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ABSTRACT 

 In the research literature on school reform and leadership effectiveness, little has 

been written on the nature and impact of the governance structure of elementary schools 

and the appropriateness of these structures in meeting the increasingly high stake 

accountability demands of public education. The purpose of this study was to examine 

span of control as one element of school governance and determine whether or not there 

was a significant relationship with span of control and school performance. The study 

also examined selected school level variables associated with span of control to 

determine the relationship and the unique effect of each of these variables to school 

performance. 

 The study examined two populations of elementary schools chosen from the 

twelve largest school districts in Florida: all elementary schools that have maintained an 

“A/B” school grade through Florida’s A+ Accountability Plan, over the four-year period 

from 1998 through 2002, and all elementary schools that failed to earn a grade higher 

than “D/F” through this same grading system during this same time period. The time 

period represented the years since the inception of school grading, excluding the 2002-

2003 school year for which grades were not available at the time that the study was 

conducted. Descriptive statistics, bivariate correlation, and multiple regression analysis 

were utilized in the data analysis. The data was collected using databases constructed and 

maintained by various divisions of the Florida Department of Education and the National 

Center for Educational Statistics (NCES).  

 Results of the study revealed that in the population of high achieving elementary 

schools, school performance improved as the span of control became narrower, and the 

relationship between span of control and school performance was statistically significant. 

In the population of low achieving schools, there was a relationship between span of 

control and school performance, but the relationship was not statistically significant. The 

school level variables with the strongest correlation to school performance in both school 

populations were percentage of students who qualify for free and reduced lunch, 

percentage of minority students, and student mobility. Each of these variables had a 

statistically significant inverse relationship with school performance, i.e., as these 

variables increased, school performance decreased. 
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There is nothing that rots morale more quickly and completely than poor communication 

and indecisiveness—the feeling that those in authority do not know their own minds. And 

there is no condition that more quickly produces a sense of indecision among 

subordinates or more effectively hampers communication than being responsible to a 

superior who has too wide a span of control. 

- Urwick, (1956) 

 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM 

A school principal’s major task is to exercise leadership in order to make a 

positive difference in student learning and to improve the quality of life of each 

individual within the school (Drake & Roe, 1999). However, improving education and 

learning has been interpreted to mean many things to many people. To those who focus 

on the accounting and acquisition functions, it means having a smoothly running 

accounting system for all funds, supplies, and equipment and getting teaching the things 

they desire to improve the educational program. To those who operate on a 

“troubleshooter” level, it means devoting time to “protecting” teachers from outside 

troubles in order to allow them to devote their energies to teaching (Mackay & Ralston, 

1999).   

Much of the job of the principal unquestionably consists of organizing and 

managing things, some of which are detailed, repetitive, and even mundane (Drake & 

Roe, 1999).  Morris et al (1981) documented the work lives of urban principals. They 

stated that a principal’s day consisted of 50 to 100 separate events and up to 400 

interactions. Eighty percent of their time was spent in face-to-face interchanges with 

staff, students and others; eight percent on phone conversations, and twelve percent at 

their desks. This same study noted that the principal initiated these contacts 66% of the 

time and that over 75% of the contacts were unscheduled. Too often, carrying out the 

necessary management and support tasks leads to the distortion of the goals of the 

principal’s job. The management tasks become the main goal and learning improvement 

is worked in wherever there is time or when possible, assigned to an assistant. 

Administration in education has come to mean not the management of instruction, but the 

management of the structures and processes around instruction (Elmore, 2000).  
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A principal must have a structure in which to delegate management functions and 

operational decisions (Doyle & Rice, 2002). Creating and reinventing relationships is one 

of the biggest challenges to becoming free from bureaucratic tasks and establishing 

leadership over the school’s primary purpose—educating children. One step principals 

can take to free themselves from this bureaucracy is prioritizing and determining the 

balance of time and effort allocated for important tasks. Lindsey (2001) recommends that 

principals recognize the complexities of the school environment and then use this 

knowledge to improve the way they lead and manage schools.  

Historically, management effectiveness experts have recommended that 

individual managers should have no more than seven or eight people reporting directly to 

them. The Saratoga Institute Workforce Diagnostic System Benchmarking Reports (2001) 

surveyed a number of industries and found the width of span of control varied from a 

median  ratio of one to sixteen (1:16) in the healthcare sector, but only one to four (1:4) 

in the information services. Marlowe (2000) examined this issue and compared private 

industry standards for management ratios (span of control) to education. He stated that 

“…one would be hard pressed to find any retail or service agency that deals with large 

numbers of people with less than 15 to 20 percent supervisory/administrative support 

personnel; but schools, with one of the highest concentrations of relatively unpredictable 

people in one place, usually have seven percent supervisory/administrative support 

personnel at the building level. The average number of people employed per executive, 

administrator, or manager in the manufacturing sector was 5.8 in 1999,…in the 

communications industry, 3.6, …in the elementary schools, 12.8.” 

One of the keys to the success of school principals’ efforts to ensure that their 

schools are attaining acceptable, prescribed levels of student achievement and improving 

those achievement levels over a relatively short period of time is their ability to 

effectively establish and maintain high quality supervisory relationships with members of 

the school faculty and staff. A factor in the establishment of such supervisory 

relationships is span of control. 

          Span of control is based on the principle that the quality of an organization’s 

outcomes is in part determined by the degree to which the supervisor can adequately 

monitor the activities of workers to assure the accomplishment of established goals 
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(Gulick, 1937). It is defined as the ratio of supervisors to workers. Span of control has a 

straightforward logic: individuals in management positions should oversee a relatively 

small number of subordinates. As the number of subordinates increases, as the work of 

the organization becomes more complex, and as the inputs into the organization become 

more diverse, supervision becomes more difficult.   

Span of control and its relation to school performance speaks directly to the 

importance of the principal as a crucial element in the determination of school quality. 

The principal is seen as the person in control and who “directs traffic at all the crossroads 

of decisions” (Donaldson, 1993). That being the case, it is important to determine the 

relationship between supervisory structure of the school (the principal’s span of control) 

and school performance. 

The purpose of the study was to determine the relationship between span of 

control and school performance. In addition, the researcher examined each of the school 

level variables that are elements of span of control to determine their relationship with 

school performance and to determine their unique effect. The problem associated with 

this study is the lack of research in the area of management ratios (span of control) within 

the context of education, specifically at the school level.  

Research on Span of Control 

The theory of span of control was originated by Luther Gulick, a pioneer in the 

area of organizational design in the early 20th century.  Gulick (1937) asserted that span 

of control was determined by three elements—diversity of function, time and space. 

Diversity of function meant that any organization that combines diverse functions would 

need to reduce the size of its supervisor’s span of control because he/she must interact 

with a greater variety of individuals performing a diverse array of jobs. If individuals 

were performing the same tasks, with similar quality inputs (i.e., raw materials, training, 

equipment, etc.), their jobs could be routinized. The similarity of job functions would 

permit a single individual to successfully supervise a larger number of workers. 

The element of time in Gulick’s (1937) theory of span of control focused on 

organizational stability. In stable organizations, managers do not have to continually 

orient and train new workers. Individual workers need less supervision because they are 

more familiar with their jobs, understand the organizational expectations, and have a 
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track record of job performance. Stability (time) in Gulick’s theory of span of control 

included not only stability of the workforce, but of other organizational inputs as well. A 

stable organizational environment that provides similar inputs to an organization over an 

extended period of time should permit greater routinization and thus larger spans of 

control. 

The element of size for Gulick (1937) represented the number of buildings that 

housed the organization; the more buildings, the less face-to-face contact, and in Gulick’s 

view, the more closely individuals would need supervision. An alternate hypothesis of 

span of control is that larger organizations can specialize to a greater degree and thus are 

less like to use generalists at the production level (Blau et al, 1976). 

Span of Control in Current Organizational Design Literature 

 Span of control is identified in current organizational design literature as one of 

three components of management structure, the other two components being management 

hierarchy and decision-making (Davis & Weckler, 1996). Each of these components are 

closely linked and manipulation of any one component has a direct effect on the other 

two. In organizations with tall management hierarchies, the addition or deletion of 

management levels affects how work within the organization is done, how the workers 

feel about their work and the cost of managing the organization. (Block, P., 1993; 

Champy, J., 1995).  

  In a flat organization, such as a school, there are fewer levels, and greater 

numbers of individuals supervised by a single supervisor. There are several 

organizational factors that play into whether a narrow or wide span of control would be 

most effective (Davis, M.R.,  & Weckler, D.A., 1996, Handy, C., 1993; Nadler, D. 1988). 

Narrow spans of control are most appropriate under the following organizational 

conditions:  

• the work being supervised is complex and unpredictable;  

• the work of all the people in a group has to be closely coordinated;  

• when workers are unskilled and/or inexperienced;  

• where the manager is expected to perform other work in addition to supervision. 

Wide spans of control are most appropriate when:  

• the work is straightforward and routine;  
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• there are standardized rules and procedures to guide workers;  

• workers are highly capable and experienced;  

• other sources of support, such as subject/staff experts are available;  

• relatively autonomous work groups, such as contracted workers, are used (Davis, 

M.R.,  & Weckler, D.A., 1996). 

Study of Span of Control in an Educational Context 

 In 1999, researchers at Texas A&M University revisited Luther Gulick's research 

design and conducted a study on span of control with a sample of 678 Texas public 

school districts. Their results affirmed Gulick's assertion that diversity of function, time, 

and space play a role in determining how spans of control are structured and that these 

variables have different meanings depending on the level of organizational structure 

analyzed. The researchers took each of the three elements of span of control and created 

operational definitions that were suited to studying schools and school districts. For 

diversity of function, they examined the inputs into the school environment, and for the 

purpose of the study, used the racial/ethnic composition of the students. Underlying their 

use of race was the contention that while all schools are in the business of educating 

children, children's needs will vary by race because of its close correlation to poverty and 

other factors that challenge the educational system (Jencks & Phillips, 1998; Meier and 

Stewart, 1991). For diversity of function, the researchers used the percentage of black, 

Latino and white students in the districts studied, giving single or predominant race 

schools a value of "0" and increasing the measure as the population became more diverse.  

 The researchers at Texas A&M included the six different educational programs 

available in these schools districts--regular education, special education, compensatory 

education, bilingual education, vocational education, and gifted education-- as another 

representation of diversity of function. For the specific diversity of job task that Gulick 

described in his original design, the researchers used six occupational categories--central 

administration, principal, teacher, support staff, teaching assistant, and auxiliary staff.  

 The elements of size and space were represented by the total number of 

employees supervised in the district, and the total number of campus buildings in the 

district, respectively. The final element of stability was operationalized to teacher 

turnover, average number of years of teaching experience, and percentage change in 



 6

student enrollment over the four-year period of the study.  The dependent variable in their 

study--school performance--was measured by the average pass rate on the state exam of 

basic skills.  

 The general conclusion reached by the researchers was that Gulick (1937) 

correctly labeled the three determinants of span of control relationships in organizations. 

Their study found that the three measures were related to performance of school districts. 

The impact of span of control was not as large as factors such as school resources or 

organizational inputs, but it did have a statistically significant impact on performance. 

The Importance of Span of Control in Florida School Districts 

 The relevance of span of control as a factor in organizational performance was 

recognized by the Florida legislature through its periodic audits of school districts in 

Florida. In 1994, the Florida Legislature created the Office of Program Policy Analysis 

and Government Accountability (OPPAGA) to help improve the performance and 

accountability of state government through reviews of state agencies and their programs. 

OPPAGA conducts performance audits and policy reviews of each of the 67 school 

districts in Florida, and reports their findings to the districts and the general public. These 

reports, entitled, Best Financial Management Practices, are designed to help school 

districts meet the many challenges of educating students in a cost-effective manner. In 

these reviews, a school district’s management and operational activities are compared to 

the “best practices” established by the state of Florida. 

 The researcher reviewed the audit reports that had been conducted in the districts 

that comprise the population of this study. As of the end of the 2002-2003 academic year, 

OPPAGA had conducted audits in eight of the twelve districts targeted in this study. Each 

audit cited inappropriate spans of control at various levels within the organizations and 

made recommendations that the issue be reviewed internally by the district administration 

(OPPAGA, 1998, 1999, 2002, 2003). 

 In 2001, the Legislature passed the Sharpening the Pencil Act, HB 269 mandating 

that all Florida school districts undergo a Best Financial Management Practices (BFMP) 

Review. These reviews are intended to increase public confidence and support for 

districts that demonstrate good stewardship of public resources, encourage cost-savings, 

and improve school district management and use of funds. The BFMP reviews examined 
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the organizational structure of the school district, and made specific recommendations 

with regards to appropriate spans of control. In the audit reports conducted since the 

passage of this legislation, there was a greater emphasis on the importance of span of 

control to overall organizational effectiveness. An example of this was found in a BFMP 

audit conducted in the Duval County School District in August, 2003. After reviewing 

the district’s organizational charts and interviewing numerous district personnel, the 

following citation was made regarding span of control: 

Our own review of the district’s organizational charts confirmed many 

instances of very narrow spans of control. Span of control is the term that 

characterizes the number of employees one supervises. The more 

employees one supervises, the wider the span of control; the fewer 

employees one supervises, the more narrow the span of control. Based 

upon our analysis of the district’s organizational charts, supervisors have 

very narrow spans of control in too many instances. An appropriate span 

of control depends upon several factors, including the diversity of 

functions a manager must supervise, the level of experience of the staff 

supervised, and the size of the organization. In many instances, 

supervisors are supervising only one or two other people. In most of these 

cases, supervisors are overseeing a secretary or other administrative 

assistant. (pg. 14) 

 This citation was representative of the findings in the other seven audits 

conducted between 1998 and 2003, each showing that span of control was a matter of 

practical importance to the effective organization and operation of the school districts 

(See Appendix A). 

Study Rationale 

While the organizational design literature has much to say about span of control 

within the context of business and private enterprise, there is a paucity of research that 

has been done on the subject in educational settings. What research exists is limited to 

looking at span of control from the school district level. Schools are ideal organizations 

for examining span of control's effect on organizational performance. Schools are highly 

professional, hierarchical structures. Working relationships exist on a number of levels 
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between principals and teachers, teachers and students, and principals and the district 

office (Oliver, 1990). In this hierarchy of management, principals are expected to have 

their teachers, who are lower down on the hierarchy, produce the desired outcomes or 

results (Kelley, 1999).  

This bureaucratic model remains a prevalent form of school management to this 

day. Elementary and secondary schools are usually organized in a flat pyramid structure, 

with very few layers between the principal, students, faculty and staff members, and the 

community. Although most schools have committees and assistant principals, final 

decisions are made by the principal—perhaps as many as 50 to 60 individual events an 

hour (Peterson, 1982). These decisions include physical plant problems, discipline issues, 

budget and finance matters, requests for use of the building for non-school functions, and 

so on.  

In Florida schools, principals are the constitutional authority. The importance of 

their role in leading and improving schools has been supported by volumes of research in 

the field. In Florida, the role of the principal is outlined in legislative language: 

1012.28  Public school personnel; duties of school principals.--  

(1)  Public school principals shall supervise public school personnel as the district 

school board determines necessary.  

(2)  The school principal is responsible for recommending to the district school 

superintendent the employment of instructional personnel to be assigned to the school to 

which the principal is assigned.  

(3)  Each school principal is responsible for the performance of all personnel 

employed by the district school board and assigned to the school to which the principal is 

assigned. The school principal shall faithfully and effectively apply the personnel 

assessment system approved by the district school board pursuant to s. 1012.34.  

(4)  Each school principal shall assist the teachers within the school to use student 

assessment data, as measured by student learning gains pursuant to s. 1008.22, for self-

evaluation.  
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(5)  Each school principal shall perform such duties as may be assigned by the 

district school superintendent, pursuant to the rules of the district school board. Such 

rules shall include, but are not limited to, rules relating to administrative responsibility, 

instructional leadership in implementing the Sunshine State Standards and the overall 

educational program of the school to which the school principal is assigned, submission 

of personnel recommendations to the district school superintendent, administrative 

responsibility for records and reports, administration of corporal punishment, and student 

suspension.  

 (6)  A school principal who fails to comply with this section shall be ineligible 

for any portion of the performance pay policy incentive under F. S. 1012.22(1)(c). 

The above language lays out a clear directive that principals are ultimately 

responsible for every aspect of school performance, and while the activities and practices 

associated with the duties can be delegated to other subordinates, accountability for 

outcomes remains squarely on the shoulders of the principal. It is of interest to note that 

the legislature has chosen to identify supervision as the first duty of principals. While the 

placement of supervision in the statutory language does not necessarily indicate that it is 

the first in level of importance, it denotes a legislative intent to specify this particular 

function as key to effective job performance.  

Many principals and schools across the country and throughout school districts in 

Florida have embraced the current notions of effective leadership such as “site-based 

management” or “shared decision-making” (Daresh, 2002). While these approaches do 

allow the principal of the school to distribute responsibility and decision-making across 

the organization to teachers, parents, and other staff members, it does not relieve the 

principal of the ultimate accountability for results. Such efforts to involve stakeholders in 

the decision-making process calls upon principals to learn or enhance a set of facilitation 

skills, and creates an even greater sense of urgency with regards to effectively managing 

the relationships that exist between supervisor (principal) and subordinates (Daresh, 

2002). 
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The Purpose of the Study 

 This study on principal’s span of control was based on the premise if principals 

are ultimately responsible for their schools’ performance, then they must be able to 

effectively supervise and manage its operational components. The purpose of the study 

was to determine the relationship between span of control and school performance. In 

addition, it examined the relationship of each of the elements of span of control to school 

performance. Span of control was defined as the ratio of administrators to non-

administrative personnel, and school performance was defined as the average 5th grade 

reading score on the Florida Comprehensive Achievement Test (FCAT). 

The researcher looked at school-level variables that represent the three elements 

of span of control—diversity of function, stability, and size. Diversity of function was 

represented by two variables: the percentage of minority students in the schools, and the 

percentage of students who qualified for free or reduced lunch. Stability was examined 

from both the student and teacher level. At the student level, stability was represented by 

the percentage of student mobility the schools experienced annually. At the teacher level, 

stability was represented as the average years of experience and the rate of teacher 

turnover. The third element of size was represented by the total number of students 

enrolled in the schools. Each of these elements was supported in the research literature as 

having an impact on school performance.  

The researcher selected elementary schools in the twelve largest school districts in 

Florida as the units of analysis for the study. There were two populations of elementary 

schools studied: all elementary schools that had maintained either an “A” or “B” school 

accountability grade and all elementary schools that failed to attain a grade higher than 

“D” or “F” for the four year period from 1998 through 2002. This time represents the 

period from the inception of public reporting of school grades through the last year that 

grades were reported at the time that this study was conducted.  

Research Questions 

 The following research questions guided the study: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between principal’s span of control and school 

performance in elementary schools identified as either high or low achieving 

during the academic years, 1998-1999 through 2001-2002? 
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2. What is the correlation of the selected school level variables with the school’s 

performance? 

3. What is the unique effect of each of the selected school level variables on the 

school’s performance? 

