fifth
and sixth grade. I don't think be could bave gone
anywhere else and gotten anytbing better. I feel very
confident for bim to start junior bigh. They not only
taught him the basics and prepared him for junior
high, but they ve also belped bim with bis self-esteem. "

Difference:
Principal Stability

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“I've been under three different principals since I've
been bere. Firsi one wasn't a principal. He just bad
the name. The second one was o.k. at first and then
carried on like a mad dog. The present principal bas
just been bere this year. He's very supportive. He's
informed about things. He goes out of his way to do
things for the teachers and to belp the kids.”

“We bad one principal come in, and he cleaned the
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school up. It was very nasty. Now we bhave a new
principal. He wants it to stay clean. It was kind of
starting to run down a little bit when we were in-
between principals. It was like everybody just didn't
care.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“As long as I've been principal, I've always sought the
experts, and that's the teachers, the ones that actually

- work in the classroom, for ideas of what we necd to

do. I don't dictate anything to them. We've always
talked out problems and tried to get them worked out.”

“If L feel that there is a problem with something they 're
doing. a bebavior they're exhibiting, then we self-
correct. We try to steer each other in the right direction
and we talk about what is best and what isn't best.
We're bere for the kids and that's priority.”

“I've been principal of this school for nine years.”

Difference:
Relations with County Board Office

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“No one ever comes to the school to see about you.
There's never— very rarvely if ever— a workshop beld
Jor special education teachers. We never get to attend
a regional, state. national or international meeting.
The director and bis assistant always go.”

“I think probably the most active program you bave in
the county is your Chapter I reading and math
program. Those people do attend. at least state and
regional meetings. No one else does.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“They are a supportive office. When you need anything,
they belp you. I don't feel threatened by the county

peaple at all. They are in and out of the building all of

the time.”

“We bare the Chapter [ coordinator and supervisors
and they come out and check on us quiite often. And
of course they are excellent. You can call them any
time you bave a problem or concern. They will either
let you knowr right then and there on the phone what
you need to know, or if it's something you can't solve
over the phone, they're more than willing to come out
to the school. They could be bere in about 20 minutes.
They're very belpful. They hold workshops during the
year to go over things that bave changed, or are going

to change.”

“When we needed the air conditioners for the rooms
we knew the Board of Education couldn 't buy them
Jor us because of the funds. So we raised the money,
but they supplied the maintenance workers to come in
and put them in and work on them.”

Difference:
Faculty Expectations of Students

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“It's really difficult to motivate some of these students
sometimes. The principal brought paychecks around
one time and a little kid asked me bow much I made.
and I showed bim. He told me, ‘Well, my mom makes
more money than you, and she doesn t even leave the
house.' There seents to be a mind-set in the community
that ‘Mom and Dad bare never worked; why motivate
me to work?' I think that is something that teachers
bave bad a very difficult time overcoming.”

“I question our commitment, I really do. I
question our commitment to really overcome

those problems that students are baving, not only

academically but socially, etc. I question our
resolve a lot of times. Not only this school system,

but in all district systems in underprivileged and
economically deprived areas, I question our
commitment. A lot of time I think we are guilty of
getting the children into the system, geiting them

through the system and turning out victims of
the system. Unfortunately, today there are many
children who are the victims of that and are fast
becoming more dependent upon the public rolls

Jor their existence because we bave not prepared
them for anything else.”

I think sometimes we are more interested in making
our reports, sending out report cards and going
through a formality of education. rather than really
getting doun to the basic facts of what it takes to get
that child through life. I think we're turning oult
children who at one time could survive in that
environment because they could get jobs in the coal
mines. They no longer can do that. So I think we as a
system are guilty of neglect in that area.”

“Every superintendent bas been a local person
who grew up under that system. I think we
commit academic incest by baving the same ideas
Just re-washed and tried again. That may be some
of our problem. There are tremendous problems.
As long as we see children turned out into the
world unpreparedto face that world, then I don't
think we can claim success as a school system.”

RIC -
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School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“We expect academic performance of outr students. Qur
expectations are bigh.”

“lwant the students to bebave. I want them to learn,
because most of what theyre being taught is what
they're being taugbt here.”

~This is the school I went to — this is my elementary
school. Its where | was raised. 1 weas raised with ten
children and raised very poor. I was raised to work
bard. so therefore working hearel to get something ottt
of the students is natiral. My father and motber did
not finish high school, but they were very intelligent
people. Tkey felt it was very iuportant for us to get an
education.”

“Somebody has got to expect some things of these
children or they’re not going to aspire to
anything. If the parents do not get up and go to
work every day, if they can sit there and drink
their coffee and smoke their cigareties, but can’t
buy a book for scheool, then where else, except in
the school, is it going to be instilled in them that
there are things more important than sitting on
the porch with their feet propped up, smoking
and drinking? Where else are they going to get it
ifthey don’t get it in school where people care?”

“As da faculty, there is something about us that is
different. First of all. we are all very experienced.
Experience does carry some weight— when you ve been
there and back, you kind of know a little bit of what's
going 10 work ancd what'’s not. We're continnously in
workshops. We go to evervthing that we can lay onr
hands on. We go on Saturdays to workshops. We're
doing something all the time. Nobody is even the least
bit hesitant about learning something new and we
share the excitement with each other. I have a master's
plus 63 and 1 conld have stopped years ago. 1 see that
personal drive in a lot of folks bere.”

Difference:
Team Work, Meeting Student Needs and
Instructional Programs

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“During the last several years, the emphasis has been
on basic skills in K-4. We use da lot of the junior high
school kids as assistants. They read to kids and listen
to other kids read.”

“Up until a year ago. we were like a lot of the cotnnty
— we were wdy, way down as far as percentiles on

testing. We made a concerted effort to try to get onr
children better prepared. We began to teach test-taking
skills.”

“We ve developed our oien sample test of the kinds of
questions that kids should be able to auswer and kids
actually take these sample tests.”

“One thing we did was go through and get an item
analysis of the test. question by question, and then
indexed it to the curriculum.”

At this school we tested evervone with the CIBS hecaiise
we are school-wide Chapler I and we bave 1o have
that information for our program.”

“We e got a real good school-wide Chapter 1 program
which makes it really nice becanse they can serve all
the kids instead of just a select few. The school-wide
project provides them with a good bit of money for
instractional supplies and equipment. This is their third
year. For the last two years they bave made prety
significant changes in their test scores.”

A lot of what they found. as a staff. was that « lot of
kids were taking the test who had not been properly
identified for placement for special education. who
had not been referred, When a student is scoring in
the one percentile, that should be a clie to somebocdy
that something's wrong here.”

“We have computers in all the rooms and a computer
lah. The lower grades have only four computers cd
printers. but most bave five compiters per room. e
harve a server’ that they're all connected to.”

“The grades were helow whet the Board thought they
should bave been. So. we bad towrite an improvement
plan for each student.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“The one thing that we ve tried to do that bas belped
us academically is that we harve tried to identify
penrticuldar individual student needs. We bace tried to
look at what information we harve on their work and
see what it is they need in order to continue.”

“[think that weve all worked together for so long that
we kind of know what cach person expects of ns. We
have always worked together. We talk to cach other.,
Our principal enconrages us 1o do that, especially at
the beginmning and end of the year. Find out where wy
are weak, where the students are weak and what e
need to be introducing during the year that we baven't
been.”

“We try to stress that the individual student is
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accountable for what be or she does. We've be:n
trying to do that for years. Also, that they are in
charge of thelr destiny. We try to instill that from
kindergarten on. They are in charge of what they
do.”

“We really form a protective feeling for these students,
knowing the area as we do.”

“As a staff; we ve always felt that we really work bard
to get the best we can out of the kids. We take the
interests of the students to beart.”

“We want children to be contributors to society rather
than dependent upon it. My students are told every
day that they are loved. They are bugged. I think that's
probably one of the keys we bave bere. These kids know
that we love them. If you know someone cares about

yout and expects something of you, then you will reach
a little bit more.”

“Each of us feels that every child can learn sometbing.
It is our responsibility to take the child where we find
it and bring it as far as we can. We devise a curriculum
that will meet the needs of the child. And we bond
with the students. It's not uncommon to see even those
big Gth graders come down the ball with their arms
out to give you a bug before you leave in the evening.
Quite often I feel that the only time these children get a
legitimate bug is from some of us.”

“We try very bard. That's why we icave the building
exhausted, often come in exbausted.”

Note: Programs at School D include Reading Recov-
ery, computer lab (28 computers), peer-tutoring, Pen-
Pal Program, Book-Across-America Program, math
field day and spelling contest, Chapter I Program,
annual testing coordinator and item analysis, prac-
tice test-taking skills, parent workshops - Mommy
and Me, Home Language and home visits by the Spe-
cial Education Teacher.

Difference:
Business Partnersbips

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“We should be developing relationships with businesses
in the communnity, but we don’t have them to develop
with. Partnerships are extremely difficult to develop
in this area because you may have a little roadside
market or service station who is struggling to survive,
and that makes it extremely difficudt. Oddly enogh,
these dre the offsprings of the coal company workers
and you would think the coal companies would still

be interested in providing partnerships. We bave not
Sfound that triee. Once the coal is depleted, then the
interest seems to have been pretty well depleted also.”

“Even grocery shopping is qutite a task for most families
because they either wind up going to X, which is from

25 to 30 miles across two mountains, or going to Y,

which is roughly 30 to 35 miles across the mountain.

There are a few little quick stops, but as far as doing

complete week's shopping, it requires quite a bit of
travel.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“Qur business partner put poles out there for us and
painted those and they came over and painted the
playground equipment. We baven't really asked our
pariner for a lot. They give us ice for just about any
Sfunction, or we go to Hardee's and get ice.”

Difference:
How to Make the School a Better Place

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“If you could get the parents involved more. I think it
could be better if more parents worried about their
kids' education.”

“We probably bave too much money. This school bhas
d three-year budget through Chapter I of a little over a
balf-million dollars. We ve got lots of stuff bere. It bas
been bard for me this year to just fatbom how to spend
the money we bave. I'll figure out bow to do it. There
are probably lots of things that could be done to make
it a better place. One would be to have a stable faculty.”

“It would be nice if we could bave a stable
population where people could plan on being
bere for a while. I told the superintendent that’s
the one thing I wish could be possible, but with
the declining population and the way state laws
are, you bhave to reduce force. [ understand that,
Three new people bave already gotten letters and
they’re probably the three most gung-ho people
right now on doing some of the kinds of things
we want to do. They were the three that came
new to us this year cnd we've spent time trying
to work them into the program. Now we'll have
to work new people in next year.”

“Field trips. To my way of thinking, that would be
special for the lower grade students. That would be an
excellent learning opportunity, particularly for the ones
that baven 't had anytbing like that. that never go out
of the area. Your best teaching opportunity is for the
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child to actually see, and so many kids are deprived
of that.”

“I see some improvement in the overall academic
structure of the school. [ see an opportunity for the
staff to increase their base of knowledge and
certification. I think the pay bas gotten better and you
are able to attract a little better quality candidate into
the school system than what you were able to at one
time. We do bave a bigh special education population
in this school. We bave four special education teachers
— 20 percent of our staff.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“If there is something that we really need, we all come
together and discuss those needs and normally work
out a way to get those things. We would like to bave a
music teacher, an art teacher and a physical education
teacher.”

“I would like to see more cultural activities come into
the area, music and art. More exbibits, more awards,
more recognition, some recitals in music. Bring some
music into the lives of the children, more than what
they get.”

“Twish that we could get more parents educated to the
importance of education. And I don't know bow to do
that. We ve tried workshops. We bave open-bouse.”

“Twoudld like to see a male teacher in bere. The principul
is a strong figure, but be's not in the classroom.”

No Difference:
Parental Involvement

School C (Rural, Low-Achieving)

“We're educating basically third and fourth generation
welfare kids. Kids that we taught, their kids are there
now. And those same families that were on welfare
when we were there are still on welfare today. That is
a tremendous problem from the standpoint of
motivation. it's really tough to motivate those kids. If
you ask them what they're going to do, they say, ‘I'm
going to grow up and draw a check.’””

“Were seeing more children each year who are coming
into the school from bomes that bave to depend upon
welfare; there is no work ethic in the bome. Families
who did bave strong work ethics left when the mines
and other supportive industries lefl. It's very difficult
to motivate a child for bis future when be bas not bad
the motivation at bome that work is an ethical thing
to do. We bave to fight it, so that it doesn’t become the

predominant mode even in the school environment.”

“The education level of the parents is real low. You
can probably imagine what that would do to the child.
They just don't have any background. I didn't have it
when I was growing up. My father and mother could
not read nor write until they were 40 or 50 years old.
That was typical in this area. We bad a parent in today
that is about 30 years old. He neither reads nor writes.
To me, I can'’t understand that.”

“At one time we bad a real close-knit partnership
between the home, community and the school. I don 't
think we bave that today. "

“Our PTO attendance runs between maybe 25, 30 or
40, depending on who's doing the program. When we
beive meetings, most of the information or the questions
that come up are academically-oriented questions.”

“We don't get a lot of parent participation at the PTO
meetings because the teachers aren t bere and teachers
don't stay because the parents don't come.”

“Chapter I meetings are pretty well attended. Boosters
Club is well attended. We normally have a couple of
volunteers in the building at about any time.”

“This school bas always bad a major eightb grade trip.

For a community that does bave a certain amount of
economic problems, during the course of the year, we'll
raise between $6,000 and $10,000. The parents
painted post offices this summer to begin raising

money. It's a real community-oriented place for the

most part.”

“I would say that the overwhelming majority of our
community thinks that this is a pretty good school.
That basn't been the case in the past. Five, six, seven
or eight years ago, I used to bear horror stories about
this school.”

“We bave some parents that we bave never seen, that
bave never been in the school. A lot of them live back
on the mountain, and it is so inconvenient for them to
come in.”

School D (Rural, Moderately High-Achieving)

“We've got a PTO, but I'm ashamed to say we bave,
oh, maybe five parents out to the meetings. There’s not
much parental support. We've got about six volunteers
who come in on a regular basis.”

“Most of these children'’s parents never even finished
high school. So you see, there are all these strikes against
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them. A lot of times, when parents don 't finish school,
they really don't see the importance of education.
They're not pushing their kids toward getting a good
education and they don't instill in them the desire to
work bard. When you look at all of the adverse effects
that there are, all of the things that are against these
kids to start with, what we get out of them makes us a
good school.”

“We don't have broad financial support from the
parents. We limit sales that go home because I know
what the community is like financially and how much
it can stand. And plus, it’s embarrassing to the kids
whenever they can't belp.”

“A lot of parents now are trying to file for Social
Security Disability benefits. And that’s amounting
to about $400 a montb if they say tbeir child is
mentally unable to do anytbing or pbysically or
emotionally unable. And they pusb for that
check.”

“We bave a large number of single-parent families and
alternate lifestyle families. There's a large number of
these students that, when they refer to mom and dad,
it is not their birth motber or father and may not be
the same mom and dad in six montbs.”

“I bave some students that really need the parent
involved with what's going on. Quite often that parent
will find an excuse not to come in. Either they feel like
they can't handle it, or they want me to bandle it.”

“Our PTO raised mémey Jor the blacktop out there and
the basketball nets and the playground equipment. |
think PTO raised all the meney for the air-conditioner.”

Summary of Areas of Difference: Interview Data
Presented in Table 19 is a summarization of the

differences between Schools C and D that were iden-
tified from the interview data.

Table 19. Summary: Areas of Identified Differences. Interview Data. Schools C& D

Areas of Difference School C School D
Low-Achieving High-Achieving
87% Needy 87% Needy

Community Location: Proximity Rural; Isolated Rural; 20 minutes

to Central Office 45 minutes; Low Visibility Moderate Visibility

Adverse Life Conditions - Students

School Has Not Overcome

School Works Hard to
Overcome

Central Office Support

Lacking

Available when Needed

Instructional Leader

Not Identified

Teachers/Principal

Teachers Working as a Team Over Time

No - High Staff Turnover

Yes - Stable Staff

Staff Stability

Drive-In School

Community School

=>5 Years in this School 46% * 67% *

=>Marcter’s Degree 31% * 89% *

Accourtability State Holding School Teachers hold Themselves
Accountable Accountable

Pre-Kindergarten

No

No

Parental Involvement

Low PTO Volunteers

Low PTO Volunteers

Principal/Teacher Relations

Appears to be Supportive;
First Year

Supportive, Interactive
Team Work

Testing Readiness

Increasing Preparation

Long Term Preparation

Achievement Level

Low - 3rd Grade:
Low, but increasing 6th
Grade

Moderately High-3rd Grade;
Moderately High-6th Grade

Business Partner

No - None in the Area

Yes - Active

* Of responding teachers

L.
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Staffs’ View of the School
Survey Data
Schools Cand D

Schools C and D's ratings from the responding
teachers differed on the school's ability to unify school
tasks necessary for achievement {(school integration),
the school’s ability to achieve objectives (goal attain-
ment), the school's ability to deal successfully with
parents and the community (school adaptation) and
in staff morale. The two areas where there was not a

significant difference between the views of the staff
from the two schools were staff commitment and job
satisfaction (see Table 20).

On all six scales relating to the views of the staff,
the responding teachers at higher-achieving School
D had a more positive perception of their school and
themselves than the responding teachers at lower-
achieving School C. Also, on ail six scales, School C
had the lowest, or next to the lowest, ranked score
of all the schools in the study relating to the staff’s
perceptions about the school.

Table 20. The Staff's Perception of the School and Their View of Themselves. Schools C & D

Survey Scale: Staff’s Perception

Difference*/No Difference

Between Schools C & D
School Integration
The school’s ability to unify school tasks necessary
for achievement Difference

Goal Attainment
The school's ability to define & achieve goals

Difference

School Adaptation

The school’s ability to deal successfully with parents,

the community & change Difference
Staff Morale
Adequate work conditions, harmonious staff relationships Difference

Staff Commitment

employee of the school

Acceptance of the school's values; desire to remain an

No Difference

Job Satisfaction

The degree to which the teacher likes his or her job

No Difference .

* Statistical Difference at p <.01

The questions presented in Table 21 represent
some of the differences in how the staffs of Schools
C and D) perceive their schools. The responding teach-
ers in low-achieving School C indicated that produc-
tivity is not high in the school, the quality of teaching
is not high, students are not prepared in the previous
grade and that teachers do not have a high respect
for the professional competence of other teachers,
The responding teachers in Schoot D had a totally
different response on all of these areas, as noted in
Table 21.

As previously stated, for questions in the staff
survey, the available responses were strongly agree,
agree, neutral, disagree and strongly disagree, The
response rate of strongly agree and agree to a ques-
tion were combined to form one rate, and this rate
wis designated as the positive response, “All” repre-
sents the average positive response of all the respond-

ing individuals from all the schools in the study, 10 a
question.

Previously. in low-achieving School A, 75 per-
cent of the responding teachers indicated they would
leave the school for any other, In low-achieving Schoot
C. however, only 31 percent of the responding teach-
ers responded in a like manner. This low response
by its teachers appears to be an encouraging note for
School C.
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Table 21. Staff Differences. Low-Achieving School C & Moderately High-Achieving School D

Areas of Difference in the View of the Teachers Strongly Agree + Agree
School C | School D All

Teachers in this school have respect for the professional

competence of other teachers 39% 89% 80%

As students move from one grade level to the next, teachers

generally can be assured that the students were soundly

prepared in the previous grade 23% 89% 76%

The communications in this schoo! are good 31% 100% 74%

The climate in this school is poor 54% 0% 16%

The quality of teaching in this school is very high 31% 100% 89%

Teachers in this school are trying hard to promote student

achievement 62% 100% 94%

Productivity is high in this school 39% 89% 79%

Facul:, members are friendly to one another 54% 100% 88%

I would leave this school for any other 31% 0% 15%

Number of Responding Teachers 13 9 82

Statistical Difference at p < .01

The number of teachers responding to the sur-
vey represents approximately 87 percent of the class-
room teachers for School C (13 out of 15 classroom
teachers) and 90 percent for School D (9 out of 10
classroom teachers).

The next section presents the students™ percep-
tion of School C and School D and their view of
themselves.
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Students’ View of the School and
Themselves

Survey Data

Schools Cand D

The responding students from Schools C and D
had similar responses on five of the eight survey scales
relating to the students’ view of the school and of
themselves. On four of the five scales where there
were similar views, it needs to be pointed out that
the students from both schools had the lowest, or
close to the lowest, scores of all the students in the
study on those scales. In other words, the students in
these two schools had similar low scores about them-
selves and their schools.