Scope of the Study 

 The scope of this study was limited to high and low achieving elementary schools 

in the twelve largest school districts in Florida. The two levels of inclusion—high and 

achieving and low achieving—created two populations of schools. Elementary schools 

that had maintained either an “A” or “B” school grade comprised the high achieving 

schools, and schools that failed to achieve a grade higher than “D” or “F” comprised the 

low achieving schools. A total of 208 schools were included in the study, 146 high-

achieving schools and 62 low-achieving schools. These years cover the time period from 

the inception of school grading in Florida through the previous school year. The current 

school year (2002-2003) was not formally included in this study since the researcher 

could not be certain that the school grades would be made available during the period of 

research.  

Definition of Terms 

 The following terms will be used through the study. The definitions reflect the 

meaning of the terms in the context of this study. 

Span of Control: The ratio of administrators to non-administrative personnel in a school. 

The term management ratio will be used synonymously with span of control. 

Administrator: The person designated as either the school principal or assistant 

principal. The term will not include instructional personnel with administrative 

responsibilities. 

Non-administrative personnel: All instructional and non-instructional personnel in a 

school excluding the principal and assistant principal. Personnel in this category includes 

teachers (regular and exceptional education, and all resource teachers such as art, music, 

and physical education) teaching assistants (paraprofessionals), media specialists, 

guidance counselors, clerical workers, food service personnel, bus drivers, and 

custodians. 
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School performance: The 5th grade average reading scores on the Florida 

Comprehensive Achievement Test (FCAT).  

High-achieving elementary school: A school that has maintained either a “A” or “B” 

school grade for the period of 1998-99 through 2001-2002. The term “high performing 

school” will be used synonymously. 

Low-achieving elementary school: A school that has not attained a school grade higher 

than “D” or “F” for the period of 1998-99 through 2001-2002. The term “low performing 

school” will be used synonymously. 

School SES: The school socio-economic status (SES) is the percentage of students 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. The percentage is arrived at by dividing the 

number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, as determined in October, by 

the student membership in October. The term “poverty rate” will be used synonymously. 

Student Mobility Rate: The rate at which students move into or out of the school 

population during the school year, shown as a percentage. It is calculated by dividing (a) 

the total number of new entries, reentries, and withdrawals during the 180-day school 

year by (b) the total number of students who were enrolled at the start of the school year.  

School Size: The total number of students enrolled in the school at the February survey 

period conducted as a part of the Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP). 

Teacher Turnover: The annual percentage of newly hired teachers for each school. 

Minority percentage: The percentage of students in the school that are classified as non-

white. For this study, minority students will be considered Black, Hispanic, Asian, Multi-

racial and Other.   

Data Sources 

 The State of Florida collects a significant amount of data on school performance, 

school personnel and students in its public schools. The data is collected electronically 

throughout the year in designated survey periods and is transmitted to the state for 

compilation in appropriate databases. The state databases of interest for this study will be 

those compiled by the following offices of the Florida Department of Education: 
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• Education Information and Accountability Services (EIAS) 

• Curriculum, Instruction, & Assessment: Evaluating and Reporting  

• Office of Funding and Financial Reporting 

• Office of Academic Standards and School Performance 

• Office of Policy Research and Accountability 

The U.S. Department of Education’s National Center of Educational Statistics 

(NCES) was an additional source of data with regards to school and student 

demographics for the state of Florida. Each of the sources of data is readily accessible to 

the public and do not require any type of permission or password access. The archival 

records for the state of Florida extended back to the 1997-1998 academic year and 

included all the targeted years of interest in the study. 

Delimitations of the Study 

 The following were delimitations to this study.  

1. The study was limited to elementary public schools in the twelve largest school 

districts in Florida, that have been either chronically low-achieving or consistently 

high achieving since the inception of formal school grading within the context of 

Florida’s accountability program. Study findings and conclusions would only be 

applicable to other schools whose characteristics are similar to those in the study. 

2. Public charter schools, university lab schools, and private schools whose performance 

would make them similar to those public schools in the study, were not included and 

thus study findings cannot be generalized to this population. 

3. The databases used for the study were created through the provision of data by the 67 

public school districts in Florida, and thus its accuracy and reliability is subject to the 

nature of those controls both at the district and state level to ensure accuracy in 

reporting.  

4. The researcher did not incorporate data on the quality of leadership at the schools. 

The researcher recognized that the quality of leadership at a school is a key factor in 

its success and that management--of which supervision is a component--is necessary, 

but not sufficient for the continuous improvement of schools.  
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Organization of the Study 

 The organization of this study is as follows: 

 Chapter 1 includes the study introduction, purpose of the study, research 

questions, rationale for the study, scope of the study, definitions of terms, research 

methods, sources of data, study limitations, and an outline of the study organization. 

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature on span of control and the three elements that 

affect the variation of span of control—diversity of function, stability and time. The 

variables that represent each of the elements are supported in the literature as factors that 

affect school performance. Chapter 3 explains the research methodology, data 

collection/aggregation, and procedures used in the study. Chapter 4 presents the 

descriptive narrative of the study results and an analysis of the data. Chapter 5 

summarizes the major findings of the study and includes recommendations for future 

research, and policy implications. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 15

CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 The review of the literature is divided into five sections:  

1. In-depth exploration of the principle of span of control  

2. Research literature on each of the elements of span of control as it relates to 

school performance  

3. Review of the concept of supervision and its importance in school performance 

4. The importance of the role of the principal as a key ingredient in the formula for 

school performance  

5. Public accountability systems, including Florida’s system of accountability and 

the grading of schools as a component of that system.  

The History and Research on Span of Control 

In the early part of the 20th century, management scholars recognized that the 

structural attributes of bureaucratic organizations played a major role in organizational 

performance. The scientific management movement was in its heyday and hailed the 

importance of organizational structure as a key determinant of organizational 

performance. The leading thinkers in the field at the time--Henri Fayol, Frederick Taylor, 

and Luther Gulick--believed that adherence to a core set of management principles would 

help organizations achieve optimum performance. Three key principles were division of 

labor, the principle of unity and span of control. Simply stated, the principle of span of 

control dictates that supervisors should oversee a limited number of subordinates rather 

than a large number (Gulick, 1937). Monitoring and mentoring the work of subordinates 

is more manageable when the number of subordinates is small, and becomes increasingly 

difficult as the number rises.  

 V. A. Graicunas was a Paris-based management consultant at the time of Gulick’s 

original writings on span of control. Graicunas (1937) addressed the lack of a theoretical 

basis for the principle of span of control. He also pointed to what he saw as an error in 

thinking, namely that the relationships to be managed in an organization consisted only of 

those between superior and subordinate. Graicunas (1937) noted that there were 
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relationships between subordinates and between the superior and groups of subordinates 

that must be factored into the equation.  

 Graicunas and later Urwick (1956) both noted the existence of pressures to 

increase the span of control. The reasons outlined for this included the tendency of people 

to want to report directly to the boss, whomever that might be, and the tendency within 

organizations to develop empires. Graicunas (1937) suggested that the maximum number 

of subordinates should be five and probably four in most cases. He tempered these 

figures with considerations of the scope and scale of the work involved and for which the 

subordinate was responsible. For example, a group of six workers reporting to a 

supervisor represents a less complex problem than six division presidents reporting to the 

CEO of a large corporation.  

 Graicunas (1937) created formulas, tables and charts showing the exponential 

growth in complexity of relationships as the number of reporting subordinates increases. 

He described three basic kinds of relationships:  

1. Direct single relationships between superior an individual subordinates. 

2. Cross relationships between individual subordinates 

3. Direct group relationships between superior and combinations of subordinates 

In an attempt to describe how quickly relationships can become complex, 

Graicunas provided the following example of Tom, a supervisor, and his two direct 

subordinates, Dick and Harry.  

n = the number of persons supervised  (2: Dick & Harry) 

a  = the number of direct single relationships (2: Tom-Dick; Tom-Harry) 

b = the number of cross relationships (subordinate to subordinate) in both 

directions  (2: Dick-Harry; Harry-Dick) 

c = the number of direct group relationships (superior to combinations of 

subordinates) (2: Tom to Dick, with Harry present; Tom to Harry, with Dick 

present) 

d = total group relationships (a + b) (4) 

e = total of direct relationships (a + c) (4) 

f  = total of direct and group relationships (a + b + c) (6) 
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Graicunas (1937) provided two sets of formulas, one for situations in which 

relationships between two subordinates are counted once, and one for situations in which 

they are counted twice. He referred to the first situation as “maximum” and the second as 

“minimum.” The following tables illustrate both formulas. 

Table 1. Maximum Case: Subordinates are responsible for interdependent work 

or units. 

Kind of Relationship 
 

Variable 

 

Formula 

Direct single relationships a n 

Cross relationships b n (n-1) 

Direct group relationships  c n (2/2-1) 

Total direct and cross 

relationships 

d n-squared 

 

Total direct and group 

relationships 

e n (2/2) 

Total direct and cross 

relationships 

f n (2/2 + n – 1) 

 

Table 2. Minimum Case: Subordinates are responsible for independent work or 

units. 

Kind of Relationship Variable Formula 

Direct single relationships a n 

Cross relationships b n/2  (n-1) 

Direct group relationships  c 2 – n - 1 

Total direct and cross 

relationships (a + b) 

d n-squared (n + 1) 

 

Total direct and group 

relationships (a + c) 

e 2 - 1 

Total direct and cross 

relationships (a + b + c) 

f 2 + n/2 (n-1) - 1 
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It must be noted here that the determination of the “right” number of subordinates 

cannot be established by pure mathematical calculation. It is a judgment call affected by 

factors such as the abilities and leadership style of the superior, the scope and scale of the 

work assigned to the individual subordinates, and the amount and nature of interaction 

that work requires between and among subordinates and superior.  

Studies of Span of Control 

The demise of the popularity of scientific management principles in general, and 

span of control specifically, can be traced to a critique of the principles in an article 

entitled, "The Proverbs of Administration" by Herbert Simon (1946). According to 

Simon, the principles of scientific management were "vague and plagued with 

contradictions." With the principle of span of control however, there was no systematic 

evidence about the effects of variations in span of control on organizational performance 

at the time of Simon's critique. Hammond (1990) pointed out that "Gulick explicitly 

stated that it is not known what the span of control should be," but instead called for 

additional research on the topic so that more precise answers could be obtained. As the 

era of scientific management drew to a close, few sincere research efforts were made into 

any of its principles, leaving both scholars and practitioners with little knowledge about 

how variations of span of control affect organizational performance (Hammond, 1990).  

 In resurrecting one of the principles--span of control--nearly sixty years later, 

there is little evidence of how it affects organizational performance. Joan Woodward 

(1980) conducted the only study of note, focusing on 200 industrial firms in Britain. Her 

findings revealed a great deal of variation in span of control across different 

organizational settings. Woodward classified firms according to three functional 

objectives. Unit Production Firms used small teams of workers to produce products that 

were designed to meet a variety of specifications by individual customers. An example of 

this type of firm was shipbuilders. Large Batch Firms used advanced technologies and 

techniques of mass production in their work. Continuous Process Firms employed highly 

technological systems of production to create products over a series of stages, such as the 

production of new chemical compounds for commercial use. In looking for 

commonalities among the firms in each category, Woodward found that span of control 

was an important determinant of organizational performance. Variations in span of 
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control were present across the three different categories; however, within each 

organizational category, the most successful firms used similar spans of control to 

structure relationships between executives and employees. Woodward's study remains 

one of the few systematic studies of span of control and organizational performance. 

 Gaining a better understanding of how varying spans of control affect 

organizational performance is important from the standpoint of informing our current 

theories of management-employee relations. The Theory X and Theory Y (McGregor, 

1960) management schemes call for diametrically opposed approaches to structuring 

these relationships. Theory X asserts that employees have inherent dislike of their duties, 

avoid work whenever possible, must be coerced into completing assigned tasks, must 

constantly be given explicit feedback/directives from superiors, and value security above 

all else (McGregor, 1960). In contrast, Theory Y asserts that employees do not inherently 

dislike work, are intrinsically motivated and seek out responsibility rather than shy away 

from it. Under Theory X, there should be narrow spans of control, and under Theory Y, 

spans should be loose to encourage employees to achieve their fullest potential by 

working independently and taking on new responsibilities (Owens, 1998).  

 Brehm and Gates (1997) looked at the work or shirk dichotomy and stated that 

narrow spans of control make shirking less likely. When principals and their subordinates 

have similar goals, spans of control can be expanding without significantly increasing the 

level of shirking (Kaufman, 1960). With narrow spans of control, supervision can be 

close, thus not permitting the individual to develop responsibility for his/her own actions. 

Similarly, the issue of organizational ethics (Frederickson, 1996; Wamsley et al, 1992) 

come into play when spans of control increase and the organization cedes discretionary 

privilege to its members.  Understanding how variations in span of control affect 

organizational (school) performance has implications for how management-employee 

relationships could  be structured. Mintzberg (1979) contends that span of control is not 

uniform within most organizations, and the iconic pyramid shape rarely occurs in a pure 

form in real organizations (Blau et al, 1976). Organizations often have broad spans of 

control at one point in the organization and relatively narrow spans of control at other 

points (Alchian & Demsetz, 1972; Hammond, 1990).  
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In education, the concept of site-based management attempts to move decision-

making authority from the central administration to the school level. The result of this 

strategy is that large numbers of principals report to a relatively small number of central 

office administrators. This wide span of control compensates for the narrower span of 

control at the school level as the principal coordinates tasks previously managed by the 

central office (Bredeson, 1993; David, 1989; Goldman et al, 1993). 

Following-Up the Woodward Study: Studying Span of Control in an Educational Context 

 In 1999, researchers at Texas A&M University revisited Luther Gulick's research 

design and conducted a study on span of control with a sample of 678 Texas public 

school districts. Their results affirmed Gulick's assertion that diversity of function, time, 

and space play a role in determining how spans of control are structured and that these 

variables have different meanings depending on the level of organizational structure 

analyzed. The researchers took each of the three elements of span of control and created 

operational definitions that were suited to studying schools and school districts. For 

diversity of function, they examined the inputs into the school environment, and for the 

purpose of the study, used the racial/ethnic composition of the students. Underlying their 

use of race was the contention that while all schools are in the business of educating 

children, children's needs will vary by race because of its close correlation to poverty and 

other factors that challenge the educational system (Jencks & Phillips, 1998; Meier and 

Stewart, 1991). For diversity of function, the researchers used the percentage of black, 

Latino and white students in the districts studied, giving single or predominant race 

schools a value of "0" and increasing the measure as the population became more diverse.  

 The researchers at Texas A&M included the six different educational programs 

available in these schools districts--regular education, special education, compensatory 

education, bilingual education, vocational education, and gifted education-- as another 

representation of diversity of function. For the specific diversity of job task that Gulick 

described in his original design, the researchers used six occupational categories--central 

administration, principal, teacher, support staff, teaching assistant, and auxiliary staff.  

 The elements of size and space were represented by the total number of 

employees supervised in the district, and the total number of campus buildings in the 

district, respectively. The final element of stability was operationalized to teacher 
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turnover, average number of years of teaching experience, and percentage change in 

student enrollment over the four-year period of the study.  The dependent variable in their 

study--school performance--was measured by the average pass rate on the state exam of 

basic skills.  

 The general conclusion reached by the researchers was that Gulick (1937) 

correctly labeled the three determinants of span of control relationships in organizations. 

Their study found that the three measures were related to performance of school districts. 

The impact of spans of control was not as large as factors such as school resources or 

organizational inputs, but it did have statistically significant impacts on performance. 

Research on the Width of Span of Control 

Post-bureaucracy theorists argue that supervision is obsolete. The environment in 

which organizations operate is increasingly turbulent, and flat, team-based organizations 

with reduced layers of supervision are expected to react more quickly and effectively. 

The increased interdependence of work requires strong group process, and group process 

is likely to be stronger when supervisors are not in the way. The superior performance of 

flat, team-based organizations will lead them over time to replace their more hierarchical 

counterparts (Piore and Sabel, 1984; Zuboff, 1988; Appelbaum and Batt, 1994; 

Heckscher and Donnellon, 1994).  

Data on the U.S. workforce show that managers and supervisors have increased 

rather than decreased as a proportion of the workforce consistently since the 1950s, and 

have continued to do in the 1980s and 90s despite the downsizing and de-layering 

reported in the business press (Gordon, 1996). The increase in managers and supervisors 

as a percentage of the workforce has been accompanied by a narrowing of supervisory 

spans of control. The average supervisory span of control declined from 12 to 8.5 from 

1980 to 1990, according to data from the National Organizations Survey (Handel, 2000). 

These analyses are subject to debate over the use of broad occupational categories and the 

accuracy of the surveys. At a minimum, however, these findings hardly accord with the 

view that supervision is becoming increasingly irrelevant.  

Moreover, the post-bureaucracy theorists have not articulated a compelling 

theoretical rationale for their thesis. In particular, they have not justified their implicit 

rejection of a venerable strand of organizational theory that highlights the potentially 
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positive contribution of supervisors to group process and performance, and that argues 

for the importance of narrow spans of control to facilitate that contribution. 

Post-bureaucracy theorists acknowledge that supervisors can play a potentially 

important role in support of group process, but see this role as requiring broad rather than 

narrow spans of control (Walton, 1985; Walton and Hackman, 1986). According to 

Hackman and Oldham (1980):  

When a group is first formed...it may be necessary to help members get off 

to a good start by inviting them to participate in some ‘team-building’ 

activities intended to establish the boundaries and identity of the group 

and to assist members in coming to grips with their shared authority for 

managing internal group processes. Then, as the group gains a sense of its 

identity and begins to develop its own ways of dealing with task and 

organizational issues, the manager or consultant can gradually withdraw 

from prominence in group activities.  

 The gradual reduction of supervisory involvement is argued to be a win/win 

proposition for group members and for the organization. Both individual needs for 

autonomy and organizational needs for performance can be met through the transfer of 

responsibilities and capabilities from supervisors to group members, reducing the number 

of supervisors and expanding their spans of control (Walton and Schlesinger, 1979).  

Post-bureaucracy theorists argue that the evolving context of work -- increasing 

interdependence of work, increasing demand for quality and customization, and 

shortening product life cycles -- have all created the need for self-directed, committed 

workers. Such workers have correspondingly less need for supervision (Piore and Sabel, 

1984; Zuboff, 1988). Broader supervisory spans of control are seen as a critical 

component of this team-based form of work organization (Womack, Jones and Roos, 

1991). 

Some empirical research lends support to the view that broader spans of control 

will allow group members to focus more on their lateral relationships and less on their 

hierarchical relationships. Wall, et al. (1986) found that the elimination of supervisory 

positions was associated with improved productivity in a manufacturing setting. A meta-
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analysis concluded that work teams without supervisors performed better than work 

teams with supervisors (Beekun, 1989).  

Why Schools and Span of Control? 

 Schools are ideal organizations for examining span of control's effect on 

organizational performance. Schools and school districts are highly professional, 

hierarchical structures. Working relationships exist on a number of levels between 

principals and teachers, teachers and students, and principals and the district office 

(Oliver, 1990). Variations in span of control can affect how each of these relationships is 

structured and these variations can have implications for school performance (Rainey, 

1997).  

The relationship between span of control and performance for any organization 

should have two key characteristics. Generally, as span of control increases, there should 

be an increase in organizational performance. Organizations with better leadership or 

greater resources could tolerate larger spans of control than organizations without these 

conditions (Woodward, 1980). Two substantive qualifications must be stated regarding 

this study of span of control. First, schools can alter their span of control at will and if the 

costs are consistent with their mission, the spans of control could increase to improve 

school performance. Second, span of control is only one factor among many that affects 

performance (Calabrese & Poe, 1990; Barnes,1989; Barker & Gump, 1964; Purkey & 

Smith, 1983; Edmonds, 1989). It is unlikely to be as important as the quality of the 

inputs, the technology applied to problems, the commitment of the school employees, or 

a myriad of other factors in school performance. Organizations are open systems (Rainey, 

1997), and other factors affecting performance are often beyond their control. 

The Elements of Span of Control 

This section examines the elements of span of control that comprised the 

independent variables in this study. Each of the variables is discussed within the context 

of its known effect on student achievement, based on the research literature. 

 

 

 



 24

School SES and Student Achievement 

 School achievement scores nationwide show a very strong relationship 

between poverty concentrations and low achievement. As reported in Education Week’s 

Quality Counts, 1998 (Jerald & Curran, 1998) academic performance is worse in high-

poverty urban schools where the majority of students are poor. According to the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), urban students perform poorly compared to 

their non-urban peers. NAEP reported, for example, that less than one-half (43 percent) 

of urban students scored at the “basic” level or above on the NAEP reading test at the 

same time 63 percent of students in non-urban schools did. Similar gaps in mathematics 

and science test scores existed between students in urban districts and non-urban schools. 

NAEP data also show that even students in non-urban high poverty schools score twice as 

higher than urban students in high poverty schools (Jerald & Curran, 1998). 

Research has also shown that student achievement in school is strongly associated 

with the educational backgrounds of other students in the school (NCES, 1997a). Thus, in 

high poverty schools (with 40 percent or more of the students eligible for free or reduced 

lunch) where most students are poor, student performance on most outcomes is usually 

much lower than in schools where the majority of students are not poor. Recent data from 

the Harvard Project on School Desegregation demonstrate the increasing trend of the 

racial and ethnic segregation of African American and Latino students which has 

produced a deepening isolation from middle-class students and from successful schools. 

This trend has become particularly severe for Latino students where the level of intense 

segregation is higher than for African American students (Orfield et al., 1997). 

 The Harvard researchers also found that while only a twentieth of the nation’s 

segregated white schools face the conditions associated with concentrated poverty among 

their children, more than 80 percent of African American and Latino schools do. This 

finding indicates a very strong relationship between segregation by race and segregation 

by poverty. Moreover, school achievement scores across the nation indicate a strong 

relationship between poverty concentrations and low achievement (Jerald & Curran, 

1998). 

For over 70 years findings on the relationship between SES and intellectual/ 

academic competence has accumulated. McCall (1981) presented evidence that the 
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association between SES and cognitive performance begins in infancy. Kennedy (1963) 

reported results from a random sample of first- through sixth-grade African American 

children selected to represent African Americans living in the southeastern United States. 

The mean IQ of the highest SES group was 25 points higher than the mean of the lowest 

SES group.  There has been some debate regarding which aspects of SES most strongly 

connect to cognitive development. Mercy & Steelman (1982) found that each SES 

measure used in the Health Examination Survey (family income, maternal education, 

paternal education) predicted intellectual attainment, with education being the best 

predictor. Maternal education was a stronger predictor than paternal education. Scarr & 

Weinberg (1978) found maternal and paternal education to be equally good predictors. 

This discrepancy may reflect differences in the ages of the children assessed. Mercy & 

Steelman studied 6- to 11-year-olds, whereas Scarr & Weinberg (1978) studied 15-year-

olds. In his meta-analysis White (1982) found that SES accounted for about 5% of the 

variance in academic achievement. Among the traditional measures of SES, family 

income accounted for the greatest amount of variance, but SES measures that combined 

two or more indicators accounted for more variance than single indicators. In a recent 

study DeGarmo and colleagues (1999) found that each SES indicator (income, education, 

occupation) was associated with better parenting, which in turn affected school 

achievement via skill-building activities and school behavior. The National Assessment 

of Educational Progress (NAEP, 1999) collects background information on students, 

teachers, and schools, permitting analysis of student achievement relative to the poverty 

level of public schools, measured as the percentage of students eligible for free or 

reduced-price lunch.  

In 2000, higher levels of students eligible for subsidized lunch were generally 

associated with lower scores on the 4th-grade mathematics assessment. Students in 

schools with more than 50 percent of their students eligible for free or reduced-price 

lunch had a lower average score than students in schools with a quarter or fewer of their 

students eligible for the program. The same NAEP study determined that certain 

characteristics of the highest poverty schools (more than 75 percent of students eligible 

for subsidized lunch) are evident. Relative to the total 4th-grade population, there was a 

lower percentage of White students and a higher percentage of Black and Hispanic 
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students in the highest poverty schools. The highest poverty schools had higher rates of 

student absenteeism and a lower percentage of their students with a "very positive" 

attitude toward academic achievement than schools with the least poverty (i.e., those with 

10 percent or fewer eligible). 

Social scientists have long recognized the importance of an individual's family 

socioeconomic status (SES) as an influence on the academic achievement of children). 

Current research in this area has demonstrated the enduring effect of SES on school 

achievement even while controlling a variety of other input factors. Research on teacher 

expectations, for example, has indicated that expectations for academic performance are 

lower for economically disadvantaged students (Baron, Tom, & Cooper, 1985) and that 

lower teacher expectations are generally associated with less frequent, less positive, and 

less stimulating teacher behavior toward students (Brophy & Good,1974; Cooper, 1985). 

Poverty and Student Achievement  in Florida 

Schools that serve a large percentage of children from low-income families face 

challenges to improve student performance and meet the goals of Florida’s school 

accountability system. These high-poverty schools generally have significantly lower 

student test scores than schools serving students from more affluent families.  Almost 

half (48.7%) of Florida’s 2,444 public schools that received school performance grades 

for the 1998-99 school year can be classified as high poverty schools.  

High-poverty schools typically lag behind other Florida schools on state student 

performance assessments. During the 1998-99 school year most high-poverty schools 

(1,069 or 90%) received grades of C or D. Of the schools that received school 

performance grades for the 1998-99 school year, 74 of the 78 schools (95%) that received 

the lowest performance grade of “F” were high-poverty schools. OPPAGA found that 

schools serving a large percentage of children from low-income families had significantly 

lower student test scores than schools serving a small percentage of these students. 

Although high-poverty schools received more resources per student, they faced greater 

challenges to improving student performance.  

Figure 2.1 illustrates the percentage of schools that are eligible for free and 

reduced lunch based on the poverty levels in the schools. It should be noted that 41% of 

the schools have a poverty rate of 51% or higher. 
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Fig. 2.1 Percentage of Schools Eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch (Florida 

Department of Education, 2003) 

 

Student Mobility and its Effect on Achievement 

While America has long been a nation "on the move," today two types of student 

mobility stand out: 1) inner-city mobility which is prompted largely by fluctuations in the 

job market; and 2) intra-city mobility, which may be caused by upward mobility, on the 

one hand, or poverty and homelessness, on the other. In fact, because of high rents, poor 

housing, and economic hardship, urban schools whose populations change as much as 

100 percent a year are an increasing phenomenon (Schuler, 1990). 

Student mobility--students moving from one school to another for reasons other 

than being promoted to the next school level--is widespread in the United States. Over 

their entire elementary and secondary careers, most students make at least one non-

promotional school change (Rumberger et al., 1999). Many educators believe that student 

mobility is an inevitable result of students changing residences. Indeed, 2000 U.S. census 

data show that 15% to 18% of school-age children moved in the previous year. However, 

research has also found that between 30% and 40% of school changes are not associated 

with residential changes (Kerbow, 1996; Rumberger et al., 1999). School factors such as 

overcrowding, class size reduction, suspension and expulsion policies, and the general 

academic and social climate also contribute to student mobility. The increase of parental 
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options included in the No Child Left Behind legislation may also contribute over time to 

increased mobility. 

Numerous studies have examined the impact of mobility on several aspects of 

academic achievement: test scores grades, retention, and high school completion. As with 

all research studies, there are limitations to what these studies tell us. Most important, 

because mobile students may have personal and family problems that contribute to their 

mobility, studies should take into account those prior characteristics in order to determine 

whether mobility itself is the cause of subsequent achievement and other problems in 

schools. Studies that do not control for the background characteristics of students 

consistently find that mobile students have lower achievement on average than non-

mobile or stable students. For example, one national study of third-grade students found 

that frequent school changes were associated with a host of problems, including nutrition 

and health problems, below-grade-level reading scores, and retention in grade (U.S. 

General Accounting Office, 1994). Studies that do account for background differences 

find that mobility may be more of a symptom than a cause of poor school performance. 

 One study of mobile students in Chicago found that half of the achievement 

differences between mobile and stable students could be attributed to differences between 

the students that pre-dated their school changes (Temple & Reynolds, 1997). One well-

designed study of elementary students in Baltimore found that although mobility during 

elementary school had a negative association with test scores, grades, retention, and 

referral to special education in fifth grade, the association was largely insignificant once 

controls were introduced for the family and academic performance in first grade 

(Alexander, Entwisle, & Dauber, 1996). In other words, mobile students came from 

poorer families and had lower academic performance before they were mobile, a finding 

supported by other studies (Nelson et al., 1996).                                                     

 Although little research has been conducted on the impact of student mobility on 

non-mobile students, schools with significant incidences of student mobility also report 

an impact on their non-mobile students, teachers, and overall school climate. For 

example, a policy brief published in 1999 by Policy Analysis for California Education, 

found that California schools with high mobility rates (30 percent or higher), had test 

scores of non-mobile students that were considerably lower than those of students in 
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schools with lower mobility rates. The findings support claims that continual student 

turnover is disruptive and keeps non-mobile students from moving ahead as teachers 

spend extra time helping newer students catch up. Some schools have attempted to 

alleviate this by keeping highly mobile students (i.e. children of migrant workers) 

segregated from other classes, so that the continual arrival and departure of mobile 

students does not disrupt the education of other non-mobile students (Hartman, 2002). 

 Several national studies have also examined the impact of student mobility on the 

academic performance of students across grade levels. These studies were based on a 

national health survey that provided controls for the demographic characteristics of 

students but not prior educational performance. These studies found that only frequent--

three or more--family moves predicted grade retention (Simpson & Fowler, 1994; Wood 

et al., 1993). However, another study based on the same data found that even one 

residential move had a negative impact on a combined measure of both academic and 

behavioral aspects of school performance, although the negative association was found 

only among children who did not live with both biological parents (Tucker, Marx, & 

Long, 1998). The authors suggest that two-parent families may have more so-called 

"social capital" that can help mitigate the effects of residential mobility (Coleman, 1987). 

Finally, there is strong evidence that mobility during elementary school as well as 

during high school diminishes the prospects for graduation. One study that tracked 

children from early childhood to young adulthood found that residential mobility reduced 

the odds of high school graduation even after controlling for a variety of family 

background variables (Haveman & Wolfe, 1994). Several studies based on the same 

national database of over 10,000 high school students found that school mobility between 

the first and eighth grades increased the odds of dropping out of school during high 

school even after controlling for eighth-grade achievement and other factors (Rumberger 

& Larson, 1998; Swanson & Schneider, 1999; Teachman, Paasch, & Carver, 1996).  

Teacher Turnover and School Performance 

Educational researchers have long held that the presence of a sense of community 

and cohesion among families, teachers, and students is important for the success of 

schools (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987; Grant, 1988; Rosenholtz, 1989). In general, large 
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public schools, especially those in urban, high-poverty areas, are often cited as less likely 

to exhibit a sense of community (Bryk, et al, 1990). In contrast, many have argued that 

small schools are more likely to have a communal climate, providing support for the 

“small is beautiful” view among some educational reformers (Bryk et al., 1990; Guthrie, 

1979; Walberg & Walberg, 1994).  

In examining the connection between the lack of community that results from 

teacher turnover and school effectiveness, Mobley (1982) states that turnover rates of 

twenty-five percent or more will have a negative impact on school performance. Contrary 

to current thinking (e.g., Rosenholtz 1985), large public schools did not have the highest 

rates of teacher turnover. In fact, these schools experienced lower turnover rates than did 

the smallest public schools (i.e., schools with fewer than 300 students). This pattern was 

even more pronounced in the private sector, where sites with the fewest students had 

almost twice the teacher turnover rates than the largest sites (i.e., those with 600 students 

or more). Generally, annual teacher turnover rates in the schools serving the most 

students were about 8-9 percent.   

School Size 

Schools keep getting bigger and bigger. Between 1940 and 1990, the total number 

of elementary and secondary public schools declined 69 percent—from approximately 

200,000 to 62,037—despite a 70 percent increase in the U.S. population (Walberg 1992; 

Howley 1994). Consequently, the average school enrollment rose more than five times—

from 127 to 653. In today's urban and suburban settings, high school enrollments of 2,000 

and 3,000 are commonplace, and New York City has many schools with enrollments 

nearing 5,000 (Henderson and Raywid 1994).  

Smith and DeYoung (1988) identify several factors driving this long-term 

consolidation trend. One has been the desire of school administrators to "demonstrate 

their commitment to the forces of science, progress, and modernization" by seeking to 

make schooling "'efficient,' a notion importantly borrowed from the private sector" (3). 

Smith and DeYoung also cite the 1957 launching of the Soviet space satellite Sputnik and 

the contemporary belief that catching up with the Soviet Union required bigger schools 

that could produce more scientists. Furthermore, they note that compliance with the 
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school desegregation and special entitlement programs originating in the 1960s have 

resulted in additional school mergers.  

A report on small successful schools studied 22 public schools buildings in 12 

states.  The case studies presented revealed that on average, smaller schools can provide a 

safer and more challenging school environment that creates higher academic achievement 

and graduation rates, fewer disciplinary problems and greater satisfaction for families, 

students, and teachers (Nasthan, 2001).  Howley (2001) examined recent research and 

thinking about school size and mentioned two key assumptions: good schools differed 

greatly in size and that there was no “optimal school size”.  Research indicated that 

school size along can have a positive or negative influence on achievement levels, but 

that small schools were more effective in impoverished communities.   

 Correlations between academic achievement and school size were determined by 

a study of 291 schools in urban Texas district.  The study found that female students are 

negatively affected by school size in reading and math at all school levels, while negative 

impact on males was only seen at the high school levels. Kathleen Cotton’s (1996) 

studies displayed strong support for small schools size which produced positive effects on 

students and staff. She found that small schools yield positive results in student attitude, 

social behavior, participation in extracurricular activities, attendance, dropout rates, 

relationships, and self-concepts. As Kenneth Stevenson and Leonard Pellicen (1998) 

found that nothing found from research on school size was clear. There are positives from 

both small and large schools. Positives for small schools were intimacy, flexibility, 

increased parent involvement, and individualized attention were listed as positives for 

small schools. 

 Meir (1996) summarized that the benefits of small schools are found in the fact 

that they are easier to govern, simpler to organize, more conducive to parent involvement, 

safer, easier to be accountable, and provided a climate of belonging and respect.  Smaller 

schools were seen as sustaining communities. Rutter (1988) and Stochard and Mayberry 

(1992) discussed students’ personal and academic self-concepts.  Small schools showed 

more positive results in student attitudes.  Also, students in smaller schools were found to 

have a greater sense of belonging and less negativity than toward larger schools.  

 Attitudes of teachers and administrators favored small schools with Gottfridson 
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(1985) found that negative teacher perceptions and low moral of staff were promoted in 

large schools.  Discipline problems have been found significally reduced in small 

schools.  An orderly environment was easier to maintain in a smaller school, truancy, 

theft, gang participation and substance abuse are all lower in smaller schools. 

 Howley (1996) listed two concerns in the ongoing dilemmas of school size.  One 

dilemma deals with administration and another has to do with instruction. Justifications 

for building larger schools and closing smaller ones were administration and instruction. 

Cubberley (1990), an early advocate of rural school consolidation, believed that pupil- 

teacher ratios could be increased in consolidated schools, longer terms could be held, 

transportation could be provided and rural appropriate curriculum could be consistently 

offered to farm children. These two guiding questions about size are still asked today.  

Today, researchers realized that schools can be too large to perform effectively or even 

efficiently (NASSP, 1996). 

         Klonsky (1995), Raywood (1995) and others report that large schools size hurts 

attendance and dampens enthusiasm for involvement in school activities.  Large schools 

have lower grade averages and standardized test scores coupled with higher dropout rates 

and more problems with violence, security, and drug abuse.Lee and Smith (1996) found 

that savings projected by proponents of school consolidation have not materialized.  

Large schools need more administrative staff and support to handle the increased 

bureaucratic demands.  Another factor to understand is that while large schools offer 

greater curriculum variety, only a small number of the students took advantage of the 

expanded curriculum.  Large schools operate more like “bureaucracies”, small schools 

more like communities. 

Despite agreement among many researchers that the scale of most schools is too 

large, prescriptions for ideal size vary. Fowler (1992). Howley (1996), and others 

consider the potential for curricular adequacy to be reached at 400 students. Meier 

defines small schools as enrolling 300 to 400 students. Lee and Smith (1996) conclude 

that high school students learn best when enrollment is between 600 and 900. A joint 

policy statement issued by the Carnegie Foundation and the National Association of 

Secondary School Principals recommended that high schools break into units of no more 

than 600 students. 
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The Importance of Supervision 

The term "supervisor" is an ambiguous one that seems to house within it mixed 

conceptions of principals. Often linked with educational administration and invariably 

connected with the concept of educational leadership, supervision is today seen as that 

dimension of the profession that is concerned with improvement of instructional 

effectiveness. Nearly all definitions state or imply that supervision is the task assigned to 

certain school employees, whether in a line or staff relationship to classroom teachers, to 

stimulate staff growth and development, to influence teacher behaviors in the classroom, 

and to foster the selection, development, use and evaluation of good instructional 

approaches and materials." (Goldman, 1998). 

The question of who is to be the supervisor has long been debated, and in most 

jurisdictions is answered by legislation. Often central office personnel are made 

responsible for the assessment of teachers for tenure and promotion purposes with the 

principal being assigned the less direct role of information and opinion gatherer. In other 

jurisdictions the principal is in charge of this aspect of supervision also. In all 

jurisdictions the principal is deemed in charge of the instructional program of the school. 

Levin (1998) argued that “if instructional improvements require teachers to change their 

behavior, and if the principal is charged with the responsibility for bringing about such 

improvement then it follows that the ... principal must do something to change teachers' 

behavior.”  

How can the principal know what the teacher is doing without observing 

instructional practice? As Krueger and Parish (1982) attested, principals as a rule "do not 

spend much time either communicating with their superiors or directly supervising 

teachers". In describing their supervisory practices, principals identified the lack of tine 

as a major barrier to their provision of adequate professionally oriented staff supervision 

(Hord et al, 1987). Hord (1992) suggested, however, that much of the principal's time is 

spent emphasizing what they choose to emphasize. Cole and Griffin (1987) emphasized 

that the role of supervisor in the school is one of the most crucial efforts for the 

improvement of the quality of education. Earl (1982) described effective supervision as a 

key to both improvement of instruction and teacher professional growth.  
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Chubb and Moe (1991) described research that assessed the nature of current 

supervisory behavior of principals in terms of what is and what should be. They 

consulted not only principals, but teachers and found that both teachers and principals 

want more classroom supervision. They concluded that "principals want to supervise 

more than they actually do but few principals formally plan to supervise teachers". The 

type of supervision expected of principals by teachers is that which will help them 

improve professionally. Both teachers and principals repeated that for supervision to be 

effective must be direct and purposeful. The importance of developing an honest and 

trusting relationship between the supervisor and those supervised cannot be over-

emphasized. 