Differences were noted in the students’ percep-
tion of the school’s ability to organize, coordinate

and unify the various school tasks necessary for
achievement (school integration), in the school’s abil-
ity to create and maintain the school's motivational
and value structure (school maintenance) and in the
student’s motivation to attend school and the impor-
tance he/she attaches to school (student motivation).

Presented in Table 22 are the survey scales that
measured the students’ perception of the school and
their view of themselves and the areas of difference
between the two schools.

The students from moderately high-achieving
School D had the highest score of all the students in
the study on motivation and the lowest score of all
the students on self-reliance. The students from low-
achieving School C had the lowest score of all the
students in the study on five of the eight survey scales.

Table 22. Students’ Perception of the School and Their View of Themselves
Low-Achieving School C & Moderately High-Achieving School D

Survey Scale: Students’ Perception

Difference*/No Difference
Between Schools C & D

School Norms
School expects a high performance level

No Difference

School Adaptation
School's ability to deal successfully with parents,
community & change

No Difference

Academic Futility
Relationships among effort and reward

No Difference

Self-Concept
Student’s ability to master school work, friendships
and acceptance

No Difference

Self-Reliance

Student’s ability and desire to function independently No Difference
Motivation

Student’s motivation to attend school & importance of school Difference
School Integration

School’s ability to unify school tasks necessary for achievement Difference
School Maintenance

Student and employee loyalty to the school Difference

* Statistical Difference at p < .01

As already noted, the responding students from
School D had the highest positive response on the
motivation scale of all the students in the study. This
is a school that has 87 percent of the students receiv-
ing free and reduced-price lunch, a transient student
population, low parent education and high family
welfare assistance, but a stable, committed staff that
indicated they work hard o change attitudes of the
students. This scale measures the student’s motiva-

tion to attend school and the importance that he/she
attaches to school. The students at School C had next
to the lowest positive response on the motivation
scale of all the schools in the study, yet School C has
very similar student and family demographics as
School D. For these two schools, the difference in
student motivation may be related to the difference
in the attitude of the school faculiy.
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Presented in Table 23 are statements that illus-  response rate on the same question. High-achieving
trate different views by the students in Schools Cand  School B had a response rate of 37 percent on stu-
D about their school and themselves. As with School  dent arguments and moderately high-achieving School
B, in School D we see another high-achieving school D, 32 percent.
in a high-poverty area with infrequent student argu-
ments, strong student pride, strong student respect
for teachers and students who feel highly respected.

Seventy-six percent of the students in low-achiev-
ing School A indicated there were often arguments
between students at their school; now we see that
low-achieving School C also has a high (66 percent)

!

i
Table 23. Students’ View of the School and Themselves.
Low-Achieving School C & Moderately High-Achieving School D

Areas of Differences in the View of the Students (C & D) Strongly Agree + Agree
S¢hool C | School D All
Students at this school are very proud of the school 37% 79% 75%
There are often arguments between students at this school 66% 32% 43%
Students in this school respect the teachers 50% 80% 77%
Students in this school will do well in the future 55% 82% 80%
There are a lot of places that 1 would rather be than in school 55% 18% 36%
Students in this school are highly respected 63% 81% 73%
Students in this school trust each other 40% 57% 59%
Students learn more at other schools 32% 16% 17%
Teachers and parents work together in my school 57% 80% 78%
Number of Responding Students 38 76 670

Statistical Difference at p < .01

A surprising response was the low positive rate
from both schools relating to students trusting each
other. Less than half (40 percent) of the responding
students from School C indicated that students in their
school trust each other and only 57 percent of the
students from School D responded in a like manner.
Why would students from small, rural schools not
trust each other? Does this relate to the culture of the
area? With being isolated? With being transient? How
does this affect their academic performance? This
might be an area that needs additional investigation.

The next section presents the parents’ view of
Schools C and D as measured by the survey data.




Parents’ View of the School
Survey Data
Schools C& D

Parents of moderately high-achieving School D
had a more positive perception of their school than
the parents of low-achicving School C on all scales
of the survey relating to the parents’ view of the
school. But, statistically, there were no differences in
how the parents of School C and D viewed their
respective high or low-achieving school.

Presented in Table 24 are the survey scales that
measured the parents' perception of the school and

the areas of difference or no difference between the
two schools.

Of all the schools in the study, low-achieving
School C had the lowest positive response on the
parents’ perception of the school’s ability to create
and maintain the loyalty of parents, students and staff
(school maintenance) and the lowest parent score
on the school’s ability to deal successfully with the
parents, the community and external change (school
adaptation). For a school to function effectively over
an extended period, there must be a certain sense of
parent, student and employee loyalty to the school, its
goals and culture (KanLEAD Survey).

Table 24. Parents’ Perception of the School.

Low-Achieving School C & Moderately High-Achieving School D

Survey Scale: Parents’ Perception

Difference*/No Difference
Between Schools C& D

School Integration
Work conditions, personnel policies and practices,
staff relationships

No Difference

Goal Attainment
The school’s ability to define and achieve goals

No Difference

School Adaptation
School’s ability to deal successtully with parents,
community and change

No Difference

Maintenance
The school’s abhility to maintain student, parent
and employee loyalty

No Difference

Principal Behavior
The parents’ view of the principal

No Difference

* Statistical Difference at p < .01

Presented in Table 25 are selected questions that
illustrate a few of the differences in the parents’ per-
ceptions about School C and School D.

Table 25. Parents’ Perceptions of the School: Areas of Difference

Low-Achieving School C & Moderately High-Achieving School D

Always + Usually Agree

Areas of Difference in the View of the Parents
School C| School D All
I am satisfied with my child's school 68% 82% 81%
My child's school is highly respected 43% 76% 78%
My child’s school has high expectations 54% 75% 75%
My child's school has a clear mission 55% 05% TO%
There is general faculty confidence in the building administrators 61% 79% 74%
Number of Responding Parents 40 72 032

Statistical Difference at p < .01
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The number of responding parents from School
C was approximately 35 percent. For School D, the
parent response rate was approximately 77 percent
(72 out of 93 third through sixth grade families). The
low response rate by the parents of School C was
predicted by the principal of the school before the
surveys were returned.

The questions presented in Table 20 itlustrate
some of the areas of commonality between Schools

C and D, as viewed by the responding parents. The
response of the parents from School D concerning
community support correlates with the interview data
concerning the low attendance rate of parents to PTO.
The principal of School D stated that he was embar-
rassed to say that only four or five parents attended
PTO meetings.

Table 26. Parents’ Perceptions of the School: Areas of Commonality
Low-Achieving School C & Moderately High-Achieving School D

Always + Usually Agree
Areas of Commonality in the View of the Parents School C1 School D Al
My child's school has activities to help keep it in touch
with the wants and desires of the community 53% 48% 59%
Teachers at my child's school respect parents and attempt
to work with them whenever possible 75% 83% 82%
The staff at my child’s school really care about him/her 62% " 73% 78%
Most of my child’s interests lie outside the school 48% 36% 35%
Parents feel pride in my child's school and in its students 58% 78% 80%
Parents at my child’s school are very loyal to the
school and staff 62% 54% 71%
The development of student self-confidence is stressed
at my child’s school 50% 70% 70%
The quality of teaching my child receives is high 73% 81% 79%
My child's school is effective in gaining community
support for its programs 50% 55% 72%
Number of Responding Parents 40 72 632

L)
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Summary: Schools C and D

Schools C and D are located in rural, poverty-
stricken areas that have high welfare assistance, low
employment opportunities, low education level of
the parents, low parental involvement and low work
ethic. Approximately 87 percent of the elementary
school children receive free or reduced-price lunch.

Low-achieving School C is a drive-in school. A
majority of the teachers drive in to the school each
day, with many spending up to one hour traveling
over mountainous terrain. The school has a history
of high staff turnover and of teachers bidding out
during the year to schools on the other side of the
mountain, '

Moderately high-achieving School D has had low
staff turnover in the past 10 years. Many of the teach-
ers are from the surrounding area, with others driv-
ing in 20 to 45 minutes. Teachers want to be at School
D. The teachers in School D have more years of teach-
ing experience, a higher level of education and have
been in the same school longer than the teachers at
low-achieving School C.

Individuals from both schools talked about the
low aspirations of parents toward education, “the
check™ and welfare assistance as a way of life and
the adverse effects of the home environment on the
students. A majority of the interviewees from low-
achieving School C talked about the difficulty of
motivating children from the area and gave the im-
pression that the many years of low school achieve-
ment could not be helped because of the adverse
cffects of home life, parents' low regard for educa-
tion and low parental involvement.

School D, faced with the same adverse problems
as School C, appears to have a different attitude about
the ability of the students to achieve. It appears they
have worked as a team over time in addressing the
adverse student environment problems, have ex-
pected each child to try to be successful and have
conscientiously and deliberately tried to change stu-
dent attitudes and behavior from kindergarten on.
Another top priority of the teachers is to provide a
very warm and caring atmosphere where children
want to be.

The students in moderately high-achieving School
D scored the highest on the motivation scale of all
the students in the survey. This appears to indicate
that something positive is going on in the school and
that one difference between Schools € and D relates
to the attitude and effort of the teachers.

Listed below are major areas of identified differ-
cnces between Schools C and D. The difterences are
not listed in order of importance, but in the order
they were discussed in the text.

Areas of Difference: Schools C and D

e School location and proximity to the school
district’s central office

e School district central office support
e Identified instructional leader

e Teachers working as a team over time
e Staff stability

e Staff and student accountability

e Principal support over time

e Testing readiness

e Continuity of instructional program
e School climate

e Quality of teaching

e Students working on grade level

e School productivity

e Student motivation

e Loyalty of parents, students and teachers to the
school

e Student pride in the school

e Student arguments

e Student respect for the teachers
* Students being respected

e Parent satisfaction

® School expectations

Again, we find that location of the school may
have an indirect effect on the success of the school.
Individuals from isolated School C indicated that very
few people came to the school from the central of-
fice or from other places, while School D indicated
that help was only 20 minutes away whenever they
needed it and individuals from the central office were
in the building often. %

Teachers hive worked as @4 team over time in
School D, hold themselves accountable for the suc-
cess of the students, have support from the principal
and the central office and have a strong bond with
cuach other and with the students. Many of the teach-
ers grew up in the area and identify with poverty,
low cducation of parents and low educational aspi-
rations. They indicated strongly that the school is the
last resort for the students it they are to do more than
grow up to receive “the check.”
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Approximately 80 percent of the responding stu-
dents in School D indicated they were proud of the
school, had respect for the teachers and felt they
were respected. Student arguments were less frequent
in School D, compared to low-achieving School C.

One surprising response from the students in both
Schools C and D was in students’ lack of trust in cach
other. There was no explanation from the interview
data why this would be so, other than the isolation
of School C and the high number of mobile students
in School D.

Overall, while parents’ perceptions from high-
achieving School D were more positive than from
School C, there was no statistical difference. It was
encouraging to note that the parents in low-achicv-
ing School C appeared to recognize that their school
could be better, the parents could be more support-
ive and the quality of teaching could be higher.
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Demographics

Schools C and D
Table 27. Number Responding to Survey. Schools C & D.
Group School C (Low) School D (Moderately High)
Students 38/50 (76%) 76/90 (84%)
Grades 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th
Parents 40/113 (35%) 72/93 (77
Teachers 13/15 (87%) 9710 (90%)
Classroom Classroom
Principal 1 1
Total 92 158

Table 28. Number of Years Taught in this Building by Responding Teachers. Schools C & D.

Years School C School D
<=1 Yeur 15.4% 11.1%
2-4 Years 38.5%

5-8 Years 38.5% 22.2%
0-12 Yeurs 11.1%
13-20 Yrs. 7.7% 33.3%
=> 21 Yrs. 11.1%
Non-responding 11%

In reply to the guestion, “How long have you
taught in this building?.” 78 percent of the respond-
ing teachers at high-achieving School D indicated they
had taught in the building five years or longer, com-
pared to 46 percent of the responding teachers in
low-achieving School C. Eleven percent of the re-
sponding teachers in School D did not answer the
question,

In years of teaching experience. 77 pereent of
the responding teachers in School C indicated they
had five or more years of teaching experience com-
pared to 100 pereent of the responding teachers in
School D,

Eighty-ninc percent of the responding teachers
in high-achieving School D have a master's degree
or greater, compired to 31 pereent of the responding
teachers in low-achieving School C.

Table 29. Education Level of Responding Teachers, Schools C & D.

Education Level School C School D
Bachelor's degree 15.4%

Some graduate work but less than a master's degree 53.8% 11.1%
Master's degree 7.7% 11.1%
More than a master's degree but not a doctorate 23.1% 77.8%
Doctor's degree

Q 30
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Table 30. Age of Responding Teachers. Schools C & D.

Age School C School D

20 - 25 Years Old

26 - 30 Years 23.1%

31 - 40 Years 15.4% 22.2%
41 - 50 Years 38.5% 66.7%
51 - 60 Years 15.4% 11.1%
61 Years or Older

Non-responding 8%

Seventy-eight percent of the responding teach-
ers in School D indicated they were between the
ages of 41 to 60 years, compared to 54 percent of the
responding teachers in School C. Eight percent of
the responding teachers in School C did not answer
the question.
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Comparing Schools

E.F&G
(Non-Rural Schools)

The next section presents the same type of infor-
mation on the three non-rural schools that previously
has been presented on the four rural schools. The
first notable difference between the rural and non-
rural schools in this study is in the percentage of stu-
dents receiving free or reduced-price lunch. The ru-
ral schools have rates of 65 to 87 percent; the non-rural
schools have rates of 10 to 16 percent. There is also
a difference in parents’ education level. The parents
in the three non-rural areas have a higher education
level than those we have discussed in the rural areas.
In fact, the highest-achieving elementary school in
the state, as measured over a five year period, has the
highest level of parent education and the lowest level
of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch of
any of the schools in the study. Special programs in
the non-rural schools are enrichment programs such
as music, art, band, gifted and accelerated studies;
not programs designed to offset the detrimental ef-
fects of family home life, as we saw previously in the
rural areas.
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Overview of the Non-Rural Schools
Schools E, F & G

Presented first is an overview’ of Schools E, F
and G and an explanation of why all three schools
were compared. The original plan of this research
study was to compare Schools E and F, but due to the
results of the survey data on parents’ education and
other information, this decision was changed to in-
clude School G.

From a global perspective, these three schools
appear to be similar. All three are small neighbor-
hood schools with good reputations. The majority of
teachers at all three schools have many years of ex-
perience (averaging about 17 years for each school);
the majority have master’s degrees or more. A com-
mon theme among the teachers at each of the schools
is that it is difficult to get a teaching position in these
schools because there is so little turnover.

Each of the schools serves children of some of its
teachers because the teachers live in the general area
where the school is located, and the teachers like
their schools well enough to want their children to
attend the school. In general, the teachers speak well
of the principals, other teachers, parents and students
at their respective schools.

Parents, teachers and principals express having
high expectations for the students at each of these
schools. All of the schools have a high level of parent
involvement,. with nearly 100 percent having contact
with their individual child’'s teacher and a core of
parents being very involved, although in qualitatively
different ways. The parents, too, speak highly of the
teachers and principals, generally. Beyond the global
descriptions, however, when focusing on details, dif-

ferences emerge which may have an impact on school
achievement and/or school climate, and ultimately on
school effectiveness. The first issue to be addressed is
the comparability of these three schools relative to
socioeconomic status (SES).

Socioeconomic Status (SES) of the
Schools’ Attendance Areas

and Achievement Levels
SchoolsE, F & G

From 1992-93 to 1993-94, the percentage of ef-
ementary children receiving free or reduced-price
lunch was 10 percent for School G, 15 percent for
School E, and 16 percent for School F. Over a five-
year period (1988-89 to 1992-93), School G was con-
sistently above the 92nd percentile on third grade
achievement on Basic Skills; School E had moder-
ately high third grade scores and lower sixth grade
scores; and School F had moderately high third grade
scores and higher sixth grade scores. Presented in
Table 31 is an overview of the three schools.

Parents’ Education Level

Both fathers’ and mothers’ levels of education were
different between Schools E and F. In looking at Table
32, one can see that parents at neither school have
low levels of education — nearly all have completed
at least high school. However, fewer than half of the
parents (43 percent of fathers and 38 percent of moth-
ers) of responding students in School E have college
or graduate degrees; compared to 64 percent of both
fathers and mothers in School F

Table 31. Percent Needy, Achievement Level, and Enrollment. SchoolsE,F & G

School % Needy 3rd Grade 6th Grade Enrollment 92-93
2 Years Basic Skills 5 Years Basic Skills 5 Years
School E 15% Moderately High Lower than 3rd Grade 315 (K-0)
School F 16% Moderately High Higher than 2.-d Grade 281 (K-6)
School G 10% High — 265 (K-3)
Table 32. Education Level of Parents. Schools E,F& G
Parents of Less than College or Graduate Degree
Responding Students High School Education
Father Mother Father Mother
School E (n = 120) 4% 2% 43% 38%
School F (n = 139) 2% 3% 64% 64%
School G (n = 137) 1% 0% 08% 09%
n = number of responding students to the survey
? Dr. Elizabeth Koball contributed significantly to the analysis and presentation of Schools E, F and G.
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Looking further at Table 32, it appears that School
F more closely matches School G, relative to parents’
education. Based on the quantitative analyses, Schools
F and G meet the test of comparability, with the ex-
ception of mothers’ levels of education. Twice as many
of the mothers at School G had graduate degrees as
those at School F. However, taking into account all
higher levels of education, the percentages are quite
comparable; for School G, 69 percent of the mothers
had bachelor's degrees or more, and at School F, 64
percent had bachelor's degrees or more.

The interview data suggested many similarities
between Schools E and G; the SES data and the inter-
views suggested other similarities between Schools F
and G; and the school lunch program data suggested
similarities between School E and F. Therefore, it
appeared that the best approach was to compare and
contrast all three schools on the survey and inter-
view data,

Parents, teachers and principals mentioned that
there were many doctors and lawyers among the fami-
lies at Schools F and G. Both schools were described
as being upper-middle class, with evidence of afflu-
ence. On the other hand, the interviews emphasized
that the children who attend School E are from middie-
class families. For this school there was no talk of
affluence.

The impact of these differences can be seen in
funding for additional resources, such as field trips
and facilities. Three examples stand out:

First, quotes from a parent from School F:

“Just a few weeks ago, I was called to raise noney
— §40 per child for 72 children — for a field trip to
the Kennedy Center. The person who was going to fuind
it backed out. and they hacd two weeks to raise this
money and they gave me a certain amount 1o raise.
And I called the mothers, and I got it...But I said.

"Could you pay for your child's ticket and the ticket of

another child? (there are d few children in the school
whose parents could not afford the tickets)...But we
were able to get the money in a couple of weeks.”

Second, the interviewer commenting on Schools
F and G: *They appear to have all the bells and
whistles.”

Finally, Schools F and G have a full supply of
computers for cach classroom, whereas School E has
only three computers per classroom.

Organizational Structure
Schools E, F& G

A seeond issue in the comparability of the three
schools is organizational structure. Schools E and F
look very similar. Both schools include kindergarten

through sixth grade and both schools departmental-
ize fourth through sixth grade. Both schools even
suggest the same rationale: to prepare their students
for junior high school. On the other hand, School G
does not include the sixth grade, nor does it depart-
mentalize the fourth and fifth grades. Interestingly,
the children from School G go to a middle school
after the fifth grade, so the perceived need to pre-
pare students for junior lngh school does not exist.

Even though SES may predict similar achieve-
ment scores of the third graders at Schools F and G,
the differences in organizational structure may alter
that prediction. Looking at the achievement scores
for the past five years, the third graders at School F
consistently have lower achievement scores than the
third graders at School G. However. the achievement
scores of the third graders at School E, where SES is
lower, are nearly as high as those from Schoot G and
were, in fact. slightly higher in the last year for which
CTBS scores were available.

Next. the focus will be on the principals and
particular programs and practices discussed during
the interviews.

Principal Behavior
Schools E, F& G

In the interviews, there were only accolades ex-
pressed by both teachers and parents at Schools E
and G about their principals. Both principals were
seen as accessible, visible, interactive, caring. dynamic
teaders. These comments were reflected in the very
high survey scale scores dealing with principal be-
haviors. The principal of School F also received posi-
tive ratings: just not as high as the principals from
the other two schools. The following comments re-
flect the somewhat lower ratings of the principal at
School F:

“..sometimes I think there are stucents that maybe
need testing for special services. And it seems to be
difficult to get them tested. The county tests, but the
principal recommends. 1 don’t know. I know be bas
looked at scores of ones who I think would qualify. but
that’s the end of it.”