Research shows that more effective schools have a special climate—one that 

might be characterized with the global term "collegiality." As McLaughlin and Yee 

(1988) noted, “a collegial environment provides multiple opportunities for interactions 

and creates expectations that colleagues will serve as sources of feedback and support.” 

Such an environment, they noted, serves as an essential source of teacher stimulation and 

motivation. And as Van Maanen and Barley (1984) observed, “commitment to high 

standards of performance is more easily promoted through shared professional norms 

than by bureaucratic controls.”  

Supervisors need a realistic solution to the problem of finding time for effective 

supervision. The typical supervisor spends about three hours a week on classroom 

observation and inservice education (Sullivan,1982). In a 36-week school year, the 

principal could devote approximately 100 hours to instructional supervision—enough 

time to provide clinical supervision to only 10 teachers if the principal followed the 

experts' guidelines. However, most principals have much heavier loads. As a result, they 

compromise by making only one or two observations of most classroom teachers. 

According to a study by Badali and Levin (1984) of Pennsylvania supervisors, almost 

half the principals surveyed reported observing teachers only once or twice a year; 44 

percent of those observations lasted for 30 minutes or less.  

Principals assume a proactive role in supporting teachers' instructional efforts. 

They communicate directly and frequently with teachers about instruction and student 
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needs. An example of frequent interaction with teachers is principals making a 

"conscious effort to interact in a positive manner with every teacher on a daily basis" 

(Reitzug, 1989). Effective principals consistently communicate that academic gains are a 

priority (Andrews, Soder, & Jacoby, 1986). They interact directly with teachers on 

instructional issues. Reitzug's (1989) analysis of teacher and principal interactions 

revealed that in the school where students were achieving there were more interactions 

dealing with instructional matters. Furthermore, a greater amount of time was spent 

during those interactions than the time span of conversations of a non-academic nature. 

 Instructional leaders focusing their interactions on primarily instructional topics 

were also documented by Greenfield (1991). Moreover, these principals not only 

discussed academic issues, they guided, encouraged, reinforced, and promoted teachers' 

instructional efforts (Venezky & Winfield, 1979). Cuban (1989) found that such 

principals were flexible and supportive with teachers' efforts to adapt, modify, or adjust 

instructional approaches to meet the needs of students. Sizemore, Brossard, and Harrigan 

(1983) reported that in a high achieving, predominantly African-American elementary 

school, teaching assignments were matched with teachers' expertise for meeting the needs 

of students. Support for the teachers' instructional efforts occurred because these 

instructional leaders are cognizant of what the teachers are doing. They were aware 

because they were involved. 

Barriers to Supervision 

Barriers to supervision (other than insufficient or unspecified time) which are 

associated with supervision by principals include the basic reticence of people to be 

evaluated, teacher autonomy, a feeling that professionals should not be assessed by 

others, and the lack of experience in supervision characteristic of many principals. 

Nordick (1981) suggested that the barriers are surmountable and that effective 

supervision is possible in a climate of trust. Cooperative planning vary in approach, 

ownership of the program, adequate resources and the ability of teachers to assume 

responsibility for their own professional growth and development, work together to foster 

effective supervisory practices.  
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Ward (1975) argued that, although the principal may be in the one organizational 

position to offer the kind of leadership that results in a creative staff, there may be a lack 

of objectivity in a principal's assessment of teacher behavior. He maintained that few 

people have the personality characteristics that allow them to evaluate and to motivate 

concurrently. Consequently, the principal should be in charge of supervision related to 

development while another person assumes responsibility for evaluative supervision. 

Supervisory Techniques 

An assessment program that has instructional improvements as its major focus 

will have classroom visits as its principal ingredient (Lipham & Hoeh, 1989). Whether or 

not it is the building principal who is responsible for summative evaluation of teachers 

for tenure and promotion purposes, the presence of the principal in the classroom is 

necessary for an adequate formative evaluation of the effectiveness of the school's 

instructional program. Bass (1990) warned principals responsible for tenure decisions to 

be cognizant of the contracts and legal rights of their employees. Principals should base 

their evaluation programs on four factors: the timing, the purpose, the information they 

want, and how the evaluation is to be conducted. Lipham and Hoeh (1989) suggested that 

the purposes for evaluation include effecting changes in goals or objectives, modifying 

procedures, determining ways of implementing procedures, improving the performance 

of individuals, supplying information for modification of assignments, protecting 

individuals and the school, rewarding superior performance, fostering career planning, 

validating the selection process and facilitating self-evaluation.  

Clinical supervision should be viewed as one of many possible modes of 

evaluation. Numerous evaluation instruments have been developed for assessment 

purposes. These can be categorized as those that emphasize traits deemed effective, those 

which emphasize results of performance, and those which combine trait and performance 

aspects. Regardless of the nature of the appraisal system, the principal must demonstrate 

the ability to involve staff in reaching agreement relative to the purposes of evaluation, to 

collect data, and to base decisions on the data collected. 

Rewards available to principals for use with teachers are limited. Typically, five 

variables may be considered in planning far rewarding: effort, skill, seniority, job 
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requirements and performance. Performance is the most significant factor. Principals 

must rely primarily on intrinsically rewarding items for use with teachers. These may 

include appointment to status positions, public recognition, praise, opportunities to 

acquire new skills, release time, appointment to committees, the services of a teacher aid, 

or assignment to a preferred class. In utilizing rewards as a management strategy, the 

principal must be careful to do so consistently, to ascertain their appropriateness, and to 

be able to justify their disbursement (Hunt, 1991). 

The Role of the Principal 

Lipham (1977), a major theorist in the management of educational change, 

examined the role of the principal in change efforts involving an innovation from outside 

the school. He concluded that the principal is a significant internal change agent and a 

crucial linkage agent for the school. The ability of a principal to help bring about change 

in schools is improved and strengthened by increasing contacts with educational systems 

and people external to the school. In describing the tasks of principals, Zechman (1977) 

identified ten specific roles: recruitment and selection of personnel far instruction, 

defining goals and objectives unique to the school collecting, organizing, analyzing and 

interpreting data related to teacher   performance, assigning instructional staff to optimize 

conditions for learning, relating the needs of students to the school system goals and legal 

requirements, recommending staff members for re-employment, promotion or dismissal, 

articulating goals and objectives for subunits within the school , establishing 

communication with the school constituency for the purpose of assessing   needs and 

establishing broad instructional goals, communicating to the staff the feelings of the 

constituency, allocating time and space for instructional purposes. 

The lack of specificity in the definition of the duties of principals in schools was 

discussed by Mazzarella (1977). In addition, the frustration created by the lack of time, 

lack of power and lack of clear role definition in efforts to improve instruction was 

identified. Kearney (1977) concluded that the principal's major duty was to help teachers 

be responsive to student needs regardless of the constraints. The need for the principal to 

be involved in the planning of inservice for the school was identified by Feck and 

Nicetich (1978), who suggested that participatory management of any type decreases the 
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feelings of alienation and perceived autonomy in the lower levels of an organization. 

Watson (1978) concluded that, if principals are indeed to be participatory managers, they 

need training in management skills.  

In 1979, Welby described the principal as an authority figure, a student advocate, 

a person in the middle, an educational leader, an acknowledged expert, a decision maker, 

a problem solver and a disciplinarian. Yingling (1979) focused on the necessity for 

principals to be knowledgeable about educational legislation and to provide active 

leadership in the school and in the community to promote good legislation and to oppose 

potentially harmful acts.  

Hay (1980) stated that "(t)he primary task of today's principal is management and 

this kind of competency has replaced skill in teaching as the major requirement for 

fulfilling the role" (27). Skill in management is important, indeed, but the reality of 

teaching principals suggests that there must also be competency in teaching. Hay 

identifies several areas of competency crucial for a principal of the 1980's:  legal 

awareness , community relations, co-operative relations, management of curriculum 

development, management of supervision and evaluation, human relations skills, political 

skills. 

Renson (1980) identified another area of importance in same educational 

jurisdictions-contract negotiations. Lietz and Tawle (1980) suggested that the whole area 

of special education is an independent principal task and that in today's schools principals 

must plan, coordinate and evaluate special education programs and services as part of 

their normal tasks. Young and Brooks (1980) suggested that in the society of today, 

change is occurring at a very rapid rate creating the need for a stabilizing factor in the 

school. They indicated that the establishment of a school philosophy is crucial for 

stability and that the principal must assume responsibility for its development. In all this, 

Scott (1980) suggested, the principal can easily lose sight of the fact that the primary 

responsibility of schools is the provision of instruction for students. The principal, 

therefore, must recognize his major role as being the instructional leader in the school. 

Geering (1980) stated that the principal is "pivotal" to the success of the school. 

In making decisions, establishing communication patterns, setting school climate, 
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introducing innovations, supervising curriculum, maintaining physical facilities, and 

establishing good school-community relationships, it is the principal who is primarily 

responsible for teacher morale and for pupil and staff performance. 

Willower and Kzentz (1982) and Ens (1982) reported time and task studies of 

principals. Each of these studies confirmed the findings of Petersan (1977) that the 

majority of the time spent by most principals is spent in general administrative tasks. Ens 

identified most of the activities as being self-initiated. Willower and Krentz  (1982) 

described the work of a principal as being at a rapid pace, varied, and demonstrating a 

strong verbal emphasis. They suggested that few differences exist between the tasks 

enacted by elementary and secondary principals. It seems, however, that elementary 

principals receive more written communications from central office personnel than do 

secondary principals.  

Martin and Willower (1981) proposed a model of sectional control in high schools 

and stated that principals tend to defer their instructional authority to other people. 

Building maintenance an the other hand is a readily accepted task. They reported that 

principals have an "insider" focus, that is, that they seldom look to sources outside their 

immediate environment for assistance in solving the problems in their school or for 

initiating innovative action.  

Hoy and Henderson (1983) examined the authenticity of principals in relation to 

its influence on school climate and pupil-control. They demonstrated clearly that "The 

principal is the single most important individual in setting the tone of relationships in an 

elementary school' and, further, that not only was the willingness of principals to have 

teachers participate in the management of schools important but that principals must be 

perceived as "authentic" if they are to be pervasive influences on the organizational 

climate of their school. 

The Importance of the Principal as Instructional Leader 

One of the most consistently recurring themes in the description of the role of the 

principal is that the only way instructional programs improve in schools is for the 

principals to provide teachers with sound instructional leadership. Cotton and Savard 

(1980) reviewed research conducted relative to the instructional leadership role and 
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concluded that principals who demonstrate good instructional leadership are 

characterized by frequent observation and/or participation in classroom instruction; clear 

communication, to staff, of expectations relative to the instructional program; central 

involvement in decision making relative to the instructional program, active participation 

in planning and evaluating the instructional program: and demonstrating high 

expectations for the instructional program. 

The principal's role as instructional leader is often discussed in two bodies of 

literature - that related to curriculum implementation, and that related to program 

improvement. Dow and Whitehead (1981) demonstrated, however, that it is unreasonable 

to expect principals to be the leaders in curriculum implementation if their roles are not 

clarified as such and if they are not provided with training in the manner in which 

implementation should occur. They further stated that the principal cannot be expected to 

be committed to the implementation process if their superiors are not committed to the 

change. 

Viney (1981) in describing the role of the principal in implementation from the 

perspective of the classroom teacher, identified four major tasks: weather commentator,  

yes-man, school grapevine, and paper clip officiator .As weather commentator, the 

principal can provide ideas and information to the teacher for the implementation effort. 

The principal as yes-man can support the efforts that teachers are making to change and 

encourage self-initiated implementation efforts. As the school grapevine the principal can 

help teachers be familiar with the innovation efforts of others. The paper clip officiator 

guarantees that the teacher has the resources needed to implement the curriculum and that 

no impediment blocks or stalls the implementation effort. 

Leithwood and Montgomery (1981) addressed the role of the principal in program 

improvement. They suggested that the principal is the key to program improvement 

because of the effect exercised and factors related to student classroom and school-wide 

experiences. These factors include such things as materials and resources, time 

management, and the physical environment. They analyzed and categorized the activities 

of principals in program improvement efforts. The categories that emerged are displayed 

in the following table. 
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Table 3. Roles of the Principal in Program Improvement (Leithwood & 

Montgomery, 1981) 

Involving staff Collecting information 

Doing things with staff Using vested authority 

Being positive, cheerful and encouraging Providing direct service to students 

Being with/available or accessible to staff Assisting with and supporting teachers' regular tasks 

Being honest, direct and sincere Facilitating within-school communication 

Getting staff to express/set their own goals Providing information to staff 

Miscellaneous Focusing attention an special needs of students 

Providing staff with knowledge and skill Facilitating communication between the school and 
community 

Using goal and priority-setting and 
planning 

Finding non-teaching time for staff 

 

The Advent and Rise of Public School Accountability 

 In recent years, all 50 states have embarked on education initiatives related to 

high standards and challenging content. A central focus of these efforts has been the 

establishment of a standards-based reforms have been assessments that measure student 

performance and accountability systems that are at least partially focused on student 

outcomes. The policy talk has asserted that these high standards apply to all students, and 

standards-based reform focuses on high achievement for all children.  

 Much of this activity has taken place within the context of the Improving 

America’s Schools Act (IASA) of 1994. This law created major changes in Title I of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the $8 billion federal program that provides 

additional funding to schools with large concentrations of poor children. The legislation 

was developed in response to concerns about the operation and impact of the Title I 

program over the previous 25 years: low expectations for educationally disadvantaged 

students, an instructional emphasis on basic skills, isolation from the regular curriculum, 

and a focus on procedural compliance rather than academic outcomes (U.S. Department 

of Education, 1993). Researchers, policymakers, and advocates concluded that a new 

federal approach was needed to improve education for all students—an approach built on 

a framework of standards-based reform that is integrated with state and local education 

reform initiatives. 

 The provisions of IASA give states a prominent role in Title I. States are expected 

to establish challenging content and performance standards, implement assessments that 
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measure student performance against these standards, hold schools and school systems 

accountable for the achievement of all students, and take other steps that promote 

programmatic flexibility and foster instructional and curricular reform. States are also 

expected to align their Title I programs with these policies to ensure that disadvantaged 

students are held to the same high standards. In addition, the 1997 revisions to the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) require states to include students 

having disabilities in state and district assessment programs, with appropriate 

accommodations, and to disaggregate and report their test scores. 

Measures of Student Performance 

 The state accountability systems that have emerged over the last decade focus on 

student outcomes, particularly student performance on state assessments. Some states 

also collect measures of non-cognitive performance, such as attendance and dropout 

rates, and a few states incorporate local assessment results in their accountability 

measures. Forty-eight states use a state assessment as the principal indicator of school 

performance. The other two states—Iowa and Nebraska—require their districts to test 

students in specified grades or grade spans, but leave the choice of assessment instrument 

to the locality. States differ, however, in the subjects and grades they assess and the types 

of tests they administer. All 48 states with statewide assessment systems test students in 

mathematics and English/language arts or reading, fewer states test writing (31), science 

(34), and social studies (29). 

 The Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA) of 1994 requires that states test 

students at least once during each of three grade spans: third-to-fifth, sixth-to-ninth, and 

tenth-to-twelfth; but, states assess students considerably more often, with some states 

testing students in almost every grade. The 48 states fell into one of three categories in 

1999-2000: 

•  testing students in one grade per subject at the elementary school, middle school, 

and high school levels; 

•  testing the same subject, using the same assessment, in consecutive grades 

between the second or third grade and at least the eighth grade; or 

•  testing consecutive grades between second or third grade and eighth grade in 

different subjects or using multiple assessments. 
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 In 1999-2000, twelve states tested students in the same subject areas in 

consecutive grades: Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida, Idaho, Mississippi, New 

Mexico, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and West Virginia. Arizona 

and Florida use a norm-referenced test in all grades, but their state standards-based 

assessments in only four grades (NCES, 2002). 

 States often collect measures of student performance other than tested 

achievement. Local report cards in more than half of the states include attendance rates or 

average daily attendance (39), dropout rates (37), graduation rates (27), and enrollment 

(38). More than one-fifth of the states also include student mobility (11), and promotion 

or retention rates (12) on the report cards. About one-half of the states report information 

on Advanced Placement course taking and test scores and average SAT or ACT scores 

(NCES, 2002). 

Reporting on School, Student and District Performance 

 Public reporting is the most basic form of accountability. Schools give an account 

of their programs and performance. The public can then use this information to demand 

improvements in their schools, or possibly to choose alternative schools for their 

children. All states and districts receiving Title I funds must issue annual school, district, 

and state report cards that include information on student achievement (USDOE, 2003). 

All 50 states currently produce or require local school districts to publish district or 

school report cards. School report cards are prepared in 40 states (Council of Chief State 

School Officers, 2000). The report cards include, at a minimum, student performance on 

state or local assessments. States that have established student performance levels, such 

as advanced, proficient, basic, and below basic, generally report the percentage of 

students scoring at each of these levels. If the state assessment is norm-referenced or 

includes a norm-referenced component, scores are also usually reported as scale scores or 

by the national percentile ranking. In some cases, however, scores from norm-referenced 

assessments are used to place students into proficiency levels (Council of Chief State 

School Officers, 2000). 

 Public reports also include data on non-cognitive measures of student 

performance and other factors influencing education. As noted earlier, nearly 40 states 

report student attendance, dropout rates, and graduation rates. Many states include 
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indicators of school climate, teacher quality, and fiscal resources. The most commonly 

reported input measures include data on school discipline, safety, and climate (21 states); 

teacher qualifications and experience (24 states); class size or student-to-teacher ratio (21 

states); and financial information, such as per-pupil expenditure and school and district 

revenues (31 states). School safety, climate, and discipline data include the number of 

violent incidents against teachers and students, and the number of student suspensions 

and expulsions. In addition to information on class size or student-to-teacher ratios, 

schools and districts also commonly report the number of staff in a school and the ratio of 

administrators to students. Data on teacher experience and qualifications generally 

include the number or percentage of teachers with graduate degrees and number of years 

of teaching experience (Center for Policy Research in Education, 2002). 

 Thirty-nine of the states with statewide assessment systems report that they 

disaggregate test data by race/ethnicity and gender. Student data are disaggregated by 

socio-economic status (usually free or reduced-lunch eligibility) in 35 states, by English- 

proficiency status in 30 states, and by migrant status in 17 states. These states, however, 

do not necessarily report disaggregated test scores to the public. 

 In the latest survey by the National Center on Educational Statistics (2001), all 

special education directors in states having statewide assessments reported that the scores 

of test-takers receiving special education services were disaggregated. In 1997, twenty-

two states did not disaggregate these data. It is not known however, how many states 

publicly report the performance of students with disabilities. Current data show that states 

take one of the five following approaches in disaggregating and reporting scores of 

students with disabilities and of English language learners: 

1. The states neither disaggregate nor report these scores. 

2. The states disaggregate but do not publicly report the scores. 

3. The states do not disaggregate but include the scores in aggregate score reports. 

4. The states report the scores of tests taken under standard conditions or under 

conditions that do not interfere with the comparability of scores of students tested 

under regular conditions. 

5. The states disaggregate and report all scores. 
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Types of Accountability Systems 

 State accountability systems can be grouped into three categories based on who 

sets goals for the system and the extent to which schools and districts are held 

accountable for student performance. The three categories are: public reporting systems, 

locally-defined accountability systems, and state-defined accountability systems (Evers & 

Walberg, 2002).  

 While all states report annually on student performance, only 13 states, use public 

reporting as their primary accountability mechanism.  In most of these states, districts are 

required to administer and report the results of a statewide assessment. The two states 

without statewide assessment systems require districts to administer tests of their 

choosing (Evers & Walberg, 2002). Districts must provide performance reports to their 

communities that include student achievement and possibly other measures of student 

performance. None of these states rank or rate school or district performance, or identify 

low performing schools. These tasks are left to the public and local educators. A few of 

these states do hold students accountable for academic performance through high school 

exit examinations (NCES, 2001). 

 Three of the states that rely on public reporting—Alaska, Georgia, and Hawaii—

are developing school-based accountability systems that are supposed to go into effect in 

2001-2002 or later. Policymakers in other states, such as New Hampshire and Minnesota, 

have proposed such systems, but have not yet gained the political support needed to gain 

passage of accountability systems in their state legislatures (CCSSO, 2002). 

 The second type of accountability system is the locally defined system. States 

using this system allow districts to establish criteria for school performance, but use 

strategic plans or district and school improvement plans to hold districts accountable for 

student performance. For example, under the Kansas Quality Performance Accreditation 

system, schools establish student exit outcomes and target weak areas for improvement. 

Schools are expected to show evidence of continuous student improvement as part of 

their accreditation review (NCES, 2001). Wyoming holds districts accountable through 

an accreditation process that requires periodic district site visits and all schools and 

districts to submit an accreditation packet to the state department of education. This 

continuous improvement process involves the following elements: standards, measures, a 



 46

school improvement planning profile, school improvement goals, an action plan, targets 

for at-risk subgroups, staff development, and school improvement results. 

 The 33 states that use state-defined accountability systems set performance goals 

for schools or school districts and hold these units directly accountable for meeting these 

outcome goals. These states also establish rewards for meeting or exceeding state goals, 

sanctions for not meeting their targets, or both. Districts can exceed or supplement state 

accountability policies. The state performance goals vary along several dimensions, 

including how performance is measured and whether the performance goal is fixed or 

relative. Similarly, the consequences of not meeting state goals can range from school 

improvement planning to a loss of state accreditation or state takeover (CCSSO, 2002). 

 The 33 states with state-defined accountability systems use the results of state 

assessments as the primary measure of school and district performance. Therefore, 

performance measures for school and district accountability reflect the diversity of state 

assessment systems described earlier in this report. Twenty states use criterion-referenced 

assessments for accountability purposes. Six states use norm-referenced exams, such as 

the SAT-9, the Terra Nova, or the ITBS, to measure school and district performance. All 

six states administer both criterion- and norm-referenced examinations, but have chosen 

to use the results of the norm-referenced tests in their accountability systems. Three of 

these states—California, Mississippi, and Nevada—are moving from an accountability 

system based on norm-referenced test results to one that incorporates results from 

criterion-referenced tests. The remaining seven states use a combination of norm-

referenced and criterion-referenced assessment systems as accountability indicators 

(NCES, 2001). 

 In addition to test scores, 19 of the 33 states with state-defined accountability 

systems use non-cognitive indicators to measure performance of schools or districts. The 

most common non-cognitive indicators are the attendance rate (15 states), dropout rate 

(12 states), and graduation rate (six states). Other indicators include suspension and 

retention rates. These 19 states incorporate non-cognitive indicators in their 

accountability systems in one of three ways: as part of a school performance index, as 

discrete measures, or as a preliminary or secondary indicator. Maryland’s School 

Performance Index, for example, is a weighted average of a school’s relative distance 
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from satisfactory standards on the state assessment, attendance, and dropouts (high 

school only). Kentucky’s Long-term Accountability Model includes a nonacademic index 

with four outcomes: attendance rate, retention rate, dropout rate (middle and high 

school), and rate of successful transition to adult life (high school only). The non-

academic index accounts for five percent of the total state index at the elementary level to 

just under 11 percent at the high school level. Similarly, Oregon’s Student Behavior 

Rating will be based on attendance and dropout rates, with each rate converted to an 

index. Index measures of student performance, student behavior, and school 

characteristics will be combined to create an overall school performance rating (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2002). 

 A few states include non-cognitive measures as a preliminary or secondary 

indicator or as a district option. Under the Florida A+ Plan, a school’s letter grade is 

reduced by one level if it reports absenteeism, dropout rates, or suspension rates 

significantly above the state average. Colorado includes dropout, student attendance 

(including the number of expelled and suspended students), graduation requirements and 

rates, the percentage of students participating in and exempt from assessment programs, 

and evidence of a safe, civil learning climate in its list of indicators for district 

accreditation. Colorado specifies targets for student performance on the state assessment, 

but it leaves goals in each non-cognitive area to district discretion. While Missouri is 

redefining its definition of academically deficient schools, the state uses graduation rates 

of less than 65 percent as a preliminary indicator that a school district is low-performing 

(Center for Policy Research in Education, 2002). 

Performance Goals for Students 

 A key component of standards-based reform is establishing challenging standards 

for all students. Accountability systems are largely designed to ensure that schools and 

school districts make continuous and substantial progress, within an appropriate 

timeframe, toward the goal of all students’ meeting state levels of proficient and 

advanced achievement. This section looks at the goals that states have established for 

their schools. Do they expect schools to bring all students to the proficient level, or do 

they have different goals against which to measure school progress? 
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 There is wide variation in school performance goals among the 33 states with 

state-defined accountability systems. State targets appear to vary along three dimensions: 

the expected level of student performance (such as basic or proficient), the percentage of 

students that must meet these standards, and the length of time schools have to meet their 

goal. Where states set their school performance goals reflects their strategy of incentives 

for growth and change (Evers & Walberg, 2002).  

 Most states expect to bring some or all students to proficient levels of 

performance. The measure of proficiency, however, is not comparable across states. 

States use different assessments aligned with different standards and set different cut 

scores for different performance levels. A student proficient on the Rhode Island 

assessment, for example, may (or may not) exhibit a different level or mix of knowledge 

and skills than a student who performs at a proficient level in Maryland or Wisconsin. A 

few states focus on student achievement at more basic levels of performance. Florida, for 

example, gives A and B grades to schools where at least half of the students reach Level 

3 (“the student has partial success with the state standards”) on the state assessment. 

Louisiana’s 10-year goal is for all students to perform at the basic level. A student at 

this level “has demonstrated only the fundamental knowledge and skills needed for the 

next level of schooling(CCSSO, 2000).” 

 About half of the states that set performance goals have created multiple 

performance thresholds to distinguish low-performing schools from schools that far 

exceed state standards. Placement in one of the four school performance levels 

(exemplary, recognized, acceptable, and low-performing) in Texas is determined by 

performance on three indicators: the percentage of students passing the TAAS, the 

percentage of students dropping out of school, and the attendance rate. Thus, for the 

1999-2000 school year, Texas rated a school as low-performing if: fewer than 50 percent 

of all students and the students in each subgroup passed the state assessment, the school 

had a dropout rate higher than six percent for all students and subgroups, and the school 

attendance rate was below 94 percent. To obtain exemplary status, schools had to achieve 

a 90 percent passing rate on TAAS and a dropout rate of one percent or lower (CCSSO, 

2002). 
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 States also differ in the number of categories they create and the terminology they 

use to describe levels of student performance. Florida assigns letter grades (A, B, C, D, 

and F) to its five performance categories that reflect the percentage of students scoring at 

or above Level 2 (minimum criteria) or Level 3 (higher criteria) on the state assessment. 

Michigan uses accreditation terminology to classify its schools: a school receives 

summary accreditation if at least two-thirds of students score at the highest performance 

level on all state assessments, and an interim accreditation if more than half of students 

meet this goal on at least one assessment. Massachusetts has six performance categories 

(very high to critically low) and four improvement categories (NCES, 2001). 

Closing the Achievement Gap: Accounting for Student Subgroups 

 Only six states consider the extent to which schools narrow the achievement gap 

between low and high-performing students when measuring the progress of their schools, 

but ten states address performance differences by including subgroup performance in 

their accountability systems. States account for subgroup performance in one of four 

ways: 

•  as a requirement for making adequate yearly progress, 

•  as a requirement for receiving a reward, 

•  as a secondary accountability indicator, or 

•  as a school analysis requirement. 

Two states (Texas and New Mexico) include subgroup performance in their 

measures of adequate yearly progress. To receive an acceptable rating in Texas, each 

racial/ethnic (African American, Hispanic, White) and socio-economic (economically 

disadvantaged) subgroup, and the total student population in a school and district must 

meet the performance targets for each academic subject and non-cognitive indicator. In 

New Mexico, special education students, students with limited-English proficiency, and 

economically-disadvantaged students are identified at each school and their progress is 

assessed under the state accountability program. All students, including these three 

subgroups, are required to make adequate yearly progress (Evers & Walberg, 2002). 

Other states have begun to include subgroup performance in their rewards 

programs. Under new policies in California, Maryland, and South Carolina, state rewards 

and recognition will take into consideration the performance of minority students and 
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other subpopulations in each school. To receive a grade of A or B in Florida, a school 

must ensure that racial/ethnic subgroups (African American, Hispanic, White, Asian, and 

Native American students) and poor students meet minimum performance criteria. To be 

eligible for rewards in Louisiana, schools are required to show improvement in the scores 

of their at-risk populations. New York has also proposed including subgroup performance 

as indicators in its reward system (NCES, 2001). 

Carrots and Sticks: Consequences for Student Performance 

 Accountability systems create incentives for schools and school improvement by 

defining and measuring performance outcomes and progress, and by attaching 

consequences to these outcomes. Consequences for students, schools, and school districts 

vary across states, depending on the locus of authority (state versus local) and state 

willingness and capacity to intervene in low-performing schools. Most states direct 

rewards and sanctions to the school level. States use a combination of public reporting, 

ratings, program improvement, rewards, and intervention to hold schools accountable for 

student performance. All 50 states have some kind of public reporting, but only 33 states 

impose consequences on all schools beyond reporting. The other 17 states have 

accountability policies that apply only to Title I schools (U.S. Department of Education, 

2001). 

 All 33 states with state-defined accountability systems identify low-performing 

schools and have some provision for assistance, either from the state or the local school 

district. State assistance can include support in the school improvement planning process, 

funding for the school improvement planning process and for improvement initiatives, or 

technical assistance. Most of these states apply sanctions to schools that fail to improve 

after a specified period of time. Many states also give schools financial rewards for high 

levels of performance or for the improvement of student outcomes (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2001). 

 A majority of the 33 states require low-performing schools to develop 

improvement or action plans that identify strategies to address their areas of weakness. In 

addition, some states mandate public hearings to inform the public about a school’s low 

performance and offer the larger school community an opportunity to provide input 

(National Center on Educational Outcomes, 1999). The state may also send a team to 
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guide the school through this planning process, provide mandatory technical assistance, 

and then monitor the school’s improvement over the following year or years. If a school 

fails to meet state improvement goals within a specified time period, states may apply 

more intensive monitoring or intervene in the operation of the school (Public Agenda, 

2000). States like Alabama and Arkansas have developed multiple levels of state 

intervention. Alabama schools are identified as Alert 1, Alert 2, and Alert 3. An Arkansas 

school may go from High Priority Status in the first year of low performance to 

Academic Distress Status I, II, or III after a school performs poorly and does not improve 

after four or more years. Intervention may include state-imposed policies and practices, 

on-site review by state officials, increased technical assistance, or transfer or replacement 

of staff. Schools in states with performance-based accreditation systems may also suffer 

suspension or revocation of their accreditation. Students in at least six states, such as 

Connecticut, Florida, Louisiana, and New York, are also allowed to transfer to another 

school. 

 States may also intervene in the governance of schools. Nineteen states have 

enacted policies that allow them to reconstitute schools (Ziebarth, 2000). If a Colorado 

school that has been graded “” fails to improve after two years, it could be chartered as an 

independent school. Although there is considerable state involvement in the process, the 

charter would be ultimately negotiated between the local board and the independent 

charter. The Maryland Board of Education has the authority to reconstitute failing 

schools, and recently assigned the management of three elementary schools to a private 

provider. A Texas school that fails to improve may be ordered to close (Ziebarth, 2000). 

 Nineteen states include or plan to include monetary or non-monetary awards 

in their school accountability systems (National Center on Educational Outcomes, 1999). 

The Florida legislature, for example, appropriated $15 million in 1999 for the Florida 

School Recognition Program. Each qualified school will be allocated up to $100 per full-

time-equivalent staff member. Qualified schools include those meeting the A-grade 

criteria or showing significant improvement. Schools that improve one letter grade from 

one year to the next year, and F-graded schools that show significant improvement also 

qualify to receive additional funding. New Jersey has established an Academic 

Achievement Reward Program that awards $10 million annually to schools that attain 
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absolute success in or make significant progress toward high student achievement as 

measured by the state assessment system (Goertz, 2000).  

Schools with 90 percent of students meeting state standards receive absolute-

success rewards. The remaining schools are divided into five bands based on their 

passing rates; the 10 percent with the highest level of improvement in each band receive 

significant-progress rewards. A per-pupil amount is determined by dividing the $10 

million appropriation by the number of students taking the test in each of the qualifying 

schools (Goertz, M.E., and LeFloch, K.C., 2000). 

Florida’s System of Accountability and the Grading of Schools 

The Florida legislature has specified responsibilities in terms of public school 

accountability at the state, district and school level. Legislative language addressing these 

responsibilities is as follows: 

• State: Florida Statute 229.0535 states that it is the state’s responsibility “… that 

all public schools be held accountable for students performing at acceptable 

levels. A system of school improvement and accountability that assesses student 

performance by school, identifies schools in which students are not making 

adequate progress toward state standards, institutes appropriate measures for 

enforcing improvement and provides rewards and sanctions based on 

performance….” 

• District: Florida Statute 230.23(16) states that the district maintain a system of 

school improvement and accountability including the following: “…(a) school 

improvement plans, (b) approval process by the district school board, (c) 

assistance and intervention for each school in danger of not meeting state 

standards or making adequate progress, (d) notification to the Commissioner of 

Education and the State Board of Education if after 2 years any school does not 

make adequate progress, (e) public disclosure of information regarding 

performance of students and educational programs, and (f) school improvement 

funds for developing and implementing school improvement plans.” 

• School: Florida Statute 230.23(16) states that the school improvement plan 

“…shall be designed to achieve the state education goals and student performance 
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standards…each plan shall also address issues relative to budget, training, 

instructional materials, technology, staffing, student support services, specific 

school safety and discipline strategies, and other matters of resource allocation, as 

determined by school board policy, and should be based on an analysis of student 

achievement and other school performance data.” 

The school grading component is an important part of Florida’s standards-based 

system of accountability. The1999 legislation requires schools to be assigned a 

performance grade of “A” to “F” based primarily upon student achievement data from the 

Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT). The purpose of school grades is to 

communicate to the public how well a school is performing relative to state standards. 

School grades were first designated in the summer of 1999 using FCAT student 

achievement data from the 1998-99 school year. While FCAT performance data are the 

primary criteria used in calculating a school’s grade, other data included the percent of 

students tested, attendance and discipline data, and dropout rates. The performance grade 

represents the school’s progress as shown in the following table: 

Table 4. Florida Public School Grading System 

Performance Grades 

A School making excellent progress 

B School making above average progress 

C School making satisfactory progress 

D School making less than satisfactory progress 

F School failing to make adequate progress 

 

 Each year since the 1999 legislation, performance grades have been calculated 

using increasingly comprehensive assessment data. The FCAT has been expanded to 

allow school performance criteria to be established for grades 3-10, resulting in a greater 

percentage of a school’s student population being included in the performance 

designation. Ultimately, school grade designations will be based on the annual learning 

gains of each student toward achievement of the Sunshine State Standards appropriate for 

the student’s grade level. 
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Beginning in 1999-2000, each school received a school improvement rating in 

addition to its performance grade designation. The rating will indicate if the school’s 

student achievement in reading has “improved,” “remained the same,” or “declined.” 

Since that time, the number of schools that have attained an “A” school grade has 

increased greatly. Figure 2.2 displays the changes in the number of schools that have 

attained an “A” over the past five years. 

 In addition to increases in the number of high performing (“A”) schools, there has 

been a corresponding decrease in the number of low performing schools (“D/F”) for that 

same time period. Figure 2.3 illustrates the changes in the number of low performing 

schools along with changes in the requirements for grade attainment for the period from 

1999 to 2003. 

 

Fig. 2-2. Increase in “A” Schools from 1999 to 2003 (Florida Department of  

Education, 2003) 
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Fig. 2.3 Changes in the Number of Low Performing Schools and Raised 

Performance Goals (Florida Department of Education, 2003) 

 As the Figure 2.3 illustrates, the year immediately following the raising of the 

standards for grade attainment, there is a marked increase in the number of low 

performing (“D/F”) schools, followed the subsequent year by an even more dramatic 

decrease in the number of schools of this type. 

Recognition of Outstanding School Performance and Assistance for Low-Performing 

Schools 

The Florida School Recognition Program provides financial awards and greater 

autonomy to schools that sustain high performance or demonstrate exemplary 

improvement due to innovation and effort. Schools receiving a performance grade of “A” 

and schools improving at least one school performance grade are eligible for school 

recognition awards. School recognition awards may be used for performance bonuses for 

faculty and staff or for equipment and materials. School advisory council members and 

school staff determine how these funds will be used. Figure 2.4 illustrates the percentage 

of schools that either maintained or increased an “A” grade between the 2001-2002 

school year and the 2002-2003 school year. 
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Fig. 2.4 Schools That Maintained or Improved Their School Grade (Florida 

Department of Education, 2003) 

The State’s Response to Chronically Low-Performing Schools 

According to the state legislature, assistance and intervention sufficient to attain 

adequate improvement must be provided to schools designated performance grades “D” 

and “F.” Under the mandated Assistance Plus program, the Florida Department of 

Education prioritizes its services to these schools. Districts must develop and deliver a 

two-year plan of increasing assistance and intervention to low- performing schools. 

District school boards are encouraged to prioritize allocation of funds to improve student 

performance in “D” and “F” schools. School boards are also encouraged to provide 

incentives to teachers to work in these schools. Boards are authorized to declare an 

emergency in cases where one or more schools are failing or in danger of failing. 

The State Board of Education has the authority to intervene in the operation of a 

school district when one or more schools in the district have failed to make adequate 

progress for any two school years in a four-year period. For determining when a school is 

eligible for state board action, “two years in a four-year period” means if a school has an 

“F” in one year and in any of the prior three years, then the school would be considered 

failing for two years in a four-year period starting with performance grades from the 

1998-99 school year. When making recommendations for actions to be taken by the 
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school district, the State Board of Education must consider whether or not the students in 

the failing school have available options for improved educational services. 

The State Board of Education is authorized to recommend one or more of the 

following actions to school boards to enable students in schools designated as 

performance grade “F” to be academically well served by the public school system. 