“Usually, be's not in the classroom very much. We
sort of twist his arm. or that kind of thing, to get him
to come in bere and sit down and read. ... would like
Jorhim to be more involvcd. 1 have bad some discipline
problems, and 1 fecl like we've dragged it out too
long...his viewpoint is that the parents are tryving. and
we showdd give then more time, and 1'm saying, T'm
tived. I'm tived of dealing with this..." and at this point.
Pmcworn out.. .And then Ijust start questioning myself
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because I don't get the kind of backup that I would
like. You know, 1 would like for a line to be drawn.”

“People think that be would do better with older
kids. He's not a ‘hugging-kicd’ type, you know. And
when you're talking about an elementary school, you
think of school people who are ‘buggy.” kidsy.’ kind of
people. And be doesn't exactly fit that stereotype. But
he is definitely an achievement-oriented type of
principal.”

It is important to note that these were the only
negative comments made about the principat at School
F. All of them have to do with his communication
style, not the overall quality of his work. He was
seen as a good administrator and definitely conveyed
that he cared about the faculty and children at the
school. He was very focused on academic standards
and had high expectations of his faculty and students.
He was not, however, described as accessible and
friendly, as were the other two principals.

In summary, all of the principals were perceived
as more than competent. Their emphases were dif-
ferent: the principal at School G seemed to empha-
size communication and academics about equally; at
School E, the principal seemed to emphasize com-
munication followed by academics and art; and at
School F the principal seeimed to emphasize academ-
ics followed by communication.

Presented in the next section are the results of
the survey data relating to the perceptions of staff,
students and parents about the schools. The first arca
is the stafts’ view of the school, followed by the stu-
dents and the parents.,
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Staffs’ View of the School schools on staff commitment and job satisfaction.
Survey Data 'll)'here was a differeEce lon staff n:jorale and principal
ehavior among Schools E, F and G.
Schools E, F & G School E had the highest score of all seven schools
in the study relaling to the teachers’ view of the prin-
cipal, followed by School G, School D and School F.
Presented in Table 33 are the staff survey scales
and the arcas of statistical difference or no differ-
ence.

The responding teachers from Schools E, F and
G viewed their schools similarly with respect to the
school’s ability to unify school tasks necessary for
achievement (school integration), to achieve objec-
tives (goal attainment) and to deal successfully with
parents and the community (school adaptation). Also.
there were no significant differences among the

Table 33. The Staffs’ Perception of the School and Their View of Themselves. SchoolsE,F & G

Survey Scale: Staffs’ Perception Difference */No Difference
School Integration

The school's ability to unify school tasks necessary for ~ No Difference
achievement

Goal Attainment

The school’s ability to define & achieve goals No Difference
School Adaptation

The school's ability to deal successfully with parents. No Difference
the community & change

Staff Morale

Adequate work conditions, harmonious staff relationships Difference
Staff Commitment .

Acceptance of the school’s values; desire to remain an No Difference
emplovee of the school

Job Satisfaction

The degree to which the teacher likes his or her job No Difference
Principal Behavior

Those behaviors which add to the effectiveness of the school Difference

* Statistical Difference at p < .01

The scores on staff morale by the responding
teachers of Schools E, F and G were the most posi-
tive of all the schools in the study, with the highest
score from School E, followed by School G and then
School F, as noted by the runkings of the schools in
Appendix A. The major differences among the three
schools on staff morale related to faculty workload,
sufficient social activities for the faculty and commu-
nication with administrators. The questions presented
in Table 34 help to illustrate differences in staff mo-
rale among the three schools,
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Table 34. Staff Morale. Schools E,F & G

View of the Teacher Strongly Agree + Agree

Staff Morale School E | School F {School G Al
The workload is adequately halanced

among the faculty members of this school 85% 91% 82% 78%
There are sufficient social activities for the faculty 100% 55% 64% 41%
The building administrators encourage suggestions

from the faculty 100% 82% 160% 83%
There are open lines of communication between

facuity and the building administrators 100% 82% 100% 79%
There is general faculty confidence in the building

administrators 100% 82% 100% 72%
Number of Responding Staff 13 11 11 82

Although there are differences among the schools
on some of the questions, the overall staff morale is
high for all three schools. The lowest rating is on
social activities for faculty. The differences among
these three schools on questions that relate to staff
morale are in contrast to the differences that occurred
between the previous high and low-achieving rural
schools, where several zero scores were noted.
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Parents’ View of the Schools
Survey Data
SchoolsE, F& G

On all scales measuring parents’ perceptions of
the school, School F received significantly fewer posi-
tive scores from the parents than Schools E and G,

despite the fact that all of the parents and teachers
who were interviewed said they thought that School
F was a good school. The ranking of the three schools
on the survey scales (see Tables A-18 through A-22
in Appendix A) gives an indication of the parents’
perception of School F, relative to the parents’ per-
ception of all the schools in the study.

Table 35. The Pacents’ Perception of the School. Schools E, F & G

Survey Scale: Parents’ Perceptions

Difference* /No Difference

School Integration
The school’s ability to unify school tasks necessary
for achievement

Difference

Goal Attainment
The school’s ability to define and achieve goals

Difference

School Adaptation

the community and change

The school's ability to deal successfully with parents,

Difference

School Maintenance
The school’s ability to maintain student, parent
and employee loyalty

Difference

Principal Behavior
The parents’ view of the principal

Difference

* Statistical Difference at p < .01

The differences in the parents’ view of the three
schools appear to be more a difference hetween
School F versus Schools E and G. The greatest differ-
ences were in the parents’ view of the principal, the
parents’ perceptions of work conditions, personnel
policies and practices and staff relationships (school
integration) and their perception of the school's abil-
ity to define objectives, mobilize resources and
achieve desired ends (goal attainment). Statements
presented in Table 36 illustrate some of the differing
views of the parents in the three schools about their
respective school and principal.

On the 15 questions related to principal hehav-
jor, approximately Y5 percent of the responding par-
ents in School G had high positive responses for each
question: about 90 percent of the responding parents
in School E had high positive responses; 50 to 60
percent of the responding parents in School F had
high positive responses.
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Table 36. Parents’ Perceptions of the School and the Principal. SchoolsE, F & G

View of the Parent Strongly Agree + Agree

School E| School F | School G All
I tend 1o identify with my child’s school and
strongly support it when it is attacked 86% 65% 92% 77%
[ am satisfied with my child's school 89% 77% 93% 81%
My child’s school is highly respected 99% 79% 94% 78%
If T could, T would send my child to another school 8% 21% 6% 14%
Teachers at my child’s school respect parents and
attempt to work with them whenever possible 88% 68% 94% 82%
Student creativity is encouraged and rewarded in
my child’s school 93% 74% 87% 79%
In my child’s school, all students are treated with
respect — even those from poor backgrounds or
those with limited intellectual ability 81% 48% 82% 68%
The principal shares decision making with parents
when appropriate 92% 48% 95% 77%
Numbr r of Responding Parents 95 101 159 632

For the statement. “all students are treated with
respect, even those from poor backgrounds or those of
limited intellectual ability, " 48 percent of the respond-
ing parents from School F always or usually agree.
This was the lowest positive response rate of any
school in the study on this question. The next lowest
response rate was from the parents of low-achieving
School A, with 57 percent. Why would over half of
the responding parents from School F feel that all of
the children are not respected equally? This is an-
other area that would need additional inquiry.

Parent Involvement - Interview Data

All three schools have outstanding parent involve-
ment. Each has a core of parents who are very ac-
tive, a substantial number who help with tutoring
and/or reading to the students and a vast majority
who have individual contact with their child's teachier.
The involvement has a slightly different flavor at cach
school. In School G, the parents serve on numerous
commiittees that deal with neary all aspects of the
life of the school. Their voices are heard and listened
to. The principzl of School G writes the mission and
gives the charge to cach committee, and the commit-
tee then acts independently in carrying out the mis-
sion. Essentially the parents respond to the school's
initiative. The superintendent summed it up, as fol-
lows:

“The tedachers are the professionals in terms of
education, and the parents are the supporters of that
effort. But there is an equality of pripose. It's not an
equality of process and procedure, it's an equulity of
Durpose. ™

At S€hool E, the parents seem to initiate and then
ask for the teachers' input. They also respond to the
teachers’ requests, but they seem to initiate more of-
ten than the parents at the other two schools.

At School F. the parents are very involved, but in
more traditional ways, primarily responding to re-
quests for fund raising. taking care of school celebra-
tions and such. They do not seem to participate as
actively in fundamental decision making at the school,
This. too, may he a factor in the parent climate scale
differences.
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Students View of the School and
Themselves

Survey Data

SchoolsE, F & G

All of the teachers and parents interviewed at
the three schools expressed concern and caring for
the children at their schools, especially at school E.
At School F there was some concern expressed about
the students being too competitive and that there
might be too much pressure. At both Schools E and

F, concern was expressed about departmentalization
possibly heing more than fourth graders can handle,
but this concern was mentioned only once at each
school. For the most part, teachers and parents felt
that their children were happy to be at their school,
especially the teachers at School E.

The students in the high and low-achieving
schools in the rural areas of this study have a higher
positive perception of their school and themselves
on several of the survey scales than non-rural Schools
E and F, noted by the rankings of the schools in Table
37.

Table 37. Students’ Perception of the School and Their View of Themselves. Schools E, F & G

Survey Scale: Students’ Perceptions Difference* / Rank**
No Difference Schools
On Scales E F G
School Norms Difference
School expects a high performance level Interaction®** 4 3 1
School/Gender
School Adaptation Difference
School’s ability to deal successfully with Interaction®** 7 3 1
parents, community & change School/Gender
Academic Futility Difference
Relationships among effort and reward Interaction**” 4 5 1
School/Gender
Self-Concept
Student’s ability to master school work, Difference 5 2 1
friendships & acceptance
Self-Reliance
Student’s ability and desire to function Difference 6 3 2
.independently
Motivation
Student’s motivation to attend school & Difference 7 5 3
importance of school
School Integration Difference
School’s ability to unify school tasks Interaction*** 4 5 1
necessary for achievement School/Gender
Maintenance
Student and employee loyalty to the school Difference 5 4 1

* Statistical Difference atp < .01
** Rank - compared to all seven schools in the study.
* See Glossary for definition of interaction,

The two high-achicving schools in the rural ar-
cuas scored higher on the student motivation scale
than all three of the non-rural schools. This raises
two questions, “Could student motivation be a major
factor in schools being effective in high poverty ar-
cas?” and “Do students in high poverty areas have to
have a higher level of motivation than students in
other arcas in order to be successful?”

The student surveys produced some puzzling

results. The surveys were administered to all third,
fourth, fifth and sixth grade classes in the schools in
the study. This means that for Schools E and F, ap-
proximately three-fourths of the responses are those
of intermediate level students, and one-fourth are from
primary students. At School D, approximately two-
thirds are from the intermediate level, and one-third
from the primary level. So the results disproportion-
ately reflect the attitudes and perceptions of the in-
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termediate students. The responses by boys at School
E were significantly less positive than those of the
girls at School E, and less positive than the responses
of boys and girls at Schools F and G, on four of the
scales: school norms, school adaptation, academic
futility and student motivation. The boys at School E
had negative responses to the motivation items.
Because of the low positive response from the
boys at School E, additional variables such as age,
race, grades and parent education were investigated
to see if the low response rate could be explained.
None provided an explanation, although age also was
a factor. Older boys from Schoo! E had less positive
responses than younger boys and all girls, generally.

Presented in Table 38 are questions relating to
the motivation scale that will help to illustrate the
different perceptions of the students from School E,
F and G about the school and themselves. The re-
sponses for School E are presented for boys and girls,
since the analysis of the data indicated there was a
significant difference between the two within the
school.

In School E, there also appears to be a differ-
ence in how the third-fourth grade boys and the fifth-
sixth grade boys responded to some of the ques-
tions, plus a difference in how the girls responded
relative to the boys response, as demonstrated in the
examples below.

Table 38. Students’ View of the School and Themselves. Schools E,F & G
&

View of the Student Strongly Agree + Agree

E* School
Motivation Scale Boys/Girls F G All
School is very enjoyable to me. 24% 32% 58% 60% 61%
My friends like to go to this school. 35% 63% 06% 77% 66%
School is important to me. 57% 85% 83% 88% 78%
Number of Responding Students 66 54 139 137 670

* For School E, responses by boys and girls.

Question: Students in this school respect the teachers. School E by gender (Strongly Agree + Agree).

School E 3rd & 4th 5th & 6th All Schools
Boys 79% 57% 75%
Girls 76% 88% 78%

Question: I learn things very easily in school. School E by gender (Strongly Agree + Agree).

School E 3rd & 4th Sth & 6th All Schools
Boys 88% 52% 65%
Girls 48% 07% 64%

Question: My friends like to go to this school. School E by gender (Strongly Agree + Agree).

School E 3rd & 4th ) 5th & 6th All Schools
Boys 46% 29% 59%
Girls 62% 04% 72%

Question: Students in this school want to do well. School E by gender (Strongly Agree + Agree).

School E 3rd & 4th 5th & Gth All Schools
Boys 92% 69% 84%
] Girls 81% 84% 85%

On the academic futility scale (effort and reward),
the girls of School E have the second highest positive
score of all the schools in the study and the boys
have the lowest positive score of all the schools. This

is noteworthy, as students who drop out of school
are typical examples of individuals who do not per-
ccive the current effort to be linked to future rewards
(KanLEAD).
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Academics and Enrichment
Schools E, F& G

This section will begin with a description of a
program for intermediate students at School F. Fol-
lowing that will be a broader description of academ-
ics and enrichment at all three schools.

A sixth grade language arts teacher comments
about the intermediate-level math program at School
F:

“...in math. our math scores are always very high.
She (the math teacher) teaches the same students in
Sfourth, fifth and sixth grade. And she knows their
weaknesses. She knows their strengths and what they
need to work on. She knows what they ve had last year
and she can build on that. And I think that's
heneficial.”

The math teacher adds: I believe in doing more than
the academics. I don't think you can focus just on
academics. But I think that bas to be the priority be-
cause that's what we're bere for. And we do stress aca-
demics bere...I'm working with a team bere. really.
We all work together...I've taught math three conseci-
tive years to the children. So I get to know each child
really well. I only get to know that child in math —
that's trie. Ancl some people might think that is a draw-
back to what we're doing, but I don't think that is
true. When we first started this, I did bave some reser-
vations cbout it. But dafter a couple of years. I did not
have that feeling at all. It changec. But when we first
started it I thought...bow will this affect the children
when they bave one teacher in math for three con-
secutive years? Is that going to be detrimental 1o them?
Or is it going to be a positive thing? I think it has been
positive...the children work real bard. They know what
Iexpect. I'm firm but fair. [ bave really bigh expecta-
tions of these kids. I don't ever feel that I expect more
than they can give me, but I do bave bigh expect-
tions. And I'll work with them to pull up, to remedicite,
to go beyond to whatever...I think it's successful. My
sixth graders do well... My kids bare math one day a
week on the computer. And I think that's one reason
that my test scores are bigh. Because if there's a need.
and I'm teaching it one way. the computer may present
it a different way, and it may click. Of course, you
use different techniques and different things to get to
the child»en, but I think reinforcing constantly ...re-
inforcing through the computer program is good.”

She continues talking about departmentalization
at School B, »...departmentalization is the reason why
the children go up ratber than down. Becaiise you
hare really strong people in cvery one of the areas,
that bave certification for the junior bigh school. So,

that makes a difference...i think that bas a big effect
on the scores, because if you bave a person — since
I'm in math, i can speak for math — if you bave a
person who's only bad six bours in math before they
go into the elementary classroom...and that's all that's
required, as opposed to someone who bus 26 bours
and continues to go on...then would you not expect
the scores to go up? And I'm not saying that all of
these bours makes you a better teacher necessariiy,
but I think it certainly belps. Plus, the fact that yout
accelerate your children — that's the biggest factor I
think. We bave children in the sixth grade who take
pre-algebra. Ve have children in the sixth grade who
are finishing seventh grade math. And we bave chil-
dren in the sixth grade who are finishing sixth grace
math...and the first thing that I do when the children
cone to me, I look at their test scores. And those 1who
bave belou: the 40th percentile—that is what we dre
supposecl to do—those children need remediation right
cacay. And that is where you begin. Those that are in
the 90th percentile, meybe they could bandle some
acceleration. Or the 80th percentile. They go beyond
level...”

This teacher has been at School F for 23 years.
She comments, “T've beld six principals since I've been
here, and each person bas bad a very positive quality
about himself or berself. They ve all really been inter-
ested in children. and they want the school to be the
best that it can be. And there bave heen good things
about every one of them. They're all different. of
conrse. And you bave to learn. when you bave that
many principals. to flowe with the tide. so to speak.”

All of these schools stress academics and various
types of enrichment programs. but there are differ-
ences in emphases and in the types of enrichment.
For example, School F seems 1o have numerous field
trips; School G seems to have enrichment integrated
into its regular program: School E seems to have major
programs led by the parents. Both Schools F and G
have programs for gifted and talented children, ac-
celerated programs, and interviewees talk about lan-
guage arts, social studies, math and science about
equally. All three schools have parents and members
of the community come into the schools to tutor or
10 read to the students,

School E seems to focus almost exclusively on
language arts, reading and the arts, In fact, in 48
pages of interview transcripts, only one sentence men-
tioned a math-related subject, and that was in refer-
ence to one of the school’s business partners provid-
ing a hanking program. ‘There's no doubt that all of
the subjects are taught at School E. but focus on math
seemed to be minimal. However, there was also no
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mention of math scores being particularly low. The
teachers and principal at School E go over test re-
sults at the beginning of each school year. They de-
cide what areas need a special focus, and then plan
for the year how they will address special problems
that they see in the tested areas. Their focus for the
year of this study was on spelling and language arts,
and that could be why there was so little talk of math
and science.

A very active group of parents, the Parent En-
richment Group (PEG), bring an extensive art pro-
gram to School E. In the year of the study, two par-
ents wrote for grants from fundi 1g agencies such as
the National Endowment for the Arts and the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities and received
twelve thousand dollars to bring artists into the school.
A parent describes the program:

“..what we try to do is to bring history to life, show
the kids bow art and music bave come out of different
periods. That way you can teach them all aspects of
the curriculum, but in a new way. So we decided to
start with the Colonial year. Two years ago, they did a
similar year called the Renaissance Year and had
artists come in. So, we went through tse West Virginia
Artists Book provided by some of the state funded
organizations, and decided what we would like 1o go
for. So this year we bad a Native American week where
we brought in the Appalachian Indian Society. and
we bave these people come in for an entire week and
talk to the kids about Indian beritage. And that was
really enjoyable. The parents get involved.”

“We do crafts in the classroom, bave the aits come
in. And the kids were involved in pottery making and
all kinds of stuff. And the art teachers that are bere
belp with it. Everybody is in this one big thing. If you
neticed, the mural out on the wall was done by the
PEG. It is the span of time that weve done so far,
starting with Columbus, the Renaissance Year and the
Colonial Year. And then we re done five weeks with
Kate Young, the actress. She's belped the children play-
act and talk about a lot of colonial bistory and all.
And we bad an cditorial cartoonist in. J. D.
Williamson. He talked a lot about Ben Franklin,
because Ben Franklin was the first editorial cartoonist
in the colonial period. The younger kids learned to
miake Ben Franklin moving shapes and the older kids
did editorial cartoons with Bill Clinton and the Health
Plan. And it's amazing, you know. what came out of
it.”

“We bad a three week residency with a poet, Debbie
McNeomara...and she came in and the kids wrote
poetry. And through our funding with P10, we’re
publishing a poetry book...so all the kids are going to
bare a published hook with their poems in it...And

that'’s just what we've done this year.”

The teachers and principals in all of the schools
seem to be very conscientious about time-on-task.
There was a hint that perhaps the enrichment pro-
grams at School E had disrupted classtime somewhat,
but the faculty scnate seemed to have worked that
out.

At School G, the principal and faculty use na-
tional curriculum guidelines to plan some of their
programs. For example, The National Council of
Teachers of Mathematics Standards recommends, as
one of the standards, to incorporate communication
of mathematics in the math curriculum. Interestingly,
the principal looked to nearby colleges for a speaker
for in-service training on math and communication,
but none of the colleges felt comfortable with the
topic. One of the colleges did an ERIC search and
found an article on the topic. She comments:

».at Faculty Senate we took — we usually take
one hour for the meeting and one bour for staff devel-
opment, total of two bours — we took the article and
put the teachers in pairs and they read the article and
then reported to the group so we bad a little bit of
input of our own.” This school also has parents,
with special expertise, come in to provide in-service
training.