1. Provide additional resources, change certain practices and provide additional 

assistance if the State Board determines the causes of inadequate progress to 

be related to district policy or practice; and/or 

2. Implement a plan that satisfactorily resolves the education equity problems in 

the school; and/or 

3. Contract for the educational services of the school, or reorganize the school at 

the end of the school year under a new principal, who is authorized to hire 

new staff and implement a plan that addresses the causes of inadequate 

progress; and/or 

4. Allow parents of students in the school to send their children to another 

district school of their choice; and/or 

5. Other action appropriate to improve the school’s performance. 

 Figure 2.5 illustrates the changes in school performance and the accompanying 

school grade change. Since 1999, the percentage of schools graded A or B has increased 

from 21% (515 schools) to 69% (1799 schools) in 2003. Since 1999, the percentage of 

schools graded D or F has decreased from 28% (677 schools) to 7% (176 schools) in 

2003. When the state looked at how schools that had been designated as low performing 

in the first year of school grading were performing four years later, it found that 58% of 

the original low performing schools were now performing at the level of “C” or better. 

Figure 2.6 shows the grade distribution of the original low performing schools for the 

2002-2003 school year. 

 



 58

 

Fig. 2.5 Change in Percentage of “A/B” and “D/F” Schools from 1999 to 2003 

(Florida Department of Education, 2003) 

 

 

 

 Fig. 2.6 2002-2003 Grade Distribution for Original Group of Low 

 Performing Schools (Florida Department of Education, 2003) 
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 Reading performance has always been one of the key determinants of school 

grades and is of special interest to the state. As indicated in Figure 2.7, Since 1999, the 

percentage of students reading on grade level or above has increased in most of the 

original 158 schools. The median percentage of students reading on or above grade level 

in 1999 in the 158 schools was 18%, which by 2003 has increased to 31%. 

 
Fig. 2.7 Percent of Students Reading on Grade Level or Above (Florida Department 

of Education, 2003) 

 

The State Board of Education is authorized to require the Department of 

Education or the Comptroller to withhold any transfer of lottery funds to the school 

district if, within the time frame specified in State Board action, the district has failed to 

comply with the action ordered to improve the district’s low- performing schools. 

Withholding the transfer of funds shall occur only after all other recommended actions 

for school improvement have failed to improve performance. The State Board of 

Education may invoke the same penalty on any school board that fails to develop and 

implement a plan for assistance and intervention for low-performing schools as specified 

in Section 230.23(16)(c), Florida Statutes. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to determine the relationship between the 

principal’s span of control and school performance. Using archival data on high and low 

achieving elementary public schools in the twelve largest school districts in Florida for a 

four-year period from 1998-99 through 2001-2002, the researcher used multiple 

regression and bivariate correlation to determine if there was a significant relationship 

between span of control and school performance, and to determine the unique effect of 

each of the school level variables associated with span of control on school performance. 

The researcher sought to answer the following research questions: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between span of control and school performance 

in the populations of elementary schools identified as either high achieving or low 

achieving during the academic years, 1998-1999 through 2001-2002?  

1. What is the correlation of the selected school level variables with the school’s 

performance? 

2. What is the unique effect of each of the selected school level variables on the 

school’s performance? 

The study was exploratory by virtue of the fact that little is known about the 

relationship between span of control and school performance. Gaining a better 

understanding of how span of control relates to school performance and in turn, affect the 

ability of principals to effectively manage schools, will assist districts in structuring more 

effective school leadership teams. 

The dependent variable in this study was school performance, defined as the 

average 5th reading score on the Florida Comprehensive Achievement Text (FCAT). This 

variable is one of the key determinants of a school’s accountability grade on Florida’s A+ 

Plan for School Accountability. Mean scores are reported on a scale of 100-500. In 

addition, FCAT Reading scores are reported in terms of five achievement levels (1-low to 

5-high).  
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The primary independent variable of the principal’s span of control was defined 

as the ratio of administrators to non-administrative personnel. For example, in a school 

with one administrator (a principal) and 86 non-administrative personnel, the principal’s 

span of control would be 1:86. A school with the same number of non-administrative 

personnel (86), but with a principal and assistant principal would equal a span of control 

of 1:43.  

The secondary independent school level variables examined in the study were 

selected based on the research literature identification of their correlation with school 

performance and their logical linkage to the three elements of span of control—diversity, 

stability and size. The researcher chose to identify the variables supported in the literature 

as being correlated to school performance, and that fit into Gulick’s theory of span of 

control and the variables of diversity, stability and size. Diversity was represented in the 

variables of percentage of minority students and percentage of students qualifying for 

free and reduced lunch. Stability was represented as student mobility rates, rates of 

teacher turnover, and teachers’ average years of teaching experience. Size was 

represented as total student enrollment in each school.  

Identifying the Populations of the Study 

The study focused on two populations of elementary schools in the twelve largest 

districts in Florida. The first population consisted of elementary schools in these districts 

that maintained either an "A/B" accountability grade as a part of Florida's A+ Plan over 

the four-year period from the 1998-99 academic year through the 2001-2002 academic 

year. The second population consisted of elementary schools in the twelve largest school 

districts in Florida that had failed to attain an accountability grade higher than “D/F” for 

the same four-year period. There were 146 schools that maintained an A/B grade over 

this time period, and 62 schools that did not attain a grade higher than D/F.  

The determination of a school’s accountability grade is made annually, with each 

successive year since the inception of school grading bringing slight to significant 

changes in the requirements for grade attainment. Since the inception of school grading in 

1998, there have been numerous fluctuations in the grades attained by individual schools 

(See Figure 3.1).  



 62

 
Fig. 3.1 Distribution of School Grades from 1998 to 2003 (Florida Department of 

Education, 2003) 

 

 To identify the schools in the two populations, the researcher utilized the Florida 

Department of Education website entitled School Grades, and downloaded an Excel sheet 

for each of the twelve districts. The database program has functions that allowed the 

researcher to only select schools that had maintained “A/B” grades over the four-year 

period and that had failed to earn a grade higher than “D/F” over the same period. A 

second level of sorting was necessary to remove charter schools and schools that had a  

K-8 configuration or were “special schools,” meaning they served a non-traditional 

school population. 

The key determinants of a school’s grade are student performance on the FCAT 

reading, math and writing examinations; however, other school variables including 

percentage of students taking the FCAT, student attendance and discipline data, and 

percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch, factor into the grading of 

schools. A complete description of accountability grade requirements for each of the four 

years from 1998-99 through 2001-2002 can be found in Appendix B.  

These twelve districts were chosen because 70% of the students in K-12 public 

schools in Florida are enrolled in schools in those districts, and thus gaining a better 

understanding of factors that affect school performance would have an impact on a 

greater percentage of the total K-12 student population. All schools included in the study 

were either Kindergarten-Grade 5 or Pre-Kindergarten-Grade 5 schools. The study did 
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not include charter schools, K-8 schools, special education centers or any other special 

category of school.  

Table 5 illustrates the size of the twelve school districts, based on student 

enrollment, and the number of “A/B” and “D/F” elementary schools in the districts.  

Table 5. Twelve Largest School Districts in Florida and the Number of 

High and Low Achieving Elementary Schools *70% of State Totals. (Florida 

Department of Education, 2003) 

School  

Districts 

Student  

Enrollment 

A/B Elementary 

Schools 

D/F Elementary 

Schools 

Brevard 70,929 18 1 
Broward 256,484 17 2 
Dade 365,811 9 26 
Duval 124,963 8 10 
Hillsborough 166,491 17 4 
Lee 58,484 6 0 
Orange 154,808 10 10 
Palm Beach 156,255 9 9 
Pinellas 110,101 22 0 
Polk 76,141 8 0 
Seminole 61,083 14 0 
Volusia 61,187 8 0 
District Totals: 1,662,737*  146 62 

State Totals: 2,436,202 Total All Schools 208 

 

 As shown in Table 5, the districts range in size from 58,484 students in Lee 

County (Ft. Myers, Florida), to 365,811 students in Dade County (Miami, Florida). The 

twelve districts represent a total student population of 1,662,737 students, a figure 

representing 70% of the total student population in Florida. In identifying the largest 

districts in the state, the researcher selected a minimum student enrollment of 50,000 

students as the basis for selection.  

 The table also shows that the number of high-achieving (“A/B”) schools ranged 

from a high of 22 in Pinellas County to a low of six in Lee County. The number of low-

achieving schools (“D/F”) ranged from a high of 26 in Dade County, to a low of 0 in Lee, 

Pinellas, Polk, Seminole and Volusia counties. While all twelve districts had at least one 

high achieving school, only seven of the twelve districts had low-achieving schools that 

had maintained a “D” or “F” grade over the 1998-99 through 2001-2002 school years. 

Further descriptions of the demographics for these twelve districts can be found in 

Appendix C.  
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Data Sources 

 The State of Florida collects a significant amount of data on school performance, 

school personnel and students in its public schools. The data is collected electronically 

throughout the year in designated survey periods and is transmitted to the state for 

compilation in appropriate databases. The state databases of interest for this study were 

those compiled by the following offices of the Florida Department of Education: 

• Education Information and Accountability Services (EIAS) 

• Curriculum, Instruction, & Assessment: Evaluating and Reporting  

• Office of Funding and Financial Reporting 

• Office of Academic Standards and School Performance 

• Office of Policy Research and Accountability 

In addition to the state databases, the researcher utilized data collected by the 

National Center of Educational Statistics, a division of the U.S. Department of Education. 

This national database was useful in terms of confirming the data collected by the state 

and supplying data elements that were missing from the state databases. 

Accessing the Databases 

 The data that was collected for the study was accessible via the Internet at various 

sites within the Florida Department of Education website. The independent variables that 

were used in this study—school SES, percentage of minority student enrollment, total 

student enrollment, student mobility, teachers’ average years of experience and teacher 

turnover—were all identified through accessing these databases. The actual identity of 

each of the schools was shielded and the schools were represented by a numeric code. A 

series of tables was used to display each of these variables. Access to the data was readily 

available and did not require any special permission or password-protected access.  

The Florida School Indicators Report 

 The two primary sources of data were the Florida School Indicators Report 

(FSIR) and the Florida School Accountability Report (FSAR) for the years from 1998-99 

through 2001-2002. The Florida School Indicators Report provides data on every school 

for each of Florida’s 67 school districts and allows quick comparisons between schools 

and districts via this single source. This multi-volume database is intended to augment 

other publications produced by the Department of Education in meeting statutory public 
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reporting requirements. The FSIR allowed the researcher to sort through the data fields 

by year, county, school performance grade, school level, and by individual school. The 

online access of the data allowed the researcher to select only those data fields that would 

be used in the study and download them directly into an Excel field. Once downloaded, it 

was possible to group and sort the fields for the purpose of running the statistical tests 

using SPSS software.  

 The FSIR contains 26 school-level data fields, ranging from rates of student 

absenteeism to percentage of teachers with advanced degrees. Each of the school-level 

data fields is defined and brief description of the type/format of data presentation. The 

researcher used six of these fields in this study: percentage of students on free/reduced 

lunch, student mobility rate, school performance grade, total number of school staff, total 

student enrollment, and teacher’s average number of years of experience. A seventh data 

field—school grade—was used to select schools for the two populations identified for the 

study. The following sections describe each of these data fields in greater detail. 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch  

 The percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. The 

percentage is arrived at by dividing the number of students eligible for free or reduced-

price lunch, as determined in October, by the student membership in October. Data is 

compiled by school type, but is excluded for high schools 

Mobility Rate 

 The rate at which students move into or out of the school population during the 

school year, shown as a percentage. It is calculated by dividing (a) the total number of 

new entries, reentries, and withdrawals during the 180-day school year by (b) the total 

number of students who were enrolled at the start of the school year. The mobility rate is 

calculated by school type. Data is available for years prior to 2000-01. This indicator was 

replaced by the stability rate beginning in 2000-01. 

School Grade  

 A letter grade, A through F, assigned to each school based on student 

performance on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test in reading, math, and 

writing. School grading criteria also are affected by a school's demonstration of 
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improvement from one year to the next. Grades are provided only at the school level (i.e., 

districts and the state are not assigned an overall grade). 

School Staff  

 The staff composition shown by category: total number of school staff, percentage 

of instructional staff, administrative staff, and support staff. Data is compiled according 

to school type. 

Student Membership  

 The total number of students in school as measured during the fall survey period 

in October; also known as fall membership. Data is compiled according to school type. 

Teachers -- Average Years of Experience  

 The average number of years of teaching experience for teachers at the school. 

Both in-state and out-of-state experience is counted. Data is not compiled by school type. 

The Florida School Advisory Council Report 

 The Florida School Advisory Council (FSAC) Report, formerly known as the 

School Public Accountability Report (SPAR), provides additional data on each school in 

the 67 school districts in Florida. The  FSAC reports contain several types of data 

(indicators), including performance on standardized tests, dropout and graduation rates, 

attendance data, readiness to start school, teacher degree level, reported incidents of 

unlawful acts on school grounds or transportation, enrollment data, and other 

information. Most of this data is drawn from departmental databases that compile 

information reported by the school districts. The researcher used the following data fields 

from the FSAC Report: percentage of minority students enrolled, percentage of new 

teachers hired annually, and number of school administrators. The following sections 

describe each of these data fields in greater detail. 

Percentage of New Teachers and Administrators 

 This data element is calculated as the number and percentage of instructional staff 

(including media specialists, guidance counselors, and psychologists) and school-based 

administrators who were new to the school at the beginning of the school year. The data 

is reported by both number and percent and is available for elementary, middle and high 

schools. The figure for new teachers is determined by taking the number of instructional 

staff who were new to the school in the current school year and dividing by the total 
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number of instructional staff at the school in the current school year. For example, if a 

school had 84 instructional staff members and 12 were new to the school this year, 14% 

of the instructional staff would be considered new hires. The numbers are calculated the 

same way for school administrators. 

Percentage of Minority Students 

 This figure is calculated as the unduplicated count of minority students in grades 

PK-12 who attended schools of this type in the state any time during the 180-day school 

year, divided by the unduplicated count of all students in grades PK-12 who attended 

schools of this type in the state any time during the 180- day school year, multiplied 

by100. The four racial minority categories represented are: African-American, Hispanic, 

Asian, American Indian, and Multiracial. 

Data Elements 

 There were eight school level interval variables included in the study. There was 

one dependent variable of school performance, and seven independent variables--span of 

control, student mobility, teacher turnover, average years of teaching experience, 

percentage of minority students, percentage of free and reduced lunch students, and total 

student enrollment.  

School Performance 

 School performance was represented by the average 5th grade score on the 

FCAT Reading Exam. On the FCAT Sunshine State Standards (SSS) Reading tests, 

students can attain one of five possible achievement levels, ranging from Level 1 (lowest) 

to Level 5 (highest). Each of these levels is described below: 

• Level 5: Performance at this level indicates that the student has success with the 

most challenging content of the Sunshine State Standards. A Level 5 student 

answers most of the test questions correctly, including the most challenging 

questions.  

• Level 4: Performance at this level indicates that the student has success with the  

    challenging content of the Sunshine State Standards. A Level 4 student answers   

most of the test questions correctly, but may only have some success with 

questions that reflect the most challenging content.  
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• Level 3: Performance at this level indicates that the student has partial success 

with the challenging content of the Sunshine State Standards, but performance is 

inconsistent. A Level 3 student answers many of the test questions correctly, but 

is generally less successful with questions that are most challenging.  

• Level 2: Performance at this level indicates that the student has limited success 

with the challenging content of the Sunshine State Standards.  

• Level 1: Performance at this level indicates that the student has little success with  

            the challenging content of the Sunshine State Standards.  

A scale score range identifies performance within each achievement level. Scale scores 

may be from 100 to 500. Scale score ranges for each achievement level will vary with 

subject and grade level. 

Span of Control Variable 

 Span of control was an independent variable in the study and was represented as 

the ratio of administrative to non-administrative staff at each of the targeted schools. In 

this study, the value of this variable ranged from 1:16 to 1:51.  

School Level Data Element: Size 

 School size was represented as the total student enrollment in each of the schools 

in the study. High achieving schools ranged in size from 195  to 1,585 students. Low 

achieving schools ranged in size from 316 to 1,365 students.   

 School-Level Data Element: Stability 

 Stability was represented by three variables: student mobility, teacher turnover, 

and the average number of years of teaching experience for the teachers in an individual 

school. Student mobility was represented as a percentage change in the students that were 

enrolled in the school during the October student enrollment survey period, and the 

February survey period. For example, a student mobility rate of 36% would translate as 

thirty-six percent of the students at that school have moved into and/or out of the school 

during the previous 180-day school year. The student mobility rates in this study ranged 

from a low of 6.3% to a high of 254%.  

 Teacher turnover was represented as the percentage of newly hired teachers for 

the current school year. A figure of 18% newly hired teachers would translate as eighteen 
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percent of all the teachers employed in the school were hired during the current school 

year. The teacher turnover rates in this study ranged from 0% to 38% .  

 The average years of teaching experience represents the average of the total years 

of teaching in both the current educational setting as well as other schools both inside and 

outside of the school district. In this study, the average years of teaching experience range 

from 3.6 years to 22.6 years.  

School Level Data Elements: Diversity 

 Diversity is represented as the percentage of minority students enrolled in an 

individual school and the percentage of students on free and reduced lunch. These 

variables are supported in the literature as factors that increase the demands on 

principals’ ability to effective manage schools and are appropriate for the element of 

diversity. Minority percentage represents the percent of students that were classified by 

the district as non-White. The figure includes the following categories of racial/ethnic 

identities: Black, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, and Multiracial. In this study, the 

minority percentage ranged from 100% to 7%. 

 Poverty rates or the socioeconomic levels in schools are represented by the 

percentage of students that are on free and reduced lunch. In this study, the percentage of 

students on free and reduced lunch ranged from 98.3% to 3.7%.  

Statistical Methodology 

 Using data collected from various sources within the Florida Department of 

Education’s electronic databases, namely the Florida School Indicators Report, and the 

Florida School Advisory Council Report, the following school level independent 

variables were compiled into a master school file: total student enrollment, percentage of 

students on free and reduced lunch, percentage of minority students, student mobility 

rate, percentage of newly hired teachers, teachers’ average years of teaching experience, 

and the ratio of administrative to non-administrative personnel. 

 These variables formed the set of independent variables in the study. The 

researcher did not have any problems collecting data, as the databases used were quite 

comprehensive; however, there were two issues regarding missing data elements that the 

researcher had to overcome. First, the variable of student mobility was a data element that 

was not reported after the 1999-2000 school year, and thus was not available for the final 
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two years of the study. For the two missing years (2000-2001 and 2001-2002) the 

researcher contacted the Florida Department of Education’s Bureau of Education 

Information and Accountability and inquired as to whether this data was still being 

collected even though it was not being reported in the online database. The researcher 

contacted the bureau’s contact person for questions regarding the department’s student 

information database. With the contact person’s assistance the researcher was able to 

obtain a paper copy of the missing years’ data on student mobility for the targeted 

schools in the study.  

 The Department of Education contact person was also able to remedy the other 

dilemma involved data collection for the study. The school level variables for number of 

administrators at the school, percentage of newly hired teachers, and percentage of 

minority students were derived from the Florida School Advisory Reports database, but 

this information was only available back to the 1999-2000 school year. Prior to that year, 

the data was reported in the online School Public Accountability Report (SPAR), but this 

database was no longer accessible through the Department of Education site. The contact 

person provided the researcher with the web address for the archived SPAR reports so 

that the missing data elements for the 1998-99 school year could be collected. 

Each of the 208 elementary schools in the study was given an identifier code that 

combined the two-digit number of the school district with their facility number. For 

example, 16-2641 is the identifier for Chet’s Creek Elementary (2641) in Duval County 

(District 16).  

Initial Statistical Tests 

 Most statistical tests rely upon certain assumptions about the variables used in the 

analysis. When these assumptions are not met, the results may not be trustworthy, 

resulting in a Type I or Type II error, or over- or underestimation of significance or effect 

size(s). As Pedhazur (1997, p. 33) notes, "Knowledge and understanding of the situations 

when violations of assumptions lead to serious biases, and when they are of little 

consequence, are essential to meaningful data analysis." 

The researcher  conducted the following preliminary analyses of the data: 

1. Analysis of missing subjects and missing data. Once the study data had been 

collected, coded and verified, it was necessary to assess whether there are any 
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missing subjects and/or missing data, and if so, whether the missing information 

represented a problem for further analysis (Tate, 1998). For the 208 schools that 

were the subject of the study, there was no missing data. The total number of 

schools represented the entire population as defined by the researcher, and so 

there was no sampling involved in the study. 

2. Case analysis. Case analysis is the examination of individual observations with 

the goal of identifying any that require special attention (Tate, 1998). The 

researcher visually examined the data using graphic techniques including scatter 

plots and histograms. In examining the graphics of school performance compared 

to each of the independent variables, the researcher attempted to locate outliers, or 

any observations that might have had an excessive influence on any of the 

regression coefficients.  

3. Assessment of validity of assumptions. Multiple regression shares all the 

assumptions of correlation: linearity of relationships, the same level of 

relationship throughout the range of the independent variable, interval or near-

interval data, and data whose range is not truncated. In addition, it is important 

that the model being tested is correctly specified. The exclusion of important 

causal variables or the inclusion of extraneous variables can change markedly the 

beta weights and hence the interpretation of the importance of the independent 

variables (Tate, 1998). The researcher inspected the scatter plots and did not 

identify any violations of the assumptions of correct fit, constant variance, or 

normality.  

Examination of the Multiple Regression Model 

 The researcher developed a multiple regression model to test the research 

question, “What is the relationship between span of control and school performance?” 

The model was based on ones used in similar studies of educational production (e.g., 

graduation rates, student placement in advanced study classes, retention rates, etc.).  The 

primary motivation for using multiple independent variables in the same model is to 

provide statistical control in describing the unique effect of each of the independent 

variables on the outcome (Tate, 1998), in other words, seeking to determine the effect of 
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one independent variable on the dependent variable, controlling for all the other 

independent variables. In this study, the production functions were represented in the 

following model: P = f(SP,SC,PC) Where:  

P = Average 5th Grade Reading Score on the FCAT 

SP = Span of control 

SC = School characteristics 

PC = Pupil characteristics 

In narrative, the model states: The performance of the schools during the period studied 

were a function of school characteristics, student characteristics, and span of control. 

Construction of the Master Record of Data Collected 

 The researcher created a master record for each of the schools studied during the 

years of 1998-99 through 2001-2002. Each school was assigned a unique identifier 

comprised of the two-digit district number and the school number. The following steps 

were taken to create the master record: 

1. Using the Florida School Indicators Report and the Florida School Advisory 

Council Report, all elementary schools in the twelve selected districts that 

maintained an “A/B” school grade for the four-year period from 1998 through 

2002 were extracted and placed in an Excel file. 

2. The same state reports were used to identify all elementary schools in the twelve 

selected districts that failed to achieve a school grade higher than “D/F” during 

the four-year period from 1998 through 2002. These schools were extracted and 

place in a separate Excel file. 

3. The school names were replaced with the unique identifier previously described 

and data fields were created for the following variables: number of administrators, 

total staff population, total student enrollment, percentage of minority student, 

percentage of students on free and reduced lunch, teachers’ average years of 

experience, student mobility rates, and percentage of new teachers hired (teacher 

turnover). 
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4. If there were gaps in data for the identified schools, the researcher would check 

other databases to locate the missing data, and in one case, contacted the 

Department of Education to get assistance in locating missing data. 

5. The data elements listed in Step 3 were collected in separate Excel worksheets for 

each of the four years studied. 

The following table is a sample record of the data collected on the schools in the study. 

Table 6. Sample School Data Record 

District
/ 

School 

# of 
Admin. 

# of 
Total  
Staff 

Span of 
Control

% 
Minority

% F/R 
Lunch 

% 
New 
Hire 

Avg. 
Yrs. 
Exp. 

% 
Student 
Mobility 

Student 
Enroll 

Year 

16-
2641 

1 87 1:87 15 12 25 7 17 1095 2001-
2002 

 

 The single record in the table can be described in the following narrative: School  

2641 in District 16 has one administrator ( a principal). There are 87 non-administrative 

personnel. The span of control or management ratio is 1:87 Fifteen percent of the student 

body is classified as minority and twelve percent of the students in the school qualify for 

free or reduced lunch. During the 2001-2002 school year, 25% of the teachers were 

newly hired. The average number of years of teaching experience for the teachers at the 

school is seven years. The student mobility rate is 17%, and the total student population 

is 1,095.  

Bivariate Correlation 

 Bivariate correlations were run on study variables to determine the strength and 

direction of the relationship between the dependent and independent variables in the 

study. The correlations also determine if the relationship between the variables was 

significant. The test for significance was set at the .05 level. 

Multiple Regression 

 Multiple regression is used to account for (predict) the variance in an interval 

dependent, based on linear combinations of interval, dichotomous, or dummy 

independent variables (Garson, 2002). Multiple regression can establish that a set of 

independent variables explains proportion of the variance in a dependent variable at a 

significant level (significance test of R2), and can establish the relative predictive 
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importance of the independent variables (comparing beta weights) (Tate, 1998). In this 

study, the researcher selected this statistical analysis in order to determine the 

relationship between school performance and span of control and school performance and 

a set of selected school level variables supported in the literature as related to school 

performance. The researcher also sought to determine the unique effect of each of the 

school level variables on school performance by examining the beta weights.  
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CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between span of 

control and school performance. In addition, the study examined a set of school level 

variables related to span of control to determine the unique effect of each variable on 

school performance.  The research methods included descriptive statistics, bivariate 

correlation and multiple regression. 

 The study was guided by three research questions: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between principal’s span of control and school 

performance in elementary schools identified as either high or low achieving 

during the academic years, 1998-1999 through 2001-2002? 

2. What is the correlation of the selected school level variables with the school’s 

performance? 

3. What is the unique effect of each of the selected school level variables on the 

school’s performance? 

Data Collected 

 The study was comprised of two populations of elementary schools drawn from 

the twelve largest urban public school districts in Florida. The first population consisted 

of all elementary schools in these twelve districts that had maintained a school grade of 

“A” or “B” on Florida’s A+ Plan for School Accountability throughout the four-year 

period since the inception of the plan in 1998. These schools were classified as high 

achieving schools. The second population consisted of all elementary schools in the same 

twelve districts that had failed to attain a grade higher than “D” or “F” during this same 

time period. Table 7 illustrates the number of schools available for the study and their 

corresponding districts. 
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Table 7. The Populations of High and Low Performing Schools from 1998-2002 

School Districts “A/B” Schools “D/F” Schools 

Brevard 18 1 
Broward 17 2 
Dade 9 26 
Duval 8 10 
Hillsborough 17 4 
Lee 6 0 
Orange 10 10 
Palm Beach 9 9 
Pinellas 22 0 
Polk 8 0 
Seminole 14 0 
Volusia 8 0 
Totals: 146 62 

 

 The Florida Schools Indicator Report and the Florida School Advisory Council 

Report databases were the primary source of data on the schools. Both databases were 

established and maintained by the Florida Department of education. Seven data elements 

were collected for each of the schools in both populations. The data collected was from 

the 2001-2002 school year, the most recent year for which data was available at the time 

of the study. The seven data elements were: span of control, teacher turnover, student 

mobility, teacher’s average years of experience, percentage of students eligible for free 

and reduced lunch, percentage of minority students, and the total student enrollment at 

the year of the school year. 

Data Analysis 

 The data analysis conducted in the study included descriptive statistics, bivariate 

correlations and multiple regression analysis. These analyses were conducted on both the 

population of high and low achieving elementary schools. 

Inspection of Scatterplots 

 With the primary research question centering on the relationship between span of 

control and school performance, the researcher noted that there was a much greater wider 

gap in school performance than in span of control between the two populations. This led 

the researcher to produce scatterplots of the two populations to determine the pattern of 

school performance and span of control. For high achieving elementary schools, the 
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range of FCAT Reading scores was from 244 to 354, a 110 point difference; however, the 

range of scores for low achieving schools was only 213 to 270, a 57 point difference.  

After inspecting both sets of scatterplots, it was noted that despite the differences in 

range, the average 5th grade FCAT Reading scores for both the high and low performing 

elementary schools clustered between spans of control that ranged from 25 to 45 (Fig. 4.1 

and 4.2) and that the dispersion pattern of scores across span of control was very similar. 
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Fig. 4.1 Scatterplot of the Population of High Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Fig. 4.2 Scatterplot of the Population of Low Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Descriptive Statistics for High Achieving Elementary Schools 

There were 146 high achieving (“A/B”) elementary schools in the study. Table 6 

displays the descriptive statistics for the high achieving elementary school population.  

Table 8. Descriptive Statistics for High Achieving Schools 

Variables N M SD Mid. Max. Var. 

Average 5th Grade FCAT Reading 146 314.3 15.4 244 354 110 
Span of Control 146 33.0 .345 10 53 43 
Student Mobility 146 20.7 9.2 .6 46.5 45.9 
Teacher Turnover 146 12.5 6.3 0 30 30 
Teacher’s Average Yrs. Experience 146 13.7 3.2 6.8 22.6 15.8 
Percentage of Free/Reduced Lunch 146 23.6 14.2 3 79 76 
Percentage of Minority Students 146 30.4 16.1 7 90 83 
Student Enrollment 146 790.9 276.2 195 1585 1390 

 

As shown in the table, the average 5th grade FCAT Reading score was 314.3 and 

the average span of control in these schools was 1:33. The average student mobility rate 

was 20.7% and average teacher turnover rate was 12.5%. The teachers in these schools 

had an average of 13.7 years of teaching experience.  The average percentage of minority 

students in the schools was 30.4%, and an average of 23.6% of the students were on free 

and reduced lunch. The average school size was 791 students.  

Each of the variables had considerable variability across the population. The span 

of control ranged from 1:10 to 1:53. The student mobility ranged from .6% to 46.5%. The 

rate of teacher turnover ranged from 0% to 30%. The average years of teaching 

experience in the schools ranged from 6.8 years to 22.6 years. The percentage of students 

qualifying for free or reduced lunch ranged from 3% to 79%. The schools ranged in size 

from 195 students to 1585 students. Figures 4.3 through 4.10 illustrate the range and 

variability found in each of the high achieving school variables in the study. 
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Fig. 4.3 Frequency Histogram of the Mean 5

th
 Grade FCAT Reading Scores for 

High Achieving Schools 
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Fig. 4.4 Frequency Histogram of the Span of Control for High Achieving Schools 
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Fig. 4.5 Frequency Histogram of the Student Mobility Rates in the High Achieving 

Elementary Schools 
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Percentage of Teacher Turnover
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Fig. 4.6 Frequency Histogram of the Percentage of Teacher Turnover in High 

Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Fig. 4.7 Frequency Histogram of the Mean Years of Teaching Experience in High 

Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Fig. 4.8 Frequency Histogram of the Percentage of Students in Free or Reduced 

Lunch in High Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Percentage of Minority Students
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Fig. 4.9 Frequency Histogram of the Percentage of Minority Students in High 

Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Fig. 4.10 Frequency Histogram of the Total Student Enrollment in High Achieving 

Elementary Schools 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Low Achieving Elementary Schools 

There were 62 low achieving (“D/F”) elementary schools in the study. Table 8 

displays the descriptive statistics for the population of low achieving elementary schools. 

Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for Low Achieving Schools 

Variables N M SD Mid. Max. Var. 

Average 5th Grade FCAT Reading 62 248.1 12.3 213 270 57 
Span of Control 62 38.8 12.4 17.5 82 64.5 
Student Mobility 62 55.4 36.2 25.8 234.3 208.5
Teacher Turnover 62 20.3 8.7 5 38 33 
Teacher’s Average Yrs. Experience 62 10.0 2.7 3.6 15.7 12.1 
Percentage of Free/Reduced Lunch 62 88.1 8.6 67 99 32 
Percentage of Minority Students 62 96.6 5.0 78 100 22 
Student Enrollment 62 656.5 206.7 316 1365 1049 
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 As illustrated in Table 9, the average 5th grade FCAT Reading score was 248.1. 

The average span of control in these schools was 1:39. The average student mobility rate 

was 55.4% and the average teacher turnover rate was 20.3%. The teachers in these 

schools had an average of 10 years of teaching experience.  The average percentage of 

minority students in the schools was 96.6% and an average of 88.1% of the students 

qualified for free and reduced lunch. The average school size was 656 students.  

As with the population of high achieving schools, the low achieving schools 

variables also had considerable variability. The span of control ranged from 1:17 to 1:82. 

The student mobility rate ranged from 25.8% to 234.3%. The teacher turnover rate ranged 

from 5% to 38%.  The average years of teaching experience in the schools ranged from 

3.6 years to 15.7 years. The percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch 

ranged from 67% to 99%, and the percentage minority students ranged from 78% to 

100%. The schools ranged in size from 316 students to 1365 students. Figures 4.9 

through 4.16 illustrate the range and variability of the low achieving school variables in 

the study. 
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Fig. 4.11 Frequency Histogram of the Mean 5

th
 Grade FCAT Reading Scores for 

Low Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Span of Control
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Fig. 4.12 Frequency Histogram of the Span of Control in Low Achieving Elementary 

Schools 
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Fig. 4.13 Frequency Histogram of the Student Mobility Rate for Low Achieving 

Elementary Schools 
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Fig. 4.14 Frequency Histogram of the Percentage of Teacher Turnover for Low 

Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Mean Years of Teaching Experience

16.0
15.0

14.0
13.0

12.0
11.0

10.0
9.0

8.0
7.0

6.0
5.0

4.0
3.0

Mean Years of Teaching Experience

F
re

q
u

e
n

c
y

12

10

8

6

4

2

0

Std. Dev = 2.81  

Mean = 10.5

N = 62.00

 
Fig. 4.15 Frequency Histogram of the Mean Years of Teaching Experience in Low 

Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Fig. 4.16 Frequency Histogram of the Percentage of Students on Free and Reduced 

Lunch in Low Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Fig. 4.17 Frequency Histogram of the Percentage of Minority Students in Low 

Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Total Student Enrollment
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Fig. 4.18 Frequency Histogram of the Total Student Enrollment in Low Achieving 

Elementary Schools 
 
Bivariate Correlation for High and Low Achieving Elementary Schools 

 Bivariate or Pearson correlations measure of association (strength) of the 

relationship between two variables. It varies from 0 (random relationship) to 1 (perfect 

linear relationship) or -1 (perfect negative linear relationship). It is usually reported in 

terms of its square (r2), interpreted as percent of variance explained. For instance, if r2 is 

.25, then the independent variable is said to explain 25% of the variance in the dependent 

variable. Table  10 illustrates the bivariate correlations among all the variables for high 

achieving elementary schools examined in the study. 

The bivariate correlations illustrate that there was a statistically significant inverse 

relationship between span of control and school performance in the population of 146 

high achieving schools (r = -.193, p < .05). Statistically significant inverse relationships 

were also found between three other school level variables and school performance: 

student mobility and school performance (r = -.596, p < .01), percentage of students who 

qualify for free and reduced lunch and school performance (r= -.655, p < .01), and 

percentage of minority students and school performance (r = -.412, p <.01).   
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Table 10. Bivariate Correlations for the High Achieving Elementary Schools 

Correlations

1 -.193* -.596** -.023 .082 -.655** -.412** -.054

. .020 .000 .785 .327 .000 .000 .519

146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146

-.193* 1 .141 .248** -.345** -.078 .101 .779**

.020 . .089 .003 .000 .347 .226 .000

146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146

-.596** .141 1 .000 -.099 .615** .192* -.026

.000 .089 . .997 .235 .000 .020 .759

146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146

-.023 .248** .000 1 -.473** -.105 .102 .264**

.785 .003 .997 . .000 .205 .219 .001

146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146

.082 -.345** -.099 -.473** 1 -.081 -.306** -.246**

.327 .000 .235 .000 . .329 .000 .003

146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146

-.655** -.078 .615** -.105 -.081 1 .393** -.349**

.000 .347 .000 .205 .329 . .000 .000

146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146

-.412** .101 .192* .102 -.306** .393** 1 .105

.000 .226 .020 .219 .000 .000 . .205

146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146

-.054 .779** -.026 .264** -.246** -.349** .105 1

.519 .000 .759 .001 .003 .000 .205 .

146 146 146 146 146 146 146 146

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Average 5th Grade

FCAT Reading Score

Span of Control

Student Mobility

Teacher Turnover

Teacher's Average

Years of Experience

Percentage of Free

and Reduced Lunch

Percentage of

Minority Students

Student Enrollment

Average 5th

Grade FCAT

Reading

Score

Span of

Control

Student

Mobility

Teacher

Turnover

Teacher's

Average

Years of

Experience

Percentage

of Free and

Reduced

Lunch

Percentage

of Minority

Students

Student

Enrollment

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).*. 

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 

 
 The bivariate correlations support the researcher’s selection of school level 

variables that correlate with span of control elements of size and stability. A statistically 

significant relationship was found between the two variables representing stability in the 

span of control: teacher turnover (r = .248, p < .01) and teachers average years of 

experience and span of control (r = -.345, p < .01), with a statistically significant inverse 

relationship found in the latter variable. Student enrollment was used to represent the 

element of size in the span of control equation and a statistically significant relationship 

was found between student enrollment and span of control (r = .779, p < .01). 

 The bivariate correlations for the population of 62 low achieving schools showed 

a relationship between span of control and school performance, but the relationship was 

not significant (r = .201, p < .05). Table 11 displays the bivariate correlations for the 

population of low achieving elementary schools. 
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Correlations

1 .201 -.222 .085 .177 -.278* -.106 -.090

. .118 .083 .512 .169 .029 .411 .486

62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

.201 1 -.114 .359** -.065 .027 -.100 .192

.118 . .377 .004 .617 .835 .440 .134

62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

-.222 -.114 1 .020 -.186 -.267* -.130 .026

.083 .377 . .877 .149 .036 .314 .840

62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

.085 .359** .020 1 -.071 -.303* -.005 -.062

.512 .004 .877 . .585 .017 .969 .634

62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

.177 -.065 -.186 -.071 1 -.035 -.184 -.267*

.169 .617 .149 .585 . .788 .153 .036

62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

-.278* .027 -.267* -.303* -.035 1 .354** -.055

.029 .835 .036 .017 .788 . .005 .672

62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

-.106 -.100 -.130 -.005 -.184 .354** 1 -.056

.411 .440 .314 .969 .153 .005 . .666

62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

-.090 .192 .026 -.062 -.267* -.055 -.056 1

.486 .134 .840 .634 .036 .672 .666 .

62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

School Grade

Span of Control

Student Mobility

Teacher Turnover

Teacher's Average

Years of Experience

Percentage of Free

and Reduced Lunch

Percentage of

Minority Students

Student Enrollment

School Grade

Span of

Control

Student

Mobility

Teacher

Turnover

Teacher's

Average

Years of

Experience

Percentage

of Free and

Reduced

Lunch

Percentage

of Minority

Students

Student

Enrollment

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).*. 