School Concerns

Several of the interviewees from School F talked
a great deal about riffing’ and ‘bumping’ because of
changes going on in the county. A new middle school
was being built, which meant that School F would
lose its sixth grade entirely, and in turn would lose
two of its respected teachers. One teacher was going
to the new middle school because she wanted to
continue to be able to teach higher levels of math
and felt that without the sixth grade she would lose
that opportunity. The other teacher had been cut
because she had the least amount of experience in
this county. She had 14 years of experience in an-
other county and was qualified to teach intermediate
and secondary grades, but experience in this particu-
lar county was the primary consideration. She was
later rehired for a Chapter T pre-school position,

Additionally, one parent commented about the
strike that occurred a few years earlier:

“I think what had been a very cobesive, [riendly
group, I think that put a real knife into it. And, of
course, since then, hecause of all the downsizing dand
baving to make cuts and lay people off. and people
aren’t sure whether they're going to bave their

Jobs...and so thdat brings a lot of tension. And there
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bave been a lot of changes in the make-up of this
staff...And it’s not just the teachers. It's some of the
support services— the counselors. You never know who
the counselor is going to be that year because they are
always changing. We used to bave a wonderful full-
time counselor bere. But because she didn 't bave tenure
or whatever — seniority — I bate that word. But she
bad to move, and she took on three different schools.
She wasn't even balf-time arywbere. She was a third
bere and theve and everywbere. She added a lot to this
school when she was bere full-time.”

The principal at School F also expressed frustra-
tion with the downsizing and with her inability to
select teachers and staff, based on specific qualifica-
tions, because of the seniority system. School G
provides a contrasting story. It is housed in two build-
ings, and there were plans to close one of the build-
ings and leave only kindergarten through third grade
in School G. The superintendent of the school dis-
trict reflected:

“And the community — you know about school
closing in West Virginia. It can be a wild and crazy
trip. The communities got married is what happened.
They said, ‘No, we would ratber bave our own K-5
building. We will agree to the closure of both of our
buildings. We would like to join.’ And so we put together
this bybrid kind of thing...it just sort of evolved. They
were saying, “How can we prevent the closure, and
can we join?' This was not the school people. it was not
the principal, it was the parents, the members of the
community.”

The teachers reported having been consulted
about the new building relative to their thoughts about
how the building should be designed and furnished.
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Summary
Schools E, F & G

In all three schools a majority of the teachers
have at least 17 years of teaching experience, have
been in their respective school five years or longer
and have a master’s degree plus additional hours. All
of the schools have a history of being successful and
all are seen as desirable places in which to teach.
Teachers want to be at these schools and faculty turn-
over is low.

In Schools F and G over 60 percent of the par-
ents of responding students have a college or gradu-
ate degree. In School E, 43 percent of the fathes and
38 percent of the mothers of responding students
have a college or graduate degree. All three schools
have low levels of needy students: 10 percent for
School G; 15 percent for School E; and 16 percent for
School F. Parent involvement is high in al! three
schools.

Over the five-year period examined, third grade

- achievement was apove the 92nd percentile for School
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G; School E had moderately higi, third grade scores
and lower sixth grade scores; and School F had mod-
erately high third grade scores and higher sixth grade
scores.

From the interview data there appeared to be
more commonalities among the three schools than
differences, but the survey data indicated the three
schools had a greater number of differences than the
paired rural schools in the study. Differences were
noted among the three schools on all of the student
and parent survey scales.

One identified area of difference was in the prin-
cipals and their style. The principal at School G
seemed to emphasize communication and academ-
ics about equally. School E has had three different
principals in the last five years. The present principal
emphasized communication, followed by academics
and art. In School F the principal seemed to empha-
size academics and then communication.

Eighty-two percent of the responding teachers in
School F indicated there are open lines of communi-
cation between faculty and the building administra-
tor, compared to 100 percent of the responding teach-
ers in Schools E and G. Communication between
faculty and the building administrator was also an
area of difference hetween the high and low-achiev-
ing rural schools. .

Another difference among the three schools was
in the types of enrichment programs offered at the
schools. School F had numerous ficld trips; School G
seems to have enrichment integrated into its regular
program; and School E scems to have major pro-
grams led by the parents. Both Schnols F and G have

programs for gifted and talented children, acceler-
ated programs and both talk about language arts,
social studies and math and science about equally.
School E seems to focus almost exclusively on lan-
guage arts, reading and the arts. A Parent Enrichment
Group brings an extensive art program to School E.

One of the major reasons for looking at Schools
E and F was because of the difference in the sixth
grade achievement levels. One reason for the differ-
ence may be due to the strong teachers in the upper
grades at School F. Both schools are departmental-
ized in the fourth through sixth grade, but the teach-
ers in School F have junior high schoal certification.
The math teacher for the upper grades in School F
has 26 hours of math. School F has children in the
sixth grade taking pre-algebra and others who are
finishing seventh grade math.

In 48 pages of single-spaced interview data for
School E, only one sentence mentioned a math-re-
lated subject, but this could be because their special
problem focus for the year was on spelling and lan-
guage arts.

The second identified reason for a difference in
the sixth grade achievement scores in Schools E and
F may be due to the difference in the attitude of the
boys in the two schools. As was noted, the boys in
School E had the lowest responses on motivation of
all the students in the survey. From the available data
it could not be determined why the boys from School
E had such low scores. It did appear that the atti-
tudes of the boys in the upper grades were less posi-
tive on m. ny of the questions than the attitudes of
boys in the lower grades in School E. What we do
know is that in School E the achievement scores de-
cline in the sixth grade, compared to third grade; the
scores increase in School F

Presented in Table 39 is a summary of areas of
interest about Schools E, F and G.
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Table 39. Summary: Areas of Interest, Interview Data. SchoolsE, F & G

School E School F School G

15% Needy 16% Needy 10% Needy
Community Non-rural Non-rural Non-rural
SES Lower/middle Professional Professional
Student Adverse Enrichment Becoming a Enrichment
Conditions Programs Concern Programs
Central Office Support Concern: Combining | Discord Over Supportive

Schools

Who Can Be Hired

Not an Issue

Instructional Leader Teachers/Parents Teachers/Principal Principal

Teachers Working as a Strong Faculty Senate | Strong Math & Use Faculty Senate

Team Over Time Science; Perfunctory to Plan and
Faculty Senate Communicate

Staff Stability Very Stable Stable Stable

=>35 Years in this Building 85% 55% 55%

=>13 Yrs. Exp. 92% 63% 100%

Master’s Plus 62% 64% 64%

Accountability Parents/System Parents/Principal Parents/Principal

Parental Involvement Very High High Very High

Principal/Teacher Relations 3 Principals Last 5 Pockets of Strong Respect

Years; Strong
Principal/Faculty

Strong Teachers

for Principal

Testing Readiness

Guides Changes

Aware/Not a

Aware/ Not a

Big Issue Big Issue
Achievement Level Moderately High 3rd | Moderately High 3rd High 3rd
Lower 6th Higher 6th

Business Partner

Yes - Moderate

Yes - Active

Yes - Active

With these three schools, the following issues ap-

¢ the effect of standardized testing on teaching prac-
pear to be worthy of further investigation:

tices and programs;

e why the attitude of the boys in School E is less

e the influence of the state’s approach to seniority positive than other schools in the study
$ ¢ ;

on school climate and achievement;

e the effects of departmentalization for intermediate

o effect of hiring and other personnel practices on
level students;

school climate and achievement.
e the effects of future transfer to middle school, as

opposed to junior high school, on elementary school

programs;

b

mathematics education;
» the effects of different types of parent involvement;

e the faculty senate concept, when used maximally,
seemed to have a very positive effect on faculty
morale, but it could not be determined if that was
a principal effect or a faculty senate cffect, That
needs further investigation;
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Demographics: School E, F & G

Table 40. Number Responding to Survey. SchoolsE, F & G.

Group School E School F School G
Students 120 139 137
Response 65% 89% 97%
Grade(s) 3rd-6th 3rd-6th 3rd-Sth
Parents 95 101 159
% Responding 65% 66% 86%
Classroom Teachers 13/15 11/15 11/18
% Responding 87% 73% 61%
Principal 1 1 1
Total 229 252 308

Table 41. Number of Years Taught in this Building by Responding Teachers. Schools E, F & G.

Years School E School F School G
<=1 Year ‘ 18.2%

2 - 4 Years 15.4% 27.3% 45.5%

5 - 8 Years 30.8% 18.2% 9.1%

9 - 12 Years 7.7%

13 - 20 Years 30.8% 9.1% 36.4%

=> 21 Years 15.4% 27.3% 9.1%

Eighty-five percent of the responding teachers  had 13 or more years of teaching experience; 92 per-
from School E indicated they had taught in the build-  cent of the teachers in School E and 63 percent of
ing five years or longer compared to 55 percent of  the teachers from School F indicated the same. In the
the responding teachers from both Schools F and G. three schools, all of the teachers had more than 5

In years of teaching expericnce, 100 percent of  years teaching experience.
the responding teachers in School G indicated they

Table 42. Education Level of Responding Teachers. Schools E, F & G.

Education Level School E School F School G
Bachelor's degree

Some graduate work but 30.8% 18.2% 27.3%

less than a master's degree

Master's degree 7.7% 18.2% 9.1%

More than a master's degree
but not a doctorate 61.5% 03.6% 63.6%

Doctor's degree

There is no difference in the education level of the responding teachers fiom Schools B, F & G (p < 05, Fisher's ISD Compatison, ANOVA)
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Table 43. Age of Responding Teachers. Schools E, F & G.

Age School E School F School G
20 - 25 Years Old

26 - 30 Years

31 - 40 Years 53.8% 45.8% 27.3%

41 - 50 Years 23.1% 18.2% 45.5%

51 - 60 Years 23.1% 18.2% 27.5%

61 Years or Older

Non-responding 18%

Seventy-three percent of the responding teach-
ers in School G indicated they were 41 to G0 years
old; 46 percent of the teachers in School E and 36
percent of the teachers in School F indicated the same
age range. On an average, the teachers in School G
are significantly older than the teachers in School F
(p < .05, Fisher's LSD Comparison).

Eighteen percent of the responding teachers in
School F did not answer the question.
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Global View of
Student Responses

The student responses across the diverse envi-
ronments in this study indicate that even though the
schools and communities are different, the relative
perceptions of a majority of the students are about
the same concerning school and student work stan-
dards, expectations for a high performance level by
the school and the desire to do well in school. A
majority of the students surveyed feel that they are
expected to work hard, that they try hard to get good
grades on tests and that it is important to do well in
school. In general, students from all of the schools in
the study expressed positive perceptions of their
schools and of themselves as students. It should be
kept in mind that the students, as well as parents and
teachers, answered each question relative to their
school and their personal background.
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Students surveyed in both high and low-achiev-
ing schools appeared to feel strongly that their re-
spective school expected students to work hard. There
were no differences between the paired schools on
the statement: Students are expected to work bard in
this school.

Of the 665 responding students, 82 percent “al-
ways agree” that their school expects the students to
work hard; an additional 12 percent “usually agree.”
Overall, 94 percent of the responding students agreed
that their respective school expected the students to
work hard.

Table 44. Students are expected to work hard in this school.
Percentage of Students “Always” + “Usually Agree”

Needy Achievement
Level Level School Percent n =665
16% Med. High - High F 97.1%
10% Highest G 97.0
65% High B 95.1
66% Low A 94.8
============== 94.0% Average
15% Med. High - Low* E 933
87% Med. High D 88.0
87% Low C 81.6

* Medium high achievement level in third grade: decreasing achievement leve! in sixth grade.

Differences:
Overview of Student Responses

From the students™ perceptions of school life in
their respective schools, the following areas were
singled out as having the greatest differences between
the high and low-achieving schools: student argu-
ments, student pride in the school, respect for the
teachers, a place where students like to go and a
place where teachers and parents work together.

There are often arguments between students at
this school.

Of the 663 responding students, 43 percent “al-
ways” or “usually agree” there are often arguments
between students at their school, but the rate of stu-
dents responding in the same manner {from one of
the lowest-achieving schools was 76 percent, com-
pared to 19 percent in the highest-achieving school.
For the paired schools, there were differences in the
students’ responses between Schools A and B and
between Schools C and D.

Table 45. There are often arguments between students at this school.

Percentage of Responding Students by School. “Always” + “Usually Agree”

Needy Achievement
Level Level School Percent n = 0663
10% Highest G 18.6%
87% Med. High D 31.0
65% High B 36.7
s============= 43.8% Average
16% Med. High - High ¥ 46.7
15% Med. High - Low * E 50.0
87%% Low ¢ 065.8
66% Low A 75.7

¢ Medium high achicvement feved in third grade: decreising achievement leveb in sixth gracde. N
Differences between paired Schools (A & 1) and (C & 1) were noted o this question.
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Students in the lowest-achieving schools record
the highest response rate on arguments between stu-
dents, and the students in the highest-achieving
schools record the lowest incidence of arguments
between students. We have high-percent needy
schools with high achievement and infrequent stu-
dent arguments. and high-percent needy schools with
low achievement and frequent student arguments. It
would appear that these student disruptions are a
factor in school achicvement, but as noted previously,
the interview data, particularly from School A. sug-
gests that they may be the result of greater and more
complex problems.

Students at this school are very proud of the
school.

The students in the high-st-achieving schools
record the greatest student pride in their school, and
the students in the lowest-achieving schools record
the least amount of student pride in their respective
schools.

Of the 664 responding students, 75 percent “al-
ways” or “usually agree” that the students in their

school are very proud of the school. The rate of stu-
dents responding in the same manner from one of
the lowest-achieving schools was only 37 percent,
however. compared to 83 percent in the highest-
achieving school. For the paired schools, there was a
difference in the students’ responses between Schools
A and B and between Schools C and D.

The school building and grounds of School C
appeared to be as attractive as those of Schools A
and D. Schools A and D are isolated, but not to the
degree of isolation of School C. Because a school is
the major building in these isolated areas, the major
source for social activity for the children and the major
source for outside communication with the rest of
the world, one would think that the school would be
the source of great pride in the children's lives and
in the lives of the community.

It appears that where the school building is lo-
cated or what the school building looks like is not
the issue, however. It appears that pride in school
may equate with academic standing or with what is
occurring inside the building.

Table 46. Students at this school are very proud of the school.
Percentage of Responding Students by School. “Always” + “Usually Agree”

Needy Achievement
Level Level School Percent n = 664
10% Highest G 82.8%
05% High B 80.1
15% Med. High - Low* E 79.2
87% Med. High D 787
1O% Med. High - High* F 77.0
S=ssssssssssss 75.0% Average
606% Low A 61.5
87% Low C 306.8

* Medium high achievement tevel in third grade: decreasing achievement tevel in Lixth grade.

Differences between paired Schools (A & By and (C & 1) were noted on this question.,

-
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Students in this school respect the teachers.

The ranking of schools on this statement nearly
follows the same school ranking as on the statement
“Students in this school are highly respected.” The
responses indicate students in the two lowest-achiev-
ing schools, Schools A and C. did not feel that st-
dents were highly respected. Now we see that these
same students, in low-achieving schools, do not have
a high level of respect for the teachers.

As previously noted, a majority of the teachers
in these two lowest-achieving schools are drive-in
teachers. In most cases, they drive an hour to arrive
at the school and leave as soon as the school day is
complete to drive an hour back home. Teacher turn-
over is greater in the two lowest-achieving schools
than in the other schools. Teachers “bid” out as soon
as an opening becomes available closer to their home
and as senijority allows them to bid.

The interview daia indicates that over the last
five years, a greater number of teachers are staying
for more than one year in each of these two low-
achieving schools. Some are staying because of choice
and some are staying because of job scarcity.

Of the 658 responding students, 77 percent “al-
ways” or "usually agree” that students in their school
respect the teachers. The rate of students responding
in the same manner from one of the lowest-achiev-
ing schools was 50 percent, compared to 92 percent
in the highest-achieving school. For the paired schools,
there were differences in the students’ responses
between Schools A and B and between Schools C
and D.

Table 47. Students in this school respect the teachers.
Percentage of Responding Students by School. “Always” + “Usually Agree”

Needy Achievement
Level Level School Percent n =658
10% Highest G 91.8%
65% High B 83.1
87% Med. High D 80.3
m=ms=soosmaoos 76.9% Average
16% Med. High-High F 739
15% Med. High-Low* E 73.4
66% Low A 65.4
87% Low C 50.00

¢ Medium high achievement level in third grade: decreasing achicvement level in sixth grade.
Differences between paired Schools (A & B) and (C & D) were noted on this question.
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The purpose of this research project was to ad-
vance the understanding of cffective and less-effec-
tive elementary schools in West Virginia.

An overall analysis was conducted of 560 elemen-
tary schools with five years of achievement data and
two years of school lunch data. The term “needy”
was adopted for use throughout this report, to refer
to the percentage of students receiving free or re-
duced-price school lunch.

From our analysis, the research question arose:

Why are some elementary schools achieving
at bigh levels and other elementary schools with
the same percent of needy students acbieving at
low levels?

Stated more briefly:

Why are schools with similar types of stu-
dents achieving at different levels?

In trying to answer the research question, three
pairs of high and low-achieving elementaiy schools
plus the highest-achieving elementary school in the
state were selected for the research project. The se-
lected elementary schools were:

School A: Low-achieving and 66% needy
School B: High-achieving and 65% needy

School C: Low-achieving and 87% needy
School D: Moderately high-achieving and 87%
needy

School E: Moderately high-achieving 3rd
grade with decreasing ¢th grade
achievement and 15% needy

School F: Moderately high-achieving 3rd
grade with increasing 6th grade
achievement and 16% needy

School G: Highest-achieving and 10% needy

After the schools were selected, it was noted that
four of the elementary schools, Schools A-D, werc
rural schools. The others, Schools E, F and G, were
designated as “non-rural.”

The process for the research project was to visit
the selected schools, conduct interviews and admin-
ister an effective school survey to teachers, parents,
students and administrators, in order to analyze data
from observations, interviews and surveys for the
matched schools.

A school climate survey that measured the per-
ceptions of school effectiveness was administered 1o
632 parents, 670 students, 82 teachers and seven prin-
cipals or central office staff. Approximately 50 teach-
ers, parents and administrators from the seven schools
were inferviewed.
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Since this was an exploratory and descriptive
study, with a large amount of quantitative data, strin-
gent criteria for interpretation and drawing conclu-
sions were established. Within the survey for stu-
dents there were eight subscales, for teachers there
were seven and for parents there were five. The strat-
cgy was to analyze globally all subscales for students
from all seven schools, using multivariate analysis. If
this global analysis did not meet the decision crite-
rion of alpha less than .01 for concluding that differ-
ences exist, the analysis would cease. If the decision
criterion was met, then a global analyses of all the
subscales for the three pairs of schools, again using
multivariate analysis, was conducted. The same pro-
cedure was followed for teachers and parents.

In order not to overlook important information
that may have been camouflaged by a total scale
score, an examination of each question within a scale
across schools was conducted., using Analysis of Vari-
ance and User Contrasts with an alpha value set at
.01.

Throughout the report. detailed descriptions from
the interview and survey data were presented to iden-
tify and substantiate differences and commonalities
between the high and low-achieving schools that
served students with similar demographic and socio-
ceconomic characteristics.

Discussion:
High and Low-Achieving Rural Schools

Schooi A - Rural. Low-Achiceving, 66% needy.,
K-35, 257 Enrollment

School B - Rural. High-Achieving. 65% needy.
PK-4, 299 Enrollment

School C - Rural, Low-Achieving. 87% needy.
K-8, 209 Enrollment

School D - Rural, Moderately High-Achieving,
87% needy, K-6, 157 Enrollment

Low-uachieving School A and high-achieving
School B are located in diverse rural areas. School A
is located in 2n area that was considered an isolated,
closed society until the present highway was built.
School B is located in the county seat. the business
center for the county and close to @ major four lane
highway. In both schools, approximately 65 pereent
of the clementary school children receive free and
reduced-price lunch.

Low-achicving School C and high-achieving
School D are located in rural, poverty-stricken arcas
that have high welfare assistance and low employ-
ment opportunities as well as low education levels
of the parents, low parental involvement with the
school and a poor work ethic. Approximately 87 per-

cent of the elementary school children at Schools C
and D receive free and reduced-price tunch.

From the interview and survey data, it was found
that the rural, low-achieving elementary schools in
this study were drive-in schools with a history of
high staff turnover, low continuity of instructional
programs, low central office support. low student
pride in the school, low student respect for the teach-
ers and frequent student arguments. The opposite
was found for the rural, high-achieving elementary
schools in the study.

Combined with staff stability, the study found
that high-achieving schools in rural areas had teach-
ers that had been in their respective building longer.
had more yeuars of experience, were older and had a
higher level of education than the teachers in the
low-achieving rural schools. I appears that staff sta-
bility. the number of years in ¢.ne building and work-
ing as a team over time are strong factors in creating
effective schools.

In rural Schools C and D. interviewees talked
about the low aspirations of pacents toward educa-
tion, low parental involvement .1 school activities,
“the check™ and welfare assistance as a way of life.
poor housing conditions, the luck of jobs in the area.
changing work ethic and the adverse effects of the
home and community environment on student
achievement. In addition. a majority of the
interviewees from low-achieving School C talked
about the difficulty of motivating local children and
gave the impression that the many years of low school
achievement could not be helped because of the
adverse conditions of the community.

High-achieving School D, faced with the same
adverse problems as School C, had a least five years
of documented proof of students achieving at a mod-
erate to high level. The teachers in School D talked
about changing student attitudes as a top priority,
providing a warm and caring place for students to
come to, creating high expectations for each student
to succeed and instilling a belief in the students that
their surcess in school and in life depended upon
themsclves.

There was evidence of Scheols B and D over-
coming the adverse effects of home and community
environment. but there was not evidence of this hap-
pening in Schools A and C.

From the analysis of the data, it appeared that
the location of the rural school may have an indirect
cffect on the success of the school. Individuals from
isolated School € indicated that very few people came
1o the school from the central office or from other
places, while high-achieving School ) indicated that
help was only 20 minutes away whenever they
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needed it and individuals from the central office were
often in the building.

High-achieving School B, located in the same
town as the school district’s central office, has had
high visibility and over the years has had many avail-
able services to support the teachers with major stu-
dent problems. The opposite has been true with low-
achieving School A, which is located approximately
one hour from the central office.

Of all seven schools in this study, the teachers in
low-achieving Schools A and C have the least posi-

tive responses on the survey scales relating to the
teachers’ view of the school and of themselves. It
appears that neither school has had staff stability,
staff working as a team nor instructional continuity
over a long period of time, as were found in the
high-achieving Schools B and D.

Presented in Table 48 are comparisons of teacher
responses from the low and high-achieving rural

schodls.

Table 48. High and Low-Achieving Rural Schools.

Teachers’ View of the School

Achievement Level Low Yow High High
School Identification A C B D
Percent Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch 66% 87% 65% 87%
The climate in this school is poor 63% 54% 0% 0%
The communications in this school are good 13% 31% 88% 100%
Administrators and teachers work together 0% 31% 82% 89%
This school is an excellent organization 13% 31% 88% 89%
I would leave this school for any other 75% 31% 0% 0%
Numbser of Responding Teachers 8 13 17 9

Note the similarity in the teachers’ responses from
the two low-achieving schools and how they con-
trast with the responses from the teachers at the two
high-achieving schools.

All of the responding teachers from the rural,
high-achieving schools indicated they would not leave
the school for any other. In other words, they want
to be in their school. This could not be said for 75
percent of the responding teachers in low-achieving
School A and 31 percent in low-achieving School C.

The responding teachers in the rural, high-achicv-
ing schools feel they are working in an excellent
organization; this is not the case with the teachers in
the rural, low-achieving schools. The relationship
between the teachers and the principal also appears
to be a major problem in the rural, low-achieving
schools.

The similarity in the responses of the students
from the two rural, low-achieving schools and the
two rural, high-achieving schools is remarkable. It
should be noted that all four of the schools are lo-
cated in different counties and different parts of the
state, and there was no communication between the
schools during the time of the survey. In fact, none

of the participating schools know the identity of other
schools in the study.

Presented in Table 49 are comparisons of stu-
dent responses from low-achieving Schools A and C
and high-achieving Schools B and D, relating to stu-
dent arguments, student pride in the school, respect
for the teachers and two other selected areas.
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Table 49. High and Low-Achieving Rural Schools.

Students’ View of the School

Achievement Level Low Low High High
School Identification A C B D
Percent Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch 66% 87% 65% 87%
There are often arguments between students 76% 66% 37% 32%
at this school
Students in this school respect the teachers 65% 50% 83% 80%
Students at this school are very proud of the school 62% 37% 80% 79%
I would quit school if I could 30% 34% 14% 24%
Students in this school are highly respected 65% 63% 81% 81%
Number of Responding Students 80 38 80 76
Table 50. High and Low-Achieving Rural Schools. Parents’ View of the School
Achievement Level Low Low High High
School Identification A C B D
Percent Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch 66% 87% 65% 87%
My child's school has high expectations 49% 54% 52% 75%
I am satisfied with my child’s school 69% 68% 69% 82%
My child’s school is highly respected 52% 43% 60% 76%
Parents at my school are very loyal to
the school and staff 63% 62% 48% 54%
Number of Responding Parents 48 40 117 72

Presented in Table 50 are the responses from the
parents on selected questions concerning the high
and low-achieving schools.

The most alarming responses were from the par-
ents. In both pairs of high and low-achieving rural
schools there were no statistical differences in the
parents’ responses regarding the schools. Overall,
however, the parents’ responses frony high-achieving
School B were less positive than the ones from the
parents of low-achieving School A.

The parents’ low positive responses concerning
the rural schools in this study, plus their low involve-
ment with the schools, draws attention to the role of
the parent in areas with high poverty and low educa-
tion levels. As indicated in the interview data, the
teachers in high-achieving School B are "peddling
about as fast as they can” and “they’re probably hav-
ing to fight parents to do that.” It appears that not
only are the teachers in School B trying to overcome
the adverse effects of poor home life, but they are
having to “fight parents” to do it. And, from the sur-
vey responses, it appears the parents do not have a
great appreciation or knowledge of what the school
is doing,.

It appears that the strong instructional program
at high-achieving School B could he used as a role

model for all schools that are located in low-income
areas in the state. This is not said lightly, because
approximately 52 percent of the elementary school
children in the state receive free or reduced-price
lunches and West Virginia has the highest percent-
age of white children living in poverty in all 50 states.
In 1992-93, approximately 340 of the 560 clementary
schools in the state, or 60 percent, had one-half or
more of their students receiving free or reduced-price
lunch. The average enrollment for these schools was
116 to 260 students. Schools with 40 percent or less
ncedy students had enrollments of 269 to 327 stu-
dents.

High-achieving School B has full-day pre-kinder-
garten, a focused kindergarten, a strong first grade
program, Open Court reading program, reading train-
ing for the faculty, first grade reading success, home
visits for pre-kindergarten and kindergarten. a con-
stant scarch for students who necd special help for
carly identification and test score results analyzed by
the classroom teachers to identify student and in-
structional program weaknesses. Every grade is tested;
hecause of this, evervone in the school is held ac-
countable. It is expected that students in School B
will advance one grade level over the school year.
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Past and present available student services at
School B include a school psychologist, counselors,
a preschool handicapped program, speech therapist,
Chapter I reading and math and recently, computers
in the classroom. Over the years, high expectations
have been placed on the faculty and students at high-
achieving School B.

Overall, there appears to be a great difference in
the high and low-achieving rural schools, but not in
the students attending the schools.

Discussion:
Non-Rural Schools

School E - Non-Rural, Moderately High Third
Grade Achievement, Decreasing Sixth Grade
Achievement, 15% needy, K-6, 315 Enroliment

School F - Non-Rural, Moderately High Third
Grade Achievement, Increasing Sixth Grade
Achievement, 16% needy, K-6, 281 Enrollment

School G - Non-Rural, Highest-Achieving, 10%
needy, K-5, 265 Enrollment

School F and G are non-rural schools with over
60 percent of the parents having a college or gradu-
ate degree. Parents, teachers and principals mentioned
there were many doctors and lawyers among the fami-
lies at Schools F and G. Both schools were described
as being upper-middle class, with evidence of afflu-
ence.

School E is a non-rural school with 43 percent of
the fathers and 38 percent of the mothers having
college or graduate degrees. The interviewees em-
phasized that the children who attended School E
were from middle-class families. All three schools
have low levels of needy students: 10 percent for
School G; 15 percent for School E; and 16 percent for
School E

All three schools have a history of being suc-
cessful, all are seen as desirable places in which to
teach and all have high parental involvement. Teach-
ers want to be at these schools and faculty turnover
is low. In all three schools, a majority of the teachers
have at least 17 years of teaching experience, have
been in their respective school building five years or
longer and have a master’s degree plus additional
hours.

Principals and Their Styles

School E has had three different principals in the
Last five years. The present principal emphasizes com-
munication, followed by academics and art. In School
F, the principal scems to emphasize academics and

then communication. The principal at School G seems
to emphasize communication and academics about
equally.

Eighty-two percent of the responding teachers in
School F indicated there are open lines of communi-
cation between faculty and the building administra-
tor, compared to 100 percent of the responding teach-
ers in Schools F and G.

Types of Enricbment Programs

School F appezis to have had numerous field
trips: School G seems to have enrichment integrated
into its regular program; and School E seems to have
major programs led by the parents. Schools F and G
have programs for gifted and talented children, both
have accelerated programs and interviewees discussed
language arts, social studies, math and science about
equally. School E seems to focus almost exclusively
on language arts, reading and the arts, and their Par-
ent Enrichment Group brings a1 extensive art pro-
gram to the school.

Difference in 6th Grade Achicvement

One of the major reasons for looking at Schools
E and F was the difference in their sixth grade achieve-
ment levels. Both have moderately high third grade
acnievement, with sixth grade achievement declin-
ing 11 School E and increasing in School F.

Fiom the interview datu, it appeared that the
strong -eachers in the upper grades in School F may
be the r:ason the students are increasing their sixth
grade achievement scores over their third grade
scores; the teachers in the upper grades also had
been together and worked as a team in the school
for many years. Overall, teacher education level and
years of experience were about the same in Schools
EandF.

Another reason for a difference in the sixth grade
achievement scores in Schools E and F may be due
to the difference in the attitude of the boys in the
two schools. The boys in Schocl E had the lowest
responses on motivation of all the students in the
survey, but available data could not determine the
reason for such low scores.

There is a difference in parent education level
between Schools E and F, but to determine if par-
ents’ education level has an effect on sixth grade
achievement between the two schools is beyond the
scope of this analysis or the data collected.

RIC
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Table 51. Summary of Differences. School A School B
Schools A - G. Rural Rural
66% Needy 65% Needy
Low-Achieving High-Achieving
K-5 PK-4
257 299
AREAS OF DIFFERENCE
Community Location Rural County Scat
Proximity' to Central Office One Hour Same Town
Overcome Adverse Student Conditions No Yes
Available Student Services Lacking Full Services
Pre-Kindergarten No Yes
Central Office Support Improving Very Strong
Staff Stability High Turnover Low Turnover
Identified Instructional Leader ) No Yes-Teachers
Home Visits No Yes
Principal/Teacher Relations Conflict Supportive
Parental Involvement Low: No PTA Low: Limited PTA
Business Partner Yes Yes
Teachers Working as a Team Over the Years No: High Suff Turnover Yes: Low Staff Turnover
Continuity of Instructional Program No: High Staff Turnover Yes: Low Staff Turnover
Accountability State Teachers. System
Students Working on Grade Level Working Below On Level
Student Arguments High Low
Students* Respect the Teachers 65% Agrece B3% Agree
Students* are Highly Respected 6% Agree 81% Agree
Students* are Proud of the School 62% Agree a0 Agree
Student Motivation to Attend School 4th School Ranking 2nd School Ranking
Teachers => Master's 13% 53
Parents (Father) =< High School Education 36% 130
Parents (Father) College or Graduate Degree 1 30

*Pereentage of responding students that ahways or usually agree
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| School C School D School E School F School G

| Rural Rural Non-rural Non-rural Non-rural
87% Needy 87% Needy 15% Needy 16% Needy 10% Needy
Low-Achieving Moderately High Moderately High Moderately High Very High
K-8 K-6 K-6 K-6 K-S
209 157 315 281 265
Isolated 20 Minutes to Non-rural Non-rural Non-rural,

' Small Town Professional Professional

45 minutes

No

Lacking

Yes

Lacking

Moderate Turnover
No

No

Supportive 1st Year
Low; Limited PTO
No

No: High Staff Turnover
No: High Staff Turnover
State

Working Below
High

50% Agree

03% Agree

37% Agree

6th School Ranking
3%

50"

2.5%

20 Minutes

Top Priority

75% Services

No

Available

Low Turnover
Yes-Teachers/Principal
Yes

Interactive; Team Work
Low; Limited FTO

Yes

Yes: Low Stafl Turnover
Yes: Low Staff Turnover
Teachers: Principal
Individualized Programs
Low

BO% Agree

B1% Agree

79% Agree

Ist School Ranking
89"

41"

30

@ 1995 West Virginia Education Fund

25 Minutes

Not an Issue
Enrichment
Accelerated

No

Supportive

Low Turnover
Teachers/Parents

No

3 Principals in 5 Ycars
Very High

Yes

Primary & Intermediate
Team Work

Yes: Low Staff Turnover
Parents: System

Yes

Moderate

3% Agree

70% Agree

O Agree

“th School Ranking
02%

Rt

(R

Same Town
Becoming a Concern
Enrichment
Accclerated

No

Discord Over Hiring
Low Turnover
Teachers/Principal
No

Mild Discord

High

Yes

Yes; Low Staff Turnover
Yes: Low Staff Turnover
Parents; Principal
Yes

Moderate

7% Agree

062" Agree

T7% Agree

5th school Ranking
64"

2%

01"

Same Town

Not an Issue
Enrichment
Accelerated

No

Supportive

Low Turnover
Principal/Teachers
No

Strong Respect
Very High

Yes

Yes: Low Staff Turnover
Yes: Low Staff Turnover
Parents: Principal
Yes

Low

92% Agree

85% Agree

B3% Agree

3rd School Ranking
01

170

08"
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Conclusions

What are the characteristics of effective and less
effective elementary schools in West Virginia? To an-
swer this question, schools with similar rates of stu-
dents receiving free and reduced-price lunch and
differences in academic achievement were paired and
examined. The responses of 632 parents, 670 stu-
dents, 82 teachers and seven principals or central
office staff from the paired schools were analyzed.
Information from interviews with 50 teachers, par-
ents and administrators was also analyzed, and com-
bined with the survey data to identify the d:{ferences
and commonalities among effective and less effec-
tive elementary schools in West Virginia. From the
analysis of the survey and interview data, the follow-
ing were identified as characteristics shared by the
effective elementary schools in this research project:

¢ high student achievement, irrespective of the per-
cent of needy students, parents’ education level,
parents’ income level or amount of parent involve-
ment;

s low teacher turnover, combined with a stable fac-
ulty that exhibits teamwork and the ability to set
common goals and coordinate the instructional pro-
gram;

¢ high staff morale and job satisfaction;
¢ strong teacher accountability;

s teachers with a high level of education and expe-
rience and commitment to the school and the stu-
dents;

¢ a strong and determined attitude among teachers
that children can and will achieve; teachers who
identify and address individual student needs:

¢ infrequent student arguments, strong student pride
in the school, high levels of student respect for the
teachers and, in turn, students feeling that they are
respected;

¢ high student motivation in rural, high-poverty areas;

¢ high to moderately high attention paid to the school
by the central office;

e availability of student services to offset the detri-
mental effects of poverty; or enrichment programs
such as band, ant, field trips and accelerated classes
to enhance student learning;

¢ anidentified instructional leader and a coordinated
instructional program. The instructional leader may
be the teachers, the principal or the superinten-
dent. In sone low-achieving schools, the West Vir-
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ginia Department of Education has become the in-
structional force by designating the school “seri-
ously impaired;” and

¢ a principal who is supportive of the teachers and
the academic program; has an open communica-
tion style and an open relationship with the staff.

In summary, effective schools in both rural and
non-rural areas have low faculty turnover, teachers
with a high level of experience and education, high
staff commitment to the students and the school, an
identified instructional leader, a unified achievement
plan for the whole schocl and a staff that works as a
team to coordinate the instructional program over
time.

In addition, effective schools in rural areas with
low parent education and low parent involvement
have available student services which offset the det-
rimental effects of poverty, combined with a strong
and determined school and staff attitude that chil-
dren from all backgrounds can achieve.

Student motivation in the effective rural schools
located in high poverty areas was the highest of all
the schools in the study.

RIC
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ERIC

Glossary of Terms

Basic Skills - A composite score of toial reading,
total language and total mathematics of the Compre-
hensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS). Total reading
consists of reading vocabulary and reading compre-
hension; total language consists of language mechan-
ics and language expression; and total mathematics
consists of mathematics computation and mathemat-
ics concepts and applications.

Bidding or Bid Out - A phrase to describe the prac-
tice of teachers applying for job openings at other
schools considered to be more attractive in terms of
their overall reputation. These teacher transfers often
create a chain reaction, affecting a significant num-
ber of classrooms during the school year. They also
impact the degree of teacher turnover and the conti-
nuity of the instructional program.

Chapter I - A federally funded program that pro-
vides basic instructional services such as remedial
reading and mathematics for disadvantaged elemen-
tary and secondary students. In 199091, 35.4 per-
cent of the number of free and reduced-price school
h nch participants participated in Chapter I programs
in West Virginia.

Source: Children's Defense Fund, The State of
America’s Children Yearbook, 1994, p. 98.

CTBS - Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills. The CTBS
is norm-referenced tests given in the fall to grades 9
and 11 and in the spring to grades 3 and 6. Participa-
tion is mandatory for public schools. Reported are
the mean percentile scores for total language, total
mathematics, total reading, basic skills, spelling, word
analysis (for grade 3), study skills (for grades 6. 9
and 11), science and social studies. The major pur-
pose of the norm-referenced tests is to provide infor-
mation for the instruction/learning process. As par
of this component, information is collected about
individual students and then reported by student,
school, county and state. This collected data can pro-
vide information to students, parents and educators
about performance on the CTBS relative to the per-
formance of a 1988 sample of students from through-
out the nation.

Source: West Virginia Department of Education, West
Virginia Report Cards: State, County and School Data.
1993-94, p. 474; Public Education in West Virginia,
Source Book. 1993, p. 422.

Drive-in school - A school where a majority of the
faculty drive in from outlying arcas to work at the
school during the school duy and leave the school
attendunce area at the end of the school day.
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ERIC - The Education Resources Information Center
is an information system initiated in 1966 and funded
by the U.S. Department of Education to give users
access to important journals and documents in edu-
cation,

Faculty Senate - A legislatively mandated organiza-
tion at all public schools in West Virginia “which shall
be comprised of all permanent, full-time: professional
educators employed at the school who shall be vot-
ing members.” Created in 1990, Faculty Senate re-
sponsibilities include disbursement of certain allo-
cated funds, input into the school’s hiring process,
nomination of educators for recognition and making
recommendations regarding curriculum and other
pertinent issues related to instruction.

Source: Section 5. Article SA, Chapter Eighteen of the
Code of West Virginia, as amended.

Head Start - A federally-funded program that pro-
vides developmental, educational and health services
to disadvantaged preschoolers and their families. Since
1965, Head Start has targeted its early childhood de-
velopment program on the nation's neediest three to
five-year-old children and their families. In 1992, ap-
proximately 34.4 percent of the number of eligible
poor three and four-year-olds were served by Head
Start in West Virginia. Nationwide, 35.9 percent of
the eligible children participated in a Head Start pro-
gram in 1992. Source: Children's Defense Fund, The
State of America’s Children Yearbook. 1994, p. 92.

Interaction - The global analysis of the student scale
scores for Schools E. F and G of this study indicated
there wus a significant interaction between school
and gender relative to the scale scores. In this case,
the significunt interaction meant that the student sur-
vey scores were not just different between schools,
but between boys and girls within at least one of the
schools. Instead of just looking at the difference in
the scale scores among the seven schools, the sig-
nificant interaction indicated a difference in the scale
scores between boys and girls of at least one of the
schools.

KanLEAD - Kunsas Leadership in Educational
Adminstration Development. The KanlEAD Educa-
tronal Consortium is the result of a grant received by
the state of Kansas from the Federal Leadership in
Educational Administration (LEAD). In 1988 Kanl.EAD
contracted with Kansas State University and the Uni-
versity of Kansas to develop i way o measure sc ool
and principal effectiveness, The Diagnestic Assess-
ment of School and Principal Effectiveness is the re-
sult.

LSIC - Local School Improvement Council. LSICs are
local school decision making councils mandated by
state legislation in 1990 to include representation from
the school staff and service personnel, community,
businesses, parents and students. LSICs are “to pro-
mote innovations and improvements in the environ-
ment for teaching and learning at the school.” Source:
Section 2, Article 5A, Chapter Eighteen of the Code
of West Virginia, as amended.

Needy - This study used the word “needy” as a short
description of the percentage of elementary school
students receiving free and reduced-price school
lunch. The terms “at-risk™ and “disadvantaged” also
have been used to describe this group of students in
other studies, Some studies, including this one, have
used the percentage of free and reduced-price school
lunch participants as a surrogate for the socioeco-
nomic status of an area.

Open Court Reading Program - An integrated lan-
guage arts curriculum, utilizing authentic literature
as its core. The Open Court reading program is de-
signed to develop childrens’ phonemic and print
awareness so that they will understand the power of
literacy and will be highly motivated to read and
write.

Rural - An area with 2,500 inhabitants or fewer and/
or a population density of le~ - than 1,000 per square
mile. Source: United States Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, Common
Core of Data CCD Disc.

School outliers - For this study, school outliers re-
fers to clementary schools tha qave a higher or lower
level of student achievement than would be predicted
by their rate of free and reduced-price school lunch
participation.

Search and serve school - A school that looks for,
identifics and works with preschool-age students who
need special help and attention. The school's phi-
losophy: carly identification leads to identifying and
working with students carly in their career so they
don’t become problems later in their elementary years.

Seniority - The seniority of classroom teachers is
determined on the basis of the length of time the
employee has been employed as a regular full-time
certified and/or licensed professional educator by the
county board of education and is granted in all areas
that the employee is certified andZor licensed. Em-
ployment for a full employment term equals one year
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of seniority. When one or more permanently em-
ployed instructional personnel apply for a classroom
teaching position and meet the standards set forth in
the job posting, the county board of education makes
decisions affecting the filling of such positions on
the basis of the following criteria: Appropriate certi-
fication and/or licensure; total amount of teaching
experience; the existence of wzaching experience in
the required certification area; degree level in the
required certification area; specialized training directly
related to the performance of the job as stated in the
job description; receiving an overall rating of satis-
factory in evaluations over the previous two years;
and seniority. Consideration shall be given tgyeach
criterion with each criterion being given equal weight.
Source: Section seven-u, article four, chapter eigh-
teen-a of the code of West Virginia, 1993.

Seriously impaired status - A school is considered
to be seriously impaired by the State Superintendent
and the West Virginia Board of Education when one
or more of the following conditions exist:

¢ Scores by grade level in Total Basic Skills tested
by the State-County Testing Program are below the
30th percentile in the most recent year for which
data is a- ailable and one of the two preceding years.

¢ Student attendance rate is at or below 80 percent -

in the most recent year for which data is available
and one of the two preceding years.

¢ Student dropout rate is at or above 25 percent in
the most recent year for which data are available and
one of the two preceding years.

* The State Superintendent and the State Board may
determine a school to be seriously impaired when
extraordinary circumstances exist.

When a school is seriously impaired, the state super-
intendent, with the approval of the state board, shall
appoint a team of three improvement consultants to
make recommendations within sixty days for correc-
tion of the impairment. Source: West Virginia De-
partment of Education. 1995 Report of Ratings: West
Virginia Performance Based Accreditation System,
School District Approval Status and School Accredi-
tation Status.

Socioeconomic (SES) - Involving both social and
cconomic factors such as income and education lev-
els of the adults residing in the school attendance
ared.

Turnover school - A school where a majority of the
faculty leave the employment of the school during
the school term and/or ai the end of one or two
years. A turnover school refers to a high rate of fac-
ulty change or turnover from one year to the next.

Whole Language Reading Prograimn - A reading pro-
gram that incorporates a central theme across all ar-
eas of the curriculum.
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Appendix A

ANALYSIS OF THE QUANTITATIVE DATA
Dr. Elizabeth Koball & Dr. Mary F. Hughes

Survey: Diagnostic Assessment of School and
Principal Effectiveness, Published by: KanLEAD
Educational Consortium, Topeka, Kansas.

Stringent criteria for interpretation and drawing
conclusions were established for the large amount of
survey data. Within the climate survey for students there
are eight subscales, for teachers there are seven, and
for parents there are five. Additionally, the study fo-
cused on three pairs of schools.

The strategy was to analyze globally all subscales
for students from all seven schools, using multivariate
analysis of variance. If this global analysis did not meet
the decision criterion of alpha less than .01 for con-
cluding that differences exist, the : nalysis would stop.
If the decision criterion was met, then a global analysis
would be performed of all the subscales for the three
pairs of schools, again using multivariate analysis of
variance. Again if the analysis did not meet the deci-
sion criterion of alpha less than .01, the analysis stopped
for the individual pair of schools. If the analysis did
meet the criterion, the individual subscales were ana-
lyzed for differences between the schools within each
pair. The same procedure was followed for teachers
and parents. Using this method of analysis, there is
reasonable confidence that the differences that are high-
lighted are genuine diferences, and not merely hap-
penstance.

Analysis of Socioeconomic Status (SES)

The schools were matched based on grade levels
within the schools and socioeconomic status (SES),
based on the percent of students within the schools
who received free and reduced-price lunch. Through
the surveys for students, two more indicators of SES
were obtained: father's education and mother’s educa-
tion. Table A-1 shows the distribution of education levels
for mothers and fathers of students in all seven schools.
To check the assumption of comparable SES within
each pair of schools, the distribution of mothers’ levels
of education and fathers’ levels of education were tested.
A Chi square test of independence was used for this
analysis, with the decision criterion set at alpha less
than .01 to conclude differences. Alpha greater than
.20 to conclude no difference.
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Table A-1.
Frequencies and percents of parents’ educational levels

School % [Parent | <high high some college grad. TOTAL
Needy school school college degree
A 66% | fa 27(36) 33(44) 5(7) 8(11) 2(3) 75
mo 18(25) 32(44) 9(12.5) 11(15) 2(3) 72
B 65% fa 9(13) 29(43) 9(13) 14(21) 7(10) 68
mo 6(8) 27(37) 15(21) 18(25) 6(8) 72
C 87% fa 19(50) 12(32) 5(13) 1(2.5) 1(2.5) 38
mo 19(50) 11(30) 5(13) 2(5) 12.3) 38
D 87% | fa 30(41) 34(47) 5(7) 2(3) 2(3) 73
mo 32(43) 31(41) 3(4) 3(4) 6(8) 75
E 15% | fa 5(4) 34(29) 28(24) 40(34) 10(9) 117
mo 2(2) 44(37) 28(23) 33(28) 12(10) 119
F 16% fa 3(2) 24Q17) 22(16) 52(37 38(27) 139
mo 4(3) 25(19) 20014) 69(50) 20014) 139
G 10% fa 1(1) 30(23) 11( 8) 46(31) 49(37) 131
mo 0 26(20) 15(11) 53(40) 39(29) 133

Note: numbers in parentheses are pereents

For Schools A and B, the distribution of fathers’ educarti ynal levels were diffe ent (p=.006), but evidence
was inconclusive relative to the mothers' educational levels (p=.021). Given that in both schools approxi-
mately 65 percent of the students qualified for the lu:ich program, and both schools qualified for Chapter 1
funds, the comparison of these two schools continu.zd.

For Schools C and D, no evidence of difference between fathers' nor mothers' levels of education, (p=.57
and p=.23, respectively) was found., In both schoo s 87 percent of the children received free or reduced price

lunch, and the schools qualified for Chapter 1 fur «ds. These two schools were well matched on indicators of
SES.

For Schools E and F, evidence of significan: difterences was found between both fathers' and mothers’
levels of education, and between the schools (p--.0008 and p=.0005, respectively). In looking at Table 1, onc
can see that parents at neither school have low le vels of education, nearly all have completed at least high
school. However, at the higher levels, fewer than huilf of the parents (42.5 percent of fathers and 38 percent
of mothers) of children in School E have college or gradi.~te degrees; whereas, 64 percent of both fathers and
mothers in School F have college or graduate degrees. Fili.en percent of the students at School E and 16
percent of the students at School F qualify for free or reduced-price lunch. Neither school qualifies for
Chapter I funds.

Looking further at Table A-1, it appears that School G (the highest-achieving school) more closely matches
School F, relative to parents’ education: 68 percent of fathers and 69 percent of mothers have college or
graduate degrees. Testing for evidence of significant differences between the parents’ education between
School G and School E, there was not sufficient evidence to conclude that the two schools were different
(p=.09 for fathers, and p=.0123 for mothers}. However, only 10 percent of the students at School G qualify for
the lunch program and School G's overall structure is difterent from both Schools E and F. These results left
the research team with several questions about how to proceed with the analysis:  should we just simply
describe the results of the climate survey and make no comparisons, should we go ahead and compare
School E with School F, should we compare School F with School G?
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The interview data suggested many similarities between School G and School E, the SES data and the
interviews suggested other similarities between School F and School G, and the school lunch program data
suggested similarities between School E and School F. Therefore, the research team decided that the most
fruitful approach would be to compare and contrast all three schools both on the climate surveys and on the
interviews, knowing that this would mean taking even greater care in the interpretation of the results.

Analysis of School Climate Scales for Students

The Diagnostic Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness, Student Version, consisting of
eight subscales, was administered to 670 students, who attend the seven schools in this study. All of the scales
were assessed for reliability, using Cronbach’s measure of internal consistency. The reliabilities ranged from
.65 (moderate) to .85 (moderately high), all acceptable for further analysis. Tables A-2 through A-9 provide
the names and definitions of the scales, number of items in the scale, possible range of scores, followed by
the means and standard deviations, broken down by school. All of the scales used the following response
format: always agree, usually agree, usually disagree and always disagree. Several items were stated nega-
tively, in order to prevent response set (responding without actually reading the item). For the analysis, these
items were reverse coded, so that a score of *1" always represented the most positive response, and a score
of “4” always represented the most negative response, relative to the attribute being assessed.

Table A-2. SCHOOx» NORMS: The students’ perceptions of the school’s achievement and work stan-
dard; the extent to wilich students believe that the school expects a high performance level (9 items,
possible range 9-36, 9 representing the most positive and 36 the most negative possible score).

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 6 13.2 3.5 73
B 2 12.0 3.4 74
C 7 13.3 4.4 37
D 5 12.8 38 71
E 4 12.7 b=136 3.9 120
g=11.4
F 3 12.3 2.7 133
G 1 11.4 25 134

(A low score is considered more desirable)
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Table A-3. SCHOOL ADAPTATION: The students’ perceptions of the school’s ability to deal success-
fully with the parents, community, and external change (6 items, possible range 6-24).

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 6 10.5 3.1 70
B 25 9.7 3.1 69
C 4 9.9 3.3 37
D 25 9.7 3.6 75
E 7 10.7 b =120 3.7 118
g= 90
F 5 10.1 3.0 133
G 1 8.7 2.4 133

(A low score is considered more desirable )

Table A-4. SCHOOL INTEGRATION: The students’ perceptions of the ability of the school to orga-

nize, coordinate, and unify the various school tasks necessary for achievement (10 items, possible
range 10-40).

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 6 20.9 4.0 69
B 3 17.9 4.1 74
C 7 215 4.0 36
D 2 17.6 39 73
E 4 18.9 b=20.4 5.2 119
g=17.3
F 5 19.0 38 133
G 1 15.8 3.5 133

(A low score is considered more desirable)
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Table A-5. SCHOOL MAINTENANCE: The students’ perceptions of the school’s ability to create and
maintain the school's motivational and value structure. For an organization to function effectively
over an extended period there must be a certain sense of client and employee loyaity to the organi-
zation, its goals, and culture (10 items, possible range 10-40).

SCHOOL RANK MEAN . STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 6 208 5.4 62
B 2 18.2 5.0 78
C 7 2211 6.9 38
D 3 19.0 5.9 71
E 5 20.1 b=18.6 5.6 117
g=14.9
F 4 19.8 4.8 138
G 1 17.5 4.3 132
(A low score is considered more desirable)

Table A-6. ACADEMIC FUTILITY: The students’ perceptions of the relationships among effort in
school, subsequent rewards and future success in school (10 items, possible range 10-40). Students
who drop out of school are examples of individuals who do not perceive the current effort to be linked to fitture

rewards.
SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 4 16.4 4.2 69
B 2 15.2 39 70
C 7 18.0 6.0 36
D 5.5 17.0 5.2 74
E 5.5 17.0 4.8 116
F 3 15.8 38 134
G 1 14.1 3.4 133

(A low score is considered more desirable)

Table A-7. STUDENT SELF-CONCEPT: The students’ perceptions of their ability to master school
work, establish social friendships and gain acceptance within the school (14 items, possible range 14-

506).
SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING

A 4 29.7 6.6 68
B 3 28.8 0.3 72
C 7 31.8 79 36
D 0 30.6 8.0 70
E 5 30.1 7.8 113
F 2 28.6 6.1 132
G 1 25.8 6.0 132

(A low score is considered more desirable)
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Table A-8. STUDENT SELF-RELIANCE: The students’ perceptions of their ability and desire to func-
tion independently within the school context (9 items, possible range 9-36).

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 4 21, 53 73
B 1 21.0 47 74
C 5 23.1 6.3 36
D 7 255 5.0 73
E 6 233 5.6 115
F 3 21,7 5.0 136
G 2 21.2 5.1 134

(A low score is considered raore desirable)

Table A-9. STUDENT MOTIVATION: The student’s motivation to attend school and the importance
he/she attaches to school (9 items, possible range 9-36).

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 4 20.5 6.2 72
B 2 19.4 59 73
C 6 224 8.0 37
D 1 18.7 6.2 73
E 7 23.3  b=256 5.6 118
g=20.7
F 5 21.1 5.3 135
G 3 19.6 4.9 134

(A low score is considered more desirable)

Before continuing the analysis, it is worth noting that in general, the average scores for cach school on
each scale were positive. There was only one exception, which was only slightly negative, among the 56
average scores. The students, across the board, expressed positive perceptions of their schools and of them-
selves as students.

As stated carlier, the analysis began with a global comparison of all scales, across alt schools, using
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). 1f this comparison did not yield differences at the decision
criterion level of .01, the analysis would cease. Because current rescarch suggests that there are often differ-
ences between boys and girls, relative to their perceptions of school and their academic achievement, in-
cluded in the analysis was the independent factor, school, and also the independent factor, gender. The result
of this first analysis yielded p-values that were less than .00005, for both factors, therefore we proceeded with
the originally planned analyses of the matched sets of Schools: A and B: C and 1); and E, F and G.

The first step of the analysis of the scale scores for Schools A and B was a comparison of ail the scales for
both schools. Neither factor, school nor gender, produced cvidence of significant differences (p=.0332 for
school, p=.02506 for gender, and p=. 1900 for interaction between the two independent variables). Therctore,
the analysis of the students’ climate survey scores for Schools A and B ceased.
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The global anuilysis (MANOVA) of the scale scores for Schools C and D indicated there were significant
differences between the two schools on the scales (F(8,73)=4.02, p=.0005). There was not evidence of
differences between boys and girls relative to their responses to the survey, ror was their evidence of a
significant interaction between schools and gender relative to the scale scores. Given the results of the giobal
analysis, the individual scales were analyzed in order to identify the specific scates for which there were
significant differences between the schools. The following scales yielded significant results: student motiva-
tion (p=.0002), school integration (p=.0001), and school maintenance (p=.0021). In all three cases,
School I had more positive scores than School C.

The global analysis (MANOVA) of the scale scores for Schools E, F, and G indicated there were significant
differences among the schools (F(16,632)=4.94, p<.00003). between boys and girls relative to their responses
to the survey (F(8,316)=3.96. p=.0002), and significant interactions between schools and gender, relative to
the scale scores (F(16,632)=2.22, p=.004). Given these results, the individual scales were analyzed in order to
identify the specific scales for which there were significant differences among schools, between boys and
girls and among interactions. Since there were so many significant results, the results of these analyses are
displayed in Table A-10. For those scales for which there was only a difference among the schools, the
average scores for the schools are provided. For those for which there are differences among the schools and
between boys and girls, means are provided for the schools and for the girls and boys. For those for which
there is a significant interaction. the means are provided separately for girls and boys within each school. A
significant interaction means that the results were not uniform across the schools; for example, at one school
the scores of the boys and girls may not have been different, while at another school the scores may have
been significantly different between the boys and girls.
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Table A-10. Probability values for significant differences for each of the scales.

TITLE PROBABILITY PROBABILITY PROBABILITIES AND MEANS FOR
AND MEANS AND MEANS INTERACTIONS
FOR SCHOOL DIF. | FOR GENDER DIF.

NORMS p=.0006

3b=11.1, 3g=11.9
6b=13.6, 6g=11.4
Th=12.0. 7g=12.4
ADAP p<.00005 p=.0008 p=.0005

3b= 8.9, 3g= 8.5
6b=12.0, 6g= 9.0
7b=10.0, 7g=10.0
INTE p<.00005 p=.0089

3h=15.6, 3g=15.9
6b=20.4, 6g=17.3
7b=19.2, 7g=19.0

MAIN p=.0001 p=.0016
3bg=17.5 h=20.1
6bg=20.0 £=18.3
“og=20.1
FUTI P<.00005 p=.0014 p=.0011

3b=14.3, 3g=14.1
6hb=18.6, 6g=14.9
7h=15.8, 7g=15.6

CONU p=.0001
3hg=26.0
6bg=29.8
7hg=28.3
RELX p=.0051
3bg=21.3
6bg=23.0
7hg=21.9
MOTI p<.00005 p=.0001 p=.0044

3h=20.1, 3g=18.8
6h=25.0, 6g=20.7
7h=21.6, 7g=21.1

Even when there are significant differences among schools and/or between boys and girls, as indicated
by the p-values, if there is a significant interaction, that needs to be interpreted first. For example, for the
motivation scale, analysis of the interaction reveals that the boys in School I have significantly higher (more
negative) scores than the other subgroups. If one were to combine scores for all students at School E, it would
lead to the clearly false conclusion that even the girls at School E have higher scores than students from
Schools G and F Therefore, whenever (here is a significant interaction, only the means for the sub-groups are
shown in the table, Even though there are many significant findings in this analysis, the most noteworthy is
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that the boys in School E have consistently less positive results than the other subgroups, while the girls’
results are generally comparable to the scores of the students from the other schools. In general, the students
at School G responded most positively to the scales, the girls at School E responded nearly as positively as the
students at School G, all the students at School F responded generally less positively than the preceding two
groups and finally, the boys at School E responded the least positively of all. In fact, the boys at School E had
the least positive responses of all the students at all of the schools, on all but one scale. This result was so
puzzling that additional variables were considered: could age have been a factor; perhaps, grades; perhaps,
the boys were more likely to have been members of families with less education, or more education; could
race have been a factor? All of these variables were investigated, and none provided even a suggestion of an
explanation.

Analysis of School Climmate Scales for Teachers

The Diagnostic Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness, Teacher Version, consisting of
seven subscales, and was administered to 82 teachers who are faculty members at the seven schools in this
study. Tables A-11 through A-17 provide the names and definitions of the scales, number of items in the scale,
possible range of scores, followed by the means and standard deviations, broken down by school. With the
exception of the Principal Behavior Scale, all of the scales used the following response format: strongly agree,
agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree. Several items were stated negatively, in order to prevent
response set (responding without actually reading the item). For the analysis, these items were reverse
coded, so that a score of “1” always represented the most positive response, and a score of 5" always
represented the most negative response, relative to the attribute being assessed. The Principal Behavior
Subscale used the following response format: never, almost never, sometimes, often, almost always, always.
All of these items were worded such that a score of “1" always represented the most negative response, and

a score of “6” always represented the most positive response. None of the items in this scale had to be reverse
coded.
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Table A-11. SCHOOL INTEGRATION: The staff’s perception of the ability of the school to organize,

coordinate, and unify the social entity into a single unit; the ability of the school to unify the vari-
ous school tasks necessary for achievement. (17 items, possible range 17-85)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 6 45.4 . 7.3 8
B 5 38.2 5.0 17
C 7 53.5 14.5 13
D 4 31.0 7.6 9
E 1 25.2 5.0 13
F 3 30.6 5.2 11
G 2 271 7.7 11

(A low score is considered more desirable)

Table A-12. GOAL ATTAINMENT: The staff's perception of the ability of the school to define objec-
tives, mobilize resources and achieve these desired ends (academic and social). (15 items, possible
range 15-75)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 6 35.5 7.3 8
B 5 29.8 4.5 17
C 7 37.2 7.6 13
D 3 25.4 5.9 9
E 2 21.0 5.3 13
F 4 20.3 5.0 11
G 1 20.7 4.8 i1

(A low score is considered more desirable)

Table A-13. SCHOOL ADAPTATION: The staff's perception of the school’s ability to successfully
control, transform or adjust to the external environment through accommodation or change; the
teachers’ perceptions of the school’s ability to deal successfully with the parents, the community
and external change. (20 items, possible range 20-100)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING

A 5 49.6 5.0 8
B 6 52.2 6.2 17
C 7 62.6 8.4 13
D 3 43.6 5.4 9
E 1 38.1 9.7 13
F 4 45.1 5.1 11
G 2 39.1 9.0 11

(A low score is considered more desirable)
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Table A-14. STAFF MORALE: The degree to which the teacher feels the work conditions and services

are adequate, the personnel policies and practices are reasonable and relationships among staff are
harmonious. (10 items, possible range 10-50)

| SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 7 33.5 2.1 8
B 5 21.1 39 17
C 6 255 53 13
D 4 19.9 4.4 9
E 1 12.8 28 13
F 3 19.8 . 38 11
G 2 17.0 4.6 11

(A low score is considered more desirable)

Table A-15. STAFF COMMITMENT: The staff’s acceptance of the organization’s values, willingness to

exert effort on behalf of the organization, and the desire to remain an employee of the organiza-
tion. (12 items, possible range 12-60)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 7 374 5.8 8
B 5 26.4 5.1 17
C 6 36.5 89 13
D 4 22.8 5.9 9
E 1 18.2 49 13
F 3 22.2 5.0 11
G 2 19.1 5.0 11

(A low score is considered more desirable)

: — — _

Table A-16. STAFF JOB SATISFACTION: The degree to which teachers have a positive effective orien-

tation toward employment by the organization; the degree to which the teacher likes his or her job.
(9 items, possible range 9-45)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RE“PONDING
A 7 28.75 7.9 8
B 4 17.9 3.6 17
C 6 235 5.9 13
D 3 19.1 5.0 9
E 2 15.2 2.1 13
F 3 16.7 3.2 11
G 1 14 1.0 11

(A low score is considered more desirable)
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Table A-17. PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR: The teacher’s perception of the principal’s behaviors which add
to the effectiveness of the school. (84 items, possible range 84-504; a higher score on this scale is a more
positive score)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 7 172.8 379 8
B 6 340.8 66.6 17
C 5 348.3 88.5 13
D 3 397.1 68.9 9
E 1 475.5 36.2 13
F 4 349.5 66.8 11
G 2 447.5 47.5 11

(A high score is considered more desirable)

Before proceeding with the formal analysis it is important to note that, as with the student scale scores,
most of the average scale scores of the teachers fall on the positive side of the midpoint of the possible range
of scores for each scale. This means that when two scores are found to be significantly different. it does not
mean one of the scores is negative and the other positive; but rather. in most cases. one score is significantly
more positive than the other.

Following the procedure of analysis set forth earlier. the first analysis was the most global. All of the
scale scores. for all of the teachers across all of the schools, were analyzed using MANOVA, with the decision
criterion of .01. Because the Principal Behavior Scale yields scores of far greater magnitude than the other
scales. it was analyzed separately. The result of the global analysis indicated that there were significant
differences in scores among the schools (F(36.310)=6.34. p<.00005). Therefore. the analysis of the scores for
the matched sets of schools was performed.

‘or Schools A and B, the global analysis of the scale scores indicated significant differences existed
(F(0.18)=17.09. p<.00005) between the two schools. Further analysis identified significant differences be-
tween the scores for the two schools on Staff Morale (p<.00005), Staff Commitment (p=.0001), and Job
Satisfaction (p=.0001). In all three cases. teachers at School B responded more positively than teachers at
School A.

For Schools C and D. again the global analysis of the scale scores indicated significant differences existed
(F(6,15)=12.57, n<.00005). Further analysis identified significant differences on all of the scales but two:
School Integration (p=.0004), School Goal Attainment (p=.0009), School Adapiation {p<.00005), and
Staff Morale (p=.0061). For all of these scales, teachers at School D responded more positively than teachers
at School C.

The global analysis of all of the scale scores for Schools E, F and G, measured significant differences
among the schools (F(12.54)=3.53, p=.0007). Further analysis showed that the difference existed on only one
scale, Staff Morale (p=.0003). Since three school's scores were being analyzed, Fisher's Least Significant
Difference Test was used to pinpoint which school's scores were different. The average scores were as
follows: E=12.8, G=17, and F=19.8. The test showed that E's score was significantly more positive than that
of F, and Gs score was not significantly different from either E or F.

Significant differences among Principal Behavior scores were identified, using analysis of variance
(p<.00005). Follow-up contrasts showed that scores between School A and School B were significantly
different (p<.00005). with School B having more positive scores than School A; were not significantly differ-
ent between School € and Schoal 1; and were significantly different among Schools E, F and G (p=.0001),
Further analysis, using Fisher's Least Significant Difference Test, showed that Schools £ and G were not
different from cach other. but were significantly more positive than School F (p=.001).

since the length of tenure of teachers among the schoots varied considerably, and because a teacher's
cducation level has been found to affect the teacher's perception of school and principal cffectiveness,
especially in terms of pereeption of need for support and whether or not the school or the principal meets the
need, the research team investigated the effect of these two variables on the climate and principal behavior
scales. There was not sufficient evidence to identify cither variable as having affected the above results.
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Analysis of School Climate Scales for Parents

The Diagnostic Assessment of School and Principal Effectiveness, Parent Version, consisting of five subscales,
was administered to 632 parents of students attending the seven schools in the study. Tables A-18 through A-
22 provide the names and definitions of the scales, number of items in the scale, possible range of scores,
followed by the means and standard deviations broken down by schools. Not all of the parents completed
every subscale, therefore the number of parents responding is recorded in the tables.

With the exception of the Principal Behavior Scale, all of the scales used the following response format:
strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree and strongly disagree. Several of the items were stated negatively, in
order to prevent response set. For the analysis, these items were reverse coded, so that a score of *1" always
represented the most positive response, and a score of 5™ always represented the most negative response,
relative to the attribute being assessed. The Principal Behavior Scale used the following response format:
never, almost never, sometimes, often, almost always and always, such that a score of *1" always represented
the most negative response, and a score of “6™ always represented the most positive response. None of the
items in this scale had to be reverse coded.

All of the scales were assessed for reliability, using Cronbach’s measure of internal consistency. One item
on the School Integration subscale had to be removed because of its negative effect on the overall reliability
of that subscale. With the removal of that item, reliabilities ranged from alpha=.83 (moderately high) to
alpha=.98 (very high). all more than adequate for assuring reliability of the following analyses.

Table A-18. MAINTENANCE: The parent’s perception of the school’s ability to create and maintain
the school’s motivational and value structure. (13 items, possible range 13-65)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 3 27.4 7.8 25
B 6 30.9 9.9 83
C 7 33.2 8.7 32
D 5 279 7.6 65
E 2 234 7.4 86
F 4 27.6 9.5 74
G 1 21.9 5.8 137

(A low score is considered more desirable)

Table A-19. SCHOOL ADAPTATION: The parent’s perception of the school’s ability to deal success-
fully with the parents, the community and external change. (11 items, possible range 11-55)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 5 28.0 7.4 43
B 6 28.1 6.8 108
C 7 29.1 6.7 37
D 4 27.6 57 05
E 2 22.1 5.9 95
F 3 2.8 0.8 98
G 1 214 5.7 151

(A fow score is considered more desirable)
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Table A-20. GOAL ATTAINMENT: The parent’s perception of the school’s ability to defir:c objectives,
mobilize resources and achieve desired ends. (10 items, possible range 10-50)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 5 232 8.6 41
B 7 25.0 7.2 104
C 6 23.4 6.8 37
D 3 21.2 5.8 57
E 2 19.7 z9 86
F 4 22.2 0.8 92
G 1 17.9 5.3 147

(A low score is considered more desirable)

Table A-21. SCHOOL INTEGRATION: The degree to which work conditions are adequate, the per-
sonnel policies and practices are reasonable and relationships among staff are harmonious. (4
items. possible range 4-20, note that one item was removed from this originally five-item scale)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 5 9.1 3.8 18
B 7 9.8 3.2 117
C 4 9.1 3.1 40
D 3 8.5 2.6 72
E 7.4 2.3 95
F 6 9.3 3.1 101
G 1 7.1 2.1 159

(A low score is considered more desirable)

Table A-22. PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR: The parent’s perception of the degree to which the principal
actively engages in specific behaviors that help create and maintain the school's motivational and
value structure; deal successfully with parents, the community and external change; define objec-
tives, mobilize resources and achieve desired ends; and, organize, coordinate and unify the various
school tasks necessary for achievement. (15 items, possible range 15-90)

SCHOOL RANK MEAN STANDARD NUMBER
(AVERAGE) DEVIATION RESPONDING
A 0 66.9 23.2 38
B 5 68.2 17.3 110
C 4 70.8 14.9 - 31
D 3 71.4 18.6 61
E 2 77.5 12.4 81
F 7 60.5 18.8 92
G 1 82.0 11.7 148

(A low score is considered more desirable)
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It is important to note once again, as with the teacher and student mean scale scores, all of the parent
mean scores fall on the positive side of the midpoint of the possible range of scores for each scale. This
means that when scores are found to be significantly different, one score is significantly more positive than
the other, not that one is negative and the other positive.

Following the procedure of analysis set forth above, the first analysis was the most global. All of the scale
scores, with the exception of the Principal Behavior Scale, for all of the parents across all of the schools, were
analyzed using MANOVA. The result of the analysis indicated there were significant differences in scores
among the schools (F(8,522)=8.4, p<.00005). Therefore, the analysis of the scores for the matched sets of
schools was performed.

For Schools A and B, and for Schools C and D, the global analyses of the scale scores did not provide
evidence of significant differences within the matched pairs of schools. Therefore, the analysis was discontin-
ued.

The global analysis of all of the scale scores for Schools E, F and G, resulted in significant differences
among the schools (F(8,522)=8.4, p<.00005). Further analysis showed that the differences existed on every
scale among the three schools. Fisher's Least Significant Difference Test was used to pinpoint which school’s
scores were different, for each scale. In every case, School F had significantly less positive scores than
Schools E and G, and there was insufficient evidence to conclude that the scores for Schools E and G were
different.

The analyses of the Principal Behavior Scale yielded nearly identical results. Overall there were signifi-
cant differences among the scores for all the schools (F(2,315)=66.13, p<.00005). But as with the other scales,
significant differences were found only among Schools E, I and G. Again, School F had significantly less
positive scores than Schools E and G.
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Commonalities and Differences .
Between Pairs of High and Low-Achieving Elementary Schools
With Similar Rates of Students Receiving Free & Reduced-Price Lunch

S :
Commonalities and Differences

Paired Schools
Rural Rural Non-Rural
A&B C&D E,F&G
Staff
School integration O X O
Goal Attainment O X 0]
School Adaptation 0] X 0]
Staff Morale X X . X
Staff Commitment X O O
Job Satisfaction X O O
Students
School Norms O O X Interaction*
School Integration O X X Interaction
School Adaptation 0] 0] X Interaction
Maintenance O X X
Academic Futility 0] 0] X Interaction
Self-Concept O O X
Self-Reliance O O X
Motivation O X X Interaction
Parents
School Integration O O X
Goal Attainment O O X
School Adaptation O O X
Maintenance O O X
Principal Behavior O O X
Differences = X Commonalities = O

* Interaction: School and Gender

X - Statistical Difference at p < .01
O - No Statistical Difference at p < .01
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Appendix B

Listing of Questions for each Scale

The individual questions for each scale are pro-
vided in Appendix B. For each question and for each
pair of schools, SD or ND indicates a significant dif-
ference or no difference between the average score
of two schools on the question.
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STUDENTS

Comparison of Paired Schools On Individual Questions

Comparisons
Pair 1: School A and School B
Pair 2: School C and School D
Pair 3: School E and School F

1. Scale: SCHOOL NORMS Students’ View of the School

The students’ perception of the school’s achievement and work standards; the extent to which students
believe that the school expects a bigh performance level.

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND 1. Tam expected to work hard in this school.

ND ND ND 4. Students are expected to work hard in this school.
ND ND ND 11. This school expects you to try very hard.

ND ND ND 16. Teachers in this school do not expect me to work very hard.

ND ND ND 32. This school expects me to work hard.

ND ND SD 38. Students are not expected to learn very much in this school.

ND SD ND 42, Ltry hard to get good grades on tests.

SD ND ND  17.  Students in this school work hard to do well on school assignments.
SD ND ND  29. Students in this school feel it is important to do well in school.

II. Scale: SCHOOL ADAPTATION Students’ View of the School

The students’ perception of the school's ability to deal successfully with the parents: connnunity, and
external change.

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND  63. !can use what I learn in school outside of school.

ND ND ND  77. My parents do not support my school very much.

ND ND NI 85. This school encourages students to try new things in class.

SD ND ND  80. My parents think the school is doing a good job.
ND SD ND 65, Teachers at my school like to try new things.

ND ND SD 08. Teachers in my school use up-to-date teaching methods and materials.
S Sigmificant difference Detween average scores of puired schools, analvas of vasance, conteast of paired cocflicems atp < 010N No dillerence it p < 01
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. Scale: SCHOOL INTEGRATION Students’ View of the School

The students’ perception of the ability of the school to organize, coordinate, and unify the various school
tasks necessary for achievement.

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND  67. The teachers in my school respect each other and work well together.

ND ND ND  70. It is not clear to me what I should be learning at this school.

ND ND ND 82. I almost always know what is going on in my school.

ND ND ND 76. Teachers and students work together in this school.

SD ND ND 59. Arguments between students do not happen very often at this school.

SD ND ND 62. I have a pretty good understanding of how my school works.

SD SD ND  73. There are often arguments between students at this school.

SD SD ND 79. Teachers in my school do not have a great deal of confidence in other
teachers’ abilities.

SD SD ND 84. Students in this school respect the teachers.

ND SD SD 60. Teachers and parents work together in my school.

IV. Scale: SCHOOL MAINTENANCE Students’ View of the School
(School Motivational and Value Structure)

The students’ perception of the school’s ability to create and maintain the school's motivational and value
structure. For an organization to function effectively over an extended period there must be a certain
sense of client and employee loyalty to the organization, its goals, and culture.

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND 69. Students in this school are highly respecied.

ND ND ND 78. Idon't like being in this school.

ND ND ND 81. Students like to be in this school.

ND ND ND 83. When I am with friends, I like to talk about events related to my school.
MD ND ND 88. [ enjoy my school work very much.

ND ND ND 89. I have a lot of very good friends at my school.

SD ND ND 61. I would quit school if I could.

ND SD ND 66. Students learn more at other schools.

ND SD ND 75. Students in this school trust each other.

SD SD ND 72. Students at this school are very proud of the school.

SD: - Significant difference between averge scores of paired schools, anadysis of variance, contrast of paired coefficients at p < 01, NI No difference at p< Ol
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Comparison of Paired Schools On Individual Questions

Comparisons
Pair 1: School A and School B
Pair 2: School C and School D
Pair 3: School E and School F

V. Scale: ACADEMIC FUTILITY Student’s View of Himself or Herself

The students’ perception of the relationships among effort in school, subsequent rewards, and fulure
success in school. Students who drop out of school are typical examples of individuals ubo do not perceive
the current effort to be linked to future rewards.

1 2 3 Q

ND \D ND 8. Getting good grades is hard for me no matter how much I try.
ND ND ND 18 I will do well in school next year.

ND ND ND 19. School is a waste of time for me,

ND ND ND 39. Hard work will get you good grades in this school.

ND ND ND 40. The schoolwork I am doing now will help me in the future.
ND ND ND 45. I expectto do well in school.

ND ND ND 74. What I study in school will be important to me in the future.

ND SD ND 2. Sometimes, no matter how hard I work in school, I still get bad grades.
ND SD ND 47, Students in this school will do well in the future.

SD ND ND 52, Students in this schoo! want to do well.

V1. Scale: STUDENT SELF-CONCEPT Student’s View of Himself or Herself

A student s perception of his/her ability to master school work. establish social friendships. and gain
acceptance within the school.

ND ND ND [ am not liked very well in school.
ND ND ND I can do a good job in school.

ND ND ND 20. I have confidence in myself,

ND ND ND 33, I have few friends at school.

ND ND ND 34, lam proud to go to this school.
ND ND ND 48, Other students like my ideas.

1 2 3 Q
3.
5.

ND ND ND  350. 1 learn things very easily in school.

ND ND ND  56.  Most of the things 1 do in school turn out to be wrong,

ND ND ND 57. Tam proud of the work I do in school.

ND ND SD  25. My friends like school,

ND ND SD 354 Ifeel good about my schoolwork.

SD ND ND 33, [1like to speuak in class.

SD \ND ND 35, Swdents in my class are friendly.

SD ND ND 49, When T get my report card. [ like to show it to others.

Sh Sigmibicant dilference between avenge seotes of paited schoals analvas of vasainee, contrast of pared cocflicients at pe 01 ND SNodifference aep < 01
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VII. Scale: STUDENT SELF-RELIANCE Student’s View of Himself or Herself

A student’s perception of bis/ber ability and desire to function independently within the school context. L

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND 12, [ can learn without help from the teachers.

ND ND ND 22, 1like to solve problems on my own.

ND ND ND 28. Most of the time I can learn the best on my own.

ND ND ND  36. Idepend on myself to figure out hard problems.

ND ND ND 55. Tam not good at solving problems on my own.

ND ND ND 86. [1like to solve problems on my own without help from others.*
ND ND SD 6. I like to solve problems on my own without help from others.*

ND ND SD 10. [Iam pretty good in figuring out how to work new problems.
ND SD SD 43, There are many things I can do very well on my own.
ND SD ND 37. [depend on others to help me in school.

VII. Scale: STUDENT MOTIVATION Student’s View of Himself or Herself

A student’s motivation to attend school and the importance be/she attaches to school.

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND 13. Ido not like to go to school.

ND SD ND  23. There are a lot of places I would rather be than in school.
ND ND SD 14. I would go to school in the summer if I could.

ND ND SD 15. School is an interesting place and I enjoy it.

ND ND SD 24. Schoolis important to me.

ND ND SD 26. School is very enjoyable to me.

ND ND SD 38. The things that [ study in school are not very interesting.
ND ND SD 41. [am eager to go to school.

ND SD SD  44. My friends like to go to this school.

¢ Questions O and 86 were duplicated m the original student questionnaire

S Signibant difference between average scores of parred schools, analysis of varunce, contrast of paired coctficents at p< 01 ND No differcnce at p < ol
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STAFF
Comparison of Paired Schools On Individual Questions

Comparisons
Pair 1: School A and School B
Pair 2: School C and School D
Pair 3: School E and School F

I. Scale: SCHOOL INTEGRATION Staff’s View of the School

The staff’s perception of the ability of the school to organize, coordinate, and unify the social entity into a
single unit; the ability of the school to unify the various school tasks necessary for achievement.

ND ND ND 12. I have a pretty good idea how the various departments or grade levels within
this school function.
ND ND ND 44. In this school, the workload among teachers is pretty evenly distributed.

ND ND ND 17. Itis not clear to me what each department or level is supposed to do.

ND SD ND 2. Teachers at this school do not have a great deal of confidence in each
other’s abilities.

ND SD ND 8. Teachers in this school have respect for the professional competence of
other teachers, departments, or levels.

ND SD ND 4. As students move from one grade level to the next or from one course to

another, teachers generally can be assured that the stucdients were soundly
prepared in the previous course/grade.

ND SD ND 24. Before a decision which would effect everyone is made in my school. there
is a good deal of communication among grade levels or departments.

ND SD ND 29. The staff in this school respect each other and work well together.

ND SD ND 32, There are often conlflicts between teachers in my school.

ND SD ND  41. Conflict between staff members in this school is rare.

ND SD ND 55. Teachers is this school do not hold each other in high regard.

ND SD ND  67. I feel that others in my school value my ideas and suggestions.

ND SD ND 70. There is a systematic effort in this school for teachers to share new curricu-
lum material.

ND SD SD 21. Before a decision is made in this school, there is a good deal of communica-

tion among teachers.
SD SD ND 71. The climate at this school is poor.

SD SD SD (9. Administrators and teachers in this school work together toward making the
school run effectively.
SD SD SD  74. The communications in this school are good.
SO Sgnihicant difference betw een merage scores of paired schools, analysis of virance, contrast of parred coethcients atp < 01 ND- No dilference at p < 01,
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IN. Scale: GOAL ATTAINMENT Staff’s View of the School

The staff’s perception of the ability of the schoo to define objectives, mobilize resources and achieve
these desired ends (academic and social).

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND 6.  Student achievement is rewarded in this school.

ND ND ND 81. This school is especially good in efliciently organizing students into groups
that maximize learning.

ND ND ND 84, The goals of this school are not clearly spelled out and communicated to
all parties.

ND ND SD 16. The development of student self-confidence is stressed at this school.

ND SD ND 9. Student creativity is encouraged and rewarded in this school.

ND SD ND  20. The development of individual student self-concept is not emphasized in

this school.
ND SD ND 28, The quality of teaching in this school is very high.
ND SD ND  58. This school has a clear mission.

ND SD ND 64. This school is efficient in how it uses materials and how it organizes the
staff.

ND SD ND 86. I sometimes am not sure what this school expects of me — one time they
say one thing, the next time a different goal is emphasized.

ND SD ND  25. Teachers in this school are trying hard to promote student achievement.

SD ND ND  48. In this school, everything is arranged to facilitate the achievement of our
goals.

SD ND SD 52. Each year in this school we make an effort to identify problems and set

. school-wide improvement goals.
SD sb ND  36. Productivity is high in this school.
SD SD ND 46. In this school, all students are treated with respect — even those from poor

backgrounds or those of limited intellectual ability.

S Sigmficant difference between average scores of paired schools, analysis of variance, contrast of pared cocfficients at p < 01 ND- No dilterence a p< oL
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

HOl. Scale: SCHOOL ADAPTATION Staff's View of the School

The staff’s perception of the school's ability to successfully control, transform. or adjust to the external
environment through accommodation or change; the teachers’ perception of the school’s ability to deal
successfully with the parents, the community, and external change.

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND 11. In spite of limited financial resources. this school is able to get money and
equipment we need to conduct an effective educational program.

ND ND ND 34. This school seems especially effective in adopting new and innovative
instructional techniques.

ND ND ND 83, This school is especially good at anticipating problems with parents or
students and preventing them before they become major problems,

ND ND ND 85. The staff at this school are well informed about . ducational issues that
could affect their work.

ND ND ND  61. This school is especially effective in seeking out new programs or practices
in response to changes in the community or the pedagogical knowledge.

ND SD ND  66. This school seems to be more innovative tha . other schools.

ND SD ND 31. Teachers at this school respect parents and attempt to work with them
whenever possible.

ND SD ND 68. Few teachers at this school are actively experimenting with new teaching
methods or curriculum material.

ND SD ND  73.  The staff of this school can easily handle unusual or non-routine problems
that may come up.

ND SD ND 76. The staff of this school is very supportive of each other in their attempts to
try new techniques or methods,

ND SD ND 77. The staff at this school is very interested in trying new teaching techniques
or curriculum material.

ND SD ND  79.  The staff at this school is not very interested in promoting their own profes-
sional development.

ND SD ND 82, Supplies and equipnient are rarely available when needed.

ND SD ND  87. When changes are made at this school, the faculty adjusts very slowly.

ND ND SD 80. The staff of this school engages in peer observations and peer study groups
to improve their own instruction and try new techmques,

SD SD ND 15.  This school seems to be more effective than other scheols in our district
in obtaining adequate resources to support the educational program,

SD SD ND 39. Ourschool is not very effective in gaining community support for our
programs.

SD SD ND 57.  This school uses standard curriculum material and does not generally
seek out new or updated material on a systematic basis.

ND SD SD 27. This school staff works together to jointly write grants or requests to secure
resources from outside agencies.

ND SD SD 45, This school has activities to help us keep in touch with the wants and
desires of the community.

SD O sighicant dillerence between average scores of paired schools, anadysis of vawnce, contea - of paared cocthaents at p < .01 XD No ditfesence at p < 01
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Comparison of Paired Schools On Individual Questions

Comparisons
Pair 1: School A and School B
Pair 2: School C and School D
Pair 3: School E and School F

IV. Scale: STAFF MORALE  Staff Member's View of Himself or Herself

The degree to which the teacher feels the work conditions and services are adequate. the personiel
policies and practices are reasonable, and relationships among staff are barmonious.

ND ND ND 23, Administrative policies are available to the faculty in printed form.
ND ND ND 40.. The social contact between students and faculty is friendly.

ND ND ND 78, Thave a lot of very good friends at this school.

ND SD ND 59. Faculty members are friendly to one another.

SD ND ND 7.  The workload is adequately balanced among the faculty members of this
school.

SD ND SD 1. The principal is concerned with faculty working conditions.

SD ND SD  35. There are sufficient social activities for the faculty.

SD ND SD 063. The building administrators encourage suggestions from the faculty.

SD SD SD  18. There are open lines of communication between faculty and the building
administrators.

SD SD SD 31. There is general faculty confidence in the building administrators.

V. Scale: STAFF COMMITMENT Staff Member’s View of Himself or Herself

The staff's acceptance of the organization's values, willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organi-
zation, and the desire to remain an employee of the organization.

1 2 3 Q
ND ND ND  42. Teachers at this school are not very loya! to the school and staff.
ND ND ND 49. Most of my interests lie outside my job at schoal.

ND ND ND 62. [am not satisfied with the goals and objectives emphasized by this school.
SD ND ND  37. [If offered a better salary I would move to another school.

SD ND NI 72, Itend to identify with this school and strongly support it when it is attacked.
ND SD ND  10. Tam not proud of this school.

ND SD N> 43. Ibelieve in the goals and objectives of this school.

SD SD ND  26. [ would leave this school for any other.
SD sD ND  33. 1tell my friends that I will stay in this school for many years to come.

SD SD ND 3. Unlike this school, I would like to work in a school that holds the same
values as I do.

SD SD N> 60.  The values of this school are inconsistent with my own values.

SD SD SD  19. This school is an excellent organization.

S Sgmbieant difference between aserage seores of paged schiools anabvss of satnce, contrast of paired coeflicents at p < ob - AD- No difference at pe 0l
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V1. Scale: STAFF JOB SATISFACTION - Staff Member’s View of Himself/Herself

The degree to which teachers bave a positive effective orientation toward employment by the organi-
zation; the degree to which the teacher likes bis or ber job.

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND 30. Iam not satisfied with the amount of money I make.

ND ND ND  34. Iam satisfied with the fringe benefits in this school district.

SD ND ND 14. This job gives me professional satisfaction.

SD ND ND 22. I am satisfied with the 2mount of work I am expected to do.

SD SD ND 38, I am satisfied with the trust I have in building administrators.

SD SD ND 62. Iam not satisfied with the goals and objectives emphasized by this school.

SD SD ND 75. [ enjoy my school work very much.

SD SD SD 47. Iam saiisfied with the professional competence and leadership of my
building administrator.

SD SD SD 56. Iam satisfied with the opportunities provided to discuss problems with
building administrators.

PARENTS

1. Scale: MAINTENANCE Parents’ Perception

The parents’ perception of the school s ability to create and maintain the school's motivational and
value structure.

1 2 3 Q

ND ND ND 17. Students at my child’s school trust the teachers.

ND ND ND 25. The staff at my child's school really care about him/her.

ND ND ND 27. Iknow many of the staff and parents at my child’s school.

ND ND SD 4. If I could, I would send my child to another school.

ND SD ND 11. Teachers at my child’s school are not very loyal to the school and staff.

ND ND SD 15. Parents at my child’s school are very loyal to the school and staft.

SD ND ND  16. Most of my child’s intei...ts lie outside the school.

ND ND SD 26. Itend to identify with my child's school and strongly support it when it
is attacked.

ND ND SD 28. Parents feel pride in my child’s school and in its students.

ND SD SD 2. I am satisfied with my child's school.

ND SD SD 7. My child’s school is highly respected.

ND SD SD 24. My child's school is not a very good school.

ND SD SD 29. There is a “we” spirit in my child’s school.

S Significant difference between average scores of paired schools, analysis of variance. contrast of paited cocellicients at p < 01 ND. No diflerence at p < 01
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Comparison of Paired Schools On Individual Questions

Comparisons
Pair 1: School A and School B
Pair 2: School C aud School D
Pair 3: School E and School F

II. Scale: SCHOOL ADAPTATION Parents’ Perception

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND

ND
ND

sh.

The purents’ perception of the school's ability to deal successfully with the parents, the community and

external change.

2 3

ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND ND
ND SD
ND SD
ND SD
ND SD
SD SD

xR

23.

33.

13

14.

21.

30.
10.

In spite of limited financial resources, my child's school is able to get the
money and equipment needed to conduct an effective educational program.
My child’s school rarely knows about community problems which might
affect the school.

The curriculum in my child’s school accurately reflects the wishes of the
community.

My child’s school seems especially effective in adopting new and innovative
instructional techniques.

The staff at my child’s school are not well informed about educational issues
that could affect their work.

My child’s school seems to be very innovative in comparison to other schcels.
My child’s school is effective in gaining community support for its programs.
My child's school has activities to help keep it in touch with the wants and
desires of the community.

Teachers at my child’s school respect parents and attempt to work with them
whenever possible.

My child’s school is effective in handling unexpected situztions.

My child’s school seems to be less cffective than the other schools in our
district in obtaining adequate resources to support the educational progran.

significant difference between averige scores of pared sehools, analysis of variance, contrast of paired cocfficients st p < 01, ND No difference at p < 01,
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Comparison of Paired Schools On Individual Questions

Comparisons
Pair 1: School A and School B
Pair 2: School C and School D
Pair 3: School E and School F

1. GOAL ATTAINMENT Parents’ Perception

The parents' perception of the school’s ability to define obfectives, mobilize resources, and achieve
desired ends.

ND ND ND 18. The quality of teaching my child receives is high.

ND ND ND 39. Student progress is accurately monitored at my child’s school.

ND ND SD 1. Student achievement is rewarded in my child’s school.

ND ND SD 5.  Student creativity is encouraged and rewarded in my child’s school.

ND ND SD 9. The development of student self-confidence is stressed at my child’s school.

ND ND SD 12. Teachers at my child’s school are trying very hard to promote student
achievement.

ND ND SD 19. Inmy child’s school, all students are treated with respect — even those from
poor backgrounds or those of limited intellectual ability. '

ND SD ND 35. My child’s school has high expectations.

ND SD SD 20. My child’s school has a clear mission.

SD ND SD 37. Interruptions of school are limited at my child’s school.

IV. Scale: SCHOOL INTEGRATION Parents’ Perception

The degree to which work conditions and services are adequate. the personnel policies and practices
are reasonable, and staff relationships among staff are barmonious.

ND ND ND 32. The workload is adequately balanced among the faculty members of this

school.

ND ND SD 31. The principal 1s concerned with faculty working conditions.

ND ND SD 36. There are open lines of communication between faculty and the building
administrators.

ND SD SD 38. Administrative policies are available to the faculty in printed form.

ND SD SD  40. There is general faculty confidence in the building administrators.

SD- signilicant difference between average scores of paired schools, analysis ol variance, contrast of paired coefficients at p < 01 ND: No difference at p < 0L
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V. Scale: PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR Parents’ Perception

The parents’ perception of the degree to which the principal activity engages in specific bebaviors that
belps create and maintain the school’s motivational and value structure; deal successfully with the
parents. the community, and external change; define objectives, mobilize resources, and achieve
desired ends; and, organize, coordinate, and unify the various school tasks necessary for achieve-
ment.

SD ND SD 42, Show concern about students.
SD ND SD  47. Represent the school in a positive manner.
ND ND SD  49. Involve parents in school activities.

ND ND SD 51. Maintain a good public relations progran.
ND ND SD 53. Trust and support others.

ND ND SD  41. Understand the desires and needs of parents.
ND ND SD 43, Demonstrate effective interpersonal skills.

ND ND SD  44. Promote discussion of issues, problems, and recommendations pertaining
to the school.

ND ND SD  45. Write concisely and correctly when communicating with parents.

ND ND SD  46. Explain the school’s mission to the community and solicit support.

ND ND SD  48. Set and communicate school goals to parents.

ND ND SD 50. Support and develop professional standards.

ND ND SD  52. Establish cffective parent-school organizations.

ND ND SD  54. Share decision making with parents when appropriate,
ND ND SD 55. Promote school spirit and morale.

SD - Sigmficant ditference between average scores af paured schoals, analysis of vasiance, contrast of pared cocllicients at p < .01 NDB: Ro difference at p < ot
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; Appendix C

Table C-1. Parents - All Schools - “Always + Usually Agree”
Commonalities Between Paired Schools. Parents' view.
Paired Schools: (A & B), (C & D) and (E, F & G).

Commonalities Between Paired A B C D E F G All
Schools: Parents’ View

R R R R N N N

In spite of limited financial
resources, my child’s school is
able to get the money and 57% | 59% | S50% | 55% | 8% | 85% | 81% | T2%
equipment needed to conduct an '
effective educational program.

The quality of teaching my child
receives is high. 72% 63% 73% 81% 806% T7% 92% 79%

Student progress is accurately
monitored at my child's school. 62% | 72% | 72% | 76% | 79% | 73% | 88% | 77%

The workload is adequately
balanced among the faculty
members of this school. 07% | 71% | 74% | 80% | 80% | 83% [ 96% | 83%

Teachers at my child's school
are not very loyal to the school

and staft. 13% 18% 30% 12% 3% 6% 5% 1094
My child’s school is not a very

good school. 24% 11% 33% 1% 3% 7% 6% 8%
The staff at my child’'s school

really care about him/ner. 75% | 08% | 2% | 73% | 80% [ 72% | 90% | 78%
I know many of the staff and

parents at my child's school. 1% | 78% 78% 75% 87% 83% 80% 80%
Number of Responding Parents 48 117 40 72 95 101 159 632

R = Rural N=Non-rural
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Table C-2. Parents - All Schools - “Always + Usually Agree”
Commonalities and Differences between paired schools as viewed by the parents.
Paired Schools: (A & B), (C & D) and (E, F & G).

Commonalities and A B C D E F G All
Differences *Between Paired
Schools: Parents’ View

R R R R N N N
My child's school has * *
high expectations. 49% 52% | 54% | 75% | 88% | 93% | 90% 76%
My child’s school has * *
a clear mission. 53% 51% 55% | 65% | 87% 62% 87% 70%
Student achievement * *

is rewarded in my child's school. 85% | 78% | 75% | 90% | 91% 78% | 90% 85%

Student creativity is * *

encouraged and 70% | 62% | 73% | 85% | 93% 74% | 87% | 79%
rewarded in my child's school.

The development of * *

student self-confidence is 58% | 56% | 50% | 70% | 81% | 65% | 85% | 70%
stressed in my child’s school.

Teachers at my child’s school are * *

trying very hard to promote 5% 1 75% | 83% § 90% | 92% 81% | 94% | 86%

student achievement.

In my child’s school, all
students are treated with * *
respect - even those from poor 57% § 61% | 60% | 70% | 81% | 48% | 82% | 68%
backgrounds or those of

limited intellectual ability.

Number of Responding Parents 48 117 40 72 95 101 159 632

* Difference between Paired Schools at p < .01,
R = Rural  N=Non-rural

Q ) C:2
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Table C-3. Students’ View of the School and of Themselves
Percentage of Responding Students to “Always + Usually Agree”
Paired Schools: (A & B), (C & D), (E,F&G)

Students A B C D E F G All

R R R R N N N

Students in this school are
highly respected. 65% | 81% 63% 81% | 70% 62% | 85% 73%

Students like to be in this school. 62% 80% 55% 75% 68% 73% 77% 72%

Students learn more at other
schools. 28% 26% 32% 16% 10% 14% 11% 17%

Students at this school are very
proud of the school. 62% | 80% 37% | 79% | 79% | 77% | 83% | 75%

1 enjoy my school work very much. | 62% | 69% | 58% | 59% | 43% | 53% | 70% | 59%

I would quit school if 1 could. 30% 14% | 34% | 24% 13% 8% 7% 15%

Students in this school respect
the teachers. 65% | 83% | 50% | 80% | 73% | 74% | 92% | 77%

School is a waste of time for me. 23% 17% 23% 21% 13% 14% % 14%

Students in this school want

to do well. 80% | 91% | 58% | 79% | 80% | 87% | 93% | 84%
This school expects me to

work hard. 93% | 94% | 90% | 91% | 91% | 98% | 98% | 94%
School is an interesting place

and 1 enjoy it. 63% | 63% | 45% | 66% | 34% | 51% | 75% | 63%
Number of Responding Students 80 80 38 76 120 139 137 670

R = Rural N = Nonrural
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Table C-4. Teachers’ View of the School
Percentage of Responding Teachers to “Strongly Agree + Agree”
Paired Schools: (A & B), (C& D), (E,F & G)

Teachers A B C D E F G All
R R R R N N N

students were soundly prepared

in the previous grade. 03% | 77% | 23% | 89% | 92% | 91% |100% | 7G%

The staff work well together. 63% | 88% | 31% | 89% |100% ]100% | 91% | 81%

The climate at this school is poor. | 63% 0% | 54% 0% 0% 9% 0% 16%

The communications in this
school are good. 13% 88% 31% | 100% | 100% 82% 91% 74%

Administrators and teachers
work together. 0% 82% 31% 89% |100% 82% 1 100% 72%

This school seems to be more
effective than other schools in
our district in obtaining adequate | 50% 6% | 39% 0% 0% Yo 0% | 13%
resources.

This school is an excellent
organization. 13% 88% 31% 89% | 100% 82% | 100% 74%

I would leave this school for :
any other. 75% 0% 31% 0% 8% P 0% 15%

[ tend to identify with this school

and strongly support it when 38% | 82% | 46% | 78% |100% | 91% |100% | 78%
it is attacked.

I enjoy my school work very

much. 63% 100 | 62% | 89% | 92% | 91% | 91% | 85%
[ am satisfied with the amount

of money [ make. 38% 53% | 406% | 78% | 85% 55% | 64% | 00%
Number of Responding Teachers 8 17 13 9 13 11 11 82

R = Rural N = Nonrural
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West Virginia Education Fund
Organization Background

The West Virginia Education Fund is distinguished as the nation’s first statewide education fund, founded in 1983
as a catalyst for private sector involvement in public school improvement. Its programs share a single focus: to assure
that quality public school education is available to all children in West Virginia.

The West Virginia Education Fund accomplishes its mission by promoting cooperation and communication be-
tween the public schools and private sector, recognizing and encouraging excellence and innovation in teaching and
the learning process, providing students and teachers with a realistic picture of the world of work and better under-

standing of the preparation needed for employment and providing understanding and data regarding critical educa-
tion issues in West Virginia.

Because of its widely diverse and successful programs, the Education Fund is uniquely positioned to provide
leadership in planning and carrying out systemic education reform initiatives. The West Virginia Business and
Education Alliance, an affiliate of the national Business Roundtable, has provided training, networking. recognition
and awards for Local School Improvement Councils. Additionally, the Alliance funded a study which examined West
Virginia’s progress toward the state education goals. The Alliance is currently studying what our state’s employers
and institutions of higher education believe high school graduates should know and be able to do when they graduate
from high school in order to make a successful transition to either post-graduation option.

Over 90 percent of the schools in the state are currently linked with business or community organizations as
partners. The Partnerships in Education Program was initiated by the Fund and is nurtured on a continuing basis
through training, shared examples and guidance. The goal of the program is to develop a mutually beneficial relation-
ship and develop partnership goals set collectively by the business and school.

The Education Policy Research Institute at the Fund provides in-depth data on public education issues and is
vicwed as an unbiased, reliable source of information to be used in planning and decision making. The program
officer has made presentations to legislative leadership and to legislative education oversight committees. conducted
training sessions for county boards of education and spoken to many civic organizations on published studies. Re-
search projects to date have investigated equitable school funding and effective elementary schools.

Read Aloud West Virginia, a volunteer program designed to develop lifetime readers by instilling a love of
reading in children, is establishing county organizations to support Read Aloud activities in each of the 55 counties.
Training and materials are provided for members of these county groups.

Teacher confidence in the Education Fund has been developed over the years through the Minigrants for Class-
room Projects Program. Minigrants are small, competitive grants awarded to teachers in support of their innovative
projects that directly involve and affect students and for valuable, often long-cherished ideas for which no public
funds are available. “Day-On-Campus” funding. for elementary and middle school student tours of college cam-
puses, has contributed to awareness of higher cducation opportunities in West Virginia. Other elements of the College
Bound Program include a scholarship directory and a computerized college catalog for students. The emphasis of
this program is to increase the level of college attendance in West Virginia.

The Education Fund’s efforts are financed through contributions from business and industry. individuals and
foundations.
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