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 

 

In the low achieving elementary schools, there was a statistically significant 

inverse relationship between school performance and the percentage of students 

qualifying for free and reduced lunch (r = -.278, p < .05). An inverse relationship was 

shown between student mobility and school performance (r = -.222), and a positive 

relationship was found between teachers average years of teaching experience and school 

performance, but neither of these relationships was found to be significant at the .05 

level.  

 Span of control was shown to have a statistically significant relationship with only 

one of the variables representing the element of stability—teacher turnover (r = .359, p < 

.05). There was also a relationship between span of control and student enrollment 

(school size), but this relationship was not significant (r = .192). 

 

 

Table 11. Bivariate Correlations for Low Achieving Elementary Schools 
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Multiple Regression 

 The results of the multiple regression analysis of the 146 high achieving 

elementary schools supported those of the bivariate correlation. The variables were 

entered stepwise to determine which ones produced the best fit of the data to the model. 

Stepwise multiple regression is a way of computing regression in stages. In stage one, the 

independent best correlated with the dependent is included in the equation. In the second 

stage, the remaining independent with the highest partial correlation with the dependent, 

controlling for the first independent, is entered. This process is repeated at each stage, 

partialling for previously-entered independents, until the addition of a remaining 

independent does not increase R-squared by a significant amount or until all variables are 

entered.   

If relevant variables are omitted from the model, the common variance they share 

with included variables may be wrongly attributed to those variables, and the error term 

is inflated. If causally irrelevant variables are included in the model, the common 

variance they share with included variables may be wrongly attributed to the irrelevant 

variables. The more the correlation of the irrelevant variable(s) with other independents, 

the greater the standard errors of the regression coefficients for these independents. 

Omission and irrelevancy can both affect substantially the size of the b and beta 

coefficients(Garson, 2002). 

Three variables were found to have a significant positive relationship with school 

performance: percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch, student 

enrollment (school size), and student mobility. All relationships were significant at the  

p < .05 level. Table 12 displays the results of the stepwise multiple regression analysis. 

Table 12. Regression Results Model for High Achieving Schools 

Change Statistics  

 

 

Model 

 

 

 

R 

 

 

R 

Square 

 

 

Adjusted 

R Square 

 

Std. 

Error of 

Estimate

R 

Square 

Change

F 

Change

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change

1 
2 
3 
4 

.655a 

.721b 

.742c 

.750d 

.429 

.519 

.550 

.583 

.425 

.513 

.540 

.551 

10.637 
9.789 
9.506 
9.399 

.429 

.091 

.031 

.013 

108.017
27.041 
9.629 
4.263 

1 
1 
1 
1 

144 
143 
142 
141 

.000 

.000 

.002 

.041 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Enrollment Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of 

Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Enrollment 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Enrollment, Student Mobility 



 89

d. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Enrollment, Student Mobility, Percentage of 
Minority Students 

 Dependent Variable: School Performance (Constant) 

  
 Table 12 illustrates the large effect of percentage of students qualifying for free or 

reduced lunch in the adjusted R-squared models. In addition, it shows the unique effect of 

each variable as it was added to the multiple regression model. In considering unique 

effect, the researcher was attempting to provide additional explanation for the variance in 

the predictor variable that previous predictors did not. The adjusted R-squared in model 1 

for free and reduced lunch is .425 or 42.5%. The additional predictor variable of student 

enrollment (school size), brings the adjusted R-squared up to .519 or 51.9%. With the 

inclusion of student mobility, the adjusted R-squared rises to .540 or 54%, and the fourth 

model had an adjusted R-squared of .551 or 55.1% with the addition of percentage of 

minority students. Span of control was not statistically significant in this model. 

The one-way ANOVA (Table 13) analysis also found a statistically significant 

relationship between school performance and four school level variables: percentage of 

students qualifying for free and reduced lunch, student mobility, student enrollment 

(school size), and the percentage of minority students. 

Table 13. ANOVA Model Summary, Stepwise Method for High Achieving Schools 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

 

df 

 

Mean 

Square 

 

F 

 

Sig. 

1 Regression 
Residual 

      Total 

12221.550 
16292.888 
28514.438 

1 
144 
145 

12221.550 
113.145 

108.017 .000a 

2 Regression 
Residual 

      Total 

14812.537 
13701.901 
28514.438 

2 
143 
145 

7406.269 
95.817 

77.296 .000b 

3 Regression 
Residual 

      Total 

15682.657 
12831.781 
28514.438 

3 
142 
145 

5227.552 
90.365 

57.850 .000c 

4 Regression 
Residual 

      Total 

 4 
141 
145 

4014.814 
88.335 

45.450 .000d 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Enrollment Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of 

Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Enrollment 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Enrollment, Student Mobility 
d. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Enrollment, Student Mobility, Percentage of 

Minority Students 
 Dependent Variable: School Performance  
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Table 14.  Regression Results for High Achieving Schools 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 

Model 

B Std. Error 

Beta  T Sig. 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1  
(Constant) 
Span of Control 
Student Mobility 
Teacher Turnover 
Teacher’s Avg. Yrs. Exp. 
% Free/Reduced Lunch 
% Minority Students 
Total Student Enrollment 

 
60.72 
9.14E- 
-.384 
-.127 
-.584 
-.521 
-.144 

1.00E-02 

 
7.113 
.149 
.113 
.143 
.302 
.089 
.058 
.005 

 
 

-.060 
-.251 
-.057 
-.133 
-.526 
-.165 
-.198 

 
50.709 
-.611 
-3.407 
-.886 
-1.936 
-5.830 
-2.475 
-1.871 

 
.000 
.542 
.001 
.377 
.055 
.000 
.015 
.063 

 
346.653 

-.387 
-.608 
-.410 
-1.181 
-.698 
-.260 
-.021 

 
374.784 

.204 
-.161 
.156 
.013 
-3.44 
-.029 
.001 

a. Dependent Variable: Average 5th Grade FCAT Reading Score 
 

 In Table 14, the betas note the unique effect of each of the independent variables 

on the outcome of interest. Beta is the average amount the dependent variable increases 

when the independent variable increases one standard deviation and other independent 

variables are held constant. If an independent variable has a beta weight of .5 for 

example, this means that when other independents are held constant, the dependent 

variable will increase by half a standard deviation (Garson, 2002). Table 13 illustrates the 

continued influence of the percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch, 

with the size of the beta equaling -.526. Other variables previously shown to have a 

statistically significant relationship with school performance also show strong influence: 

student mobility (-.251), percentage of minority students (-.165), student enrollment 

(school size) (-.198), and teachers average years of experience (-.133). 

The multiple regression analysis for the population of 62 low achieving 

elementary schools also supported the findings in the bivariate correlation.  Table 15 

illustrates a model summary of the data, with the percentage of students qualifying for 

free and reduced lunch and student mobility having a significant relationship with school 

performance. The adjusted R-squared for the percentage of students qualifying for free 

and reduced lunch was .062 or 6.2% and the adjusted R-squared for student mobility was 

.144 or 14.4%. 
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Table 15. Model Results Summary for Low Achieving Schools 

Change Statistics  

 

 

Model 

 

 

 

R 

 

 

R 

Square 

 

 

Adjusted 

R Square 

 

Std. 

Error of 

Estimate

R 

Square 

Change

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change

1 
2 

.278a 

.414b 
.077 
.172 

.062 

.144 
13.310 
12.716 

.077 

.095 
5.013 
6.736 

1 
1 

60 
59 

.029 

.012 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage Free and Reduced Lunch 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Mobility 
c. Dependent Variable: School Performance 

 

The following one-way ANOVA (Table 16) results show a statistically significant 

relationship between school performance and percentage of students qualifying for free 

and reduced lunch and student mobility. The relationship were significant at the p < .05 

level. 

Table 16. ANOVA Model Summary, Stepwise Method for Low Achieving Schools 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

 

df 

 

Mean 

Square 

 

F 

 

Sig. 

1 Regression 
Residual 

      Total 

888.033 
10629.064 
11517.097 

1 
60 
61 

888.033 
177.151 

5.013 .029a 

2 Regression 
Residual 

      Total 

1977.151 
9539.946 
11517.097 

2 
59 
61 

988.575 
161.694 

6.114 .004b 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage Free and Reduced Lunch 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage Free and Reduced Lunch, Student Mobility 
c. Dependent Variable: School Performance 

 

 

 Table 17 illustrates the unique effect of several school level variables on school 

performance. Percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch (beta = -.417), 

student mobility (beta = -.275), and student enrollment (beta = -.139) were shown to have 

the strongest influence on school performance. 
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Table 17.  Regression Results for Low Achieving Schools 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

95% Confidence 

Interval for B 

Model 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta  T Sig. 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1  
(Constant) 
Span of Control 
Student Mobility 
Teacher Turnover 
Teacher’s Avg. Yrs. Exp. 
% Free/Reduced Lunch 
% Minority Students 
Total Student Enrollment 

 
296.891 

.294 
-.104 
-.210 
.462 
-.667 
.109 

-9.24E-03 

 
39.096 
.150 
.048 
.220 
.670 
.226 
362 
.009 

 
 

.265 
-.275 
-.133 
.089 
-.417 
.040 
-.139 

 
7.594 
1.594 
-2.164 
-.955 
.690 

-2.957 
.301 

-1.086 

 
.000 
.055 
.035 
.344 
.493 
.005 
.764 
.282 

 
218.509 

-.007 
-.201 
-.650 
-.880 
-1.120 
-.617 
-.026 

 
375.274 

.595 
-.008 
.230 
1.805 
-.215 
.895 
.008 

a. Dependent Variable: Average 5th Grade FCAT Reading Score 
 

Comparison of School Populations 

   Review of the data for the two school populations revealed a number of 

statistically significant relationships. A statistically significant inverse relationship was 

found between span of control and school performance in the population of 146 high 

achieving elementary schools. Statistically significant inverse relationships were also 

found between three other school level variables and school performance: student 

mobility and school performance, percentage of students who qualify for free and 

reduced lunch and school performance, and percentage of minority students and school 

performance.  

In the population of 62 low achieving schools, a relationship between span of 

control and school performance was found, but the relationship was not significant (r = 

.201, p < .05). There was a statistically significant inverse relationship between school 

performance and the percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch. An 

inverse relationship was shown between student mobility and school performance, and a 

positive relationship was found between teachers average years of teaching experience 

and school performance, but neither of these relationships was found to be significant at 

the .05 level.  

In comparing the two populations, the differences found in the study were aligned 

with findings in the literature with regards to such school level variables as socio-

economic levels, student mobility, teacher turnover, percentage of minority students, 

teachers’ average years of teaching experience and school size. 
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Table 18 displays a comparison of the means for each of the school level variables 

examined in the study. Each of the variables represent aspects of the three elements of 

span of control: stability (student mobility rate, teacher turnover rate, teachers’ average 

years of experience), size (total student enrollment), and diversity (percentage of students 

qualifying for free and reduced lunch, percentage of minority students). 

Table 18. Comparison of Means for High and Low Achieving Elementary Schools 

Variables High Achieving 

School Means 

Low Achieving 

School Means 

Difference 

Average 5th Grade FCAT 314.2 248.3 -65.9 
Span of Control 1:33 1:39 +6 
Student Mobility Rate 20.7% 38.8% +34.7 
Teacher Turnover Rate 12.5% 20.3% +7.8 
Teachers Avg. Yrs. Exp. 13.7  10 -3.7 
% Free/Reduced Lunch 23.6% 88.1% +64.5 
% Minority Students 30.4% 96.6% +66.2 
Total Student Enrollment 791 657 +134 

 

Stark contrasts can be seen between the high and low achieving elementary school 

populations. School performance as reflected by average 5th grade FCAT Reading scores 

differed by 65.9 points between high and low achieving elementary schools.  Principals 

in low achieving elementary schools had an average of six more non-administrative 

personnel to supervise than principals in high achieving elementary schools. The student 

mobility rate was nearly 35% higher in low achieving elementary schools and the teacher 

turnover rate was nearly 8% higher in these same schools. Teachers in low achieving 

schools had an average of nearly four fewer years of teaching experience. The student 

populations in the two categories of schools showed the most marked contrast, with low 

achieving elementary schools having nearly 65% more students qualifying for free and 

reduced lunch and an average minority student enrollment that was 66% higher than in 

high achieving elementary schools. The difference in school size—represented as total 

student enrollment—was 135 students fewer in the low achieving elementary schools.  
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Summary of Results 

Research Question 1 

 Is there a significant relationship between span of control and school performance 

in the populations of elementary schools identified as either high achieving or low 

achieving during the academic years, 1998-1999 through 2001-2002? 

Major Findings 

 The descriptive statistics of the study revealed the range of span of control varied 

greatly for both populations of high achieving and low achieving elementary schools. The 

range of the principal’s span of control in high achieving elementary schools was from 

1:10 to 1:53, whereas the range of the principal’s span of control in low achieving 

elementary ran from 1:17 to 1:82.  Narrower spans of control, that is, lower administrator 

to non-administrative personnel ratios, were consistently found in high achieving 

elementary schools than in low achieving elementary schools.   

Of the three elements that indicate the appropriate width of span of control—size, 

stability, and diversity of inputs--the low achieving elementary schools had two of  three 

of the three elements  that dictated that the span of control should have been narrower, 

even though in actuality, the span of control was wider. The low achieving elementary 

schools were more unstable than the high achieving elementary schools with an average 

student mobility rate of 55.4% versus 20.7% in high achieving elementary schools and, 

higher average teacher turnover rate of 20.3%, versus 12.5% in high achieving 

elementary schools.  In addition, the low achieving elementary schools had more 

diversity of inputs with an average percentage of minority students of 96.6% versus 

30.4% in high achieving elementary schools and the average percentage of students 

qualifying for free and reduced lunch was 88.1% versus 23.6% in high achieving 

elementary schools. 

The bivariate correlations revealed an inverse relationship between the principal’s 

span of control and school performance in the population of high achieving schools, and 

as illustrated in the scatterplots, as the span of control widened, school performance 

decreased.  
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Research Question 2 

 What is the correlation of the selected school level variables with the school’s 

performance? 

Major Findings 

 There were seven school level variables in addition to span of control that were 

analyzed to determine their relationship to school performance for each of the 

populations of elementary schools. Three of these variables were found to have a 

significant inverse relationship to school performance in the population of high achieving 

elementary schools: student mobility, percentage of students on free and reduced lunch, 

and the percentage of minority students. In the population of low achieving schools, the 

only the percentage of students on free and reduced lunch was shown to have a 

significant inverse relationship with school performance. 

 The regression model developed for the study revealed that for the population of 

high performing elementary schools the school level variables of percentage of students 

on free and reduced lunch, school size, student mobility rates, and the percentage of 

minority students combined to account for over 50% of the variability in school 

performance.  For low achieving elementary schools, the majority of the variability of 

school performance was explained by the percentage of minority students and the student 

mobility rate. 

 The regression model also demonstrated that school performance is a complex 

variable, without any single reliable predictor. While each the independent variables of 

percentage of minority students, student mobility and percentage of students that qualify 

for free and reduced lunch were strongly related to school performance, the fact that there 

are other schools with high poverty, high minority and high achievement, gives testimony 

to the fact that there are other factors present in the school environment that impact 

school performance, offsetting the negative effects of these conditions. 

Research Question 3 

 What is the unique effect of each of the selected school level variables on the 

school’s performance? 
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Major Findings 

 The researcher utilized stepwise multiple regression to be able to determine the 

unique effect of selected school variables on school performance. In addition, it shows 

the unique effect of each variable as it was added to the multiple regression model. In 

considering unique effect, the researcher was attempting to provide additional 

explanation for the variance in the predictor variable that previous predictors did not. The 

adjusted R-squared in model 1 for free and reduced lunch is .425 or 42.5%. The 

additional predictor variable of student enrollment (school size), brought the adjusted R-

squared up to .519 or 51.9%. With the inclusion of student mobility, the adjusted R-

squared rose to .540 or 54%, and the fourth model had an adjusted R-squared of .551 or 

55.1% with the addition of percentage of minority students. 

 In the population of low achieving schools, only the addition of student mobility 

to the percentage of students on free and reduced lunch improved the fit of the data to the 

model. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FIELD 

Introduction 

 The final chapter of the study presents a summary of the major findings, 

implications for further research, and policy implications.  

The Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of the study was to determine the relationship between span of 

control and school performance and whether the relationship was significant. In addition, 

the study examined a set of school-level variables related to span of control to determine 

the relationship with and unique effect of each variable on school performance. The 

research methods included descriptive statistics, bivariate correlation and multiple 

regression. 

Major Findings 

 The major findings of the study were: 

1. The bivariate correlations demonstrated that there was a statistically significant 

inverse relationship between span of control and school performance in the 

population of high achieving elementary schools. 

2. Statistically significant inverse relationships were also found between three 

school level variables and school performance: student mobility, percentage of 

students who qualify for free and reduced lunch, and percentage of minority 

students, in the population of high achieving elementary schools. 

3. A relationship between span of control and school performance was found in low 

achieving schools, but the relationship was not statistically significant. 

4. A statistically significant inverse relationship was found between percentage of 

students qualifying for free and reduced lunch and school performance in low 

achieving elementary schools.  

5. An inverse relationship was found between student mobility and school 

performance and a positive relationship was found between teachers’ average 

years of teaching experience and school performance in low achieving schools, 

but neither of these relationships was found to be significant at the .05 level. 
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Additional Findings 

 Each of the school level variables included in this study was selected because of 

its prominence in the literature as factors that affect school performance. In the 

population of high achieving schools, the inverse correlation between school performance 

and student mobility, percentage of minority students and percentage of students on free 

and reduced lunch mirrored the research on the relationship between these factors and 

school performance. Similarly, the low achieving elementary schools--with rates of 

student mobility, poverty and minority enrollment that were at least three times that of 

their high achieving counterparts—reflected the findings in the literature on the 

correlation between these factors and school performance. 

 Poverty rates, as represented by the percentage of students on free and reduced 

lunch, ran as high as 100% in the lowest performing of the low achieving elementary 

schools. In the twelve schools whose average 5th grade FCAT Reading score was below 

the mid-point score of 300, none had rates of free and reduced lunch below 95%, and 

each had minority enrollments of 85% or higher. The student mobility rates in these 

dozen schools was 70% or higher, with one school having a phenomenal 254% mobility 

rate, which translates as the entire school population turning over two and a half times. 

It should also be noted only ten out of the 146 high achieving elementary schools had a 

rate of students on free and reduced lunch of 50% or higher, with only one school having 

the highest rate of 80%. The researcher noted that this was only one school in the study 

that could be classified as “high poverty” and “high achieving.” In looking at the rates of 

minority enrollment, only 17 of the 146 high achieving elementary schools had 50% or 

more minority enrollment, with one school having the highest rate of 90%. In the 

population of low achieving schools, 57 of the 62 schools had minority enrollments of 

90% or higher, and 27 of the 62 schools had minority enrollments between 98% and 

100%. 

 Like findings with the selected school level variables, the findings with regards to 

span of control completely coincided with the findings in research. Wider spans of 

control were consistently noted in the population of low achieving elementary schools, 

both in terms of number and percentage. Only 10 of the 146 (7%) high achieving 

elementary schools had a span of control that was equal to or greater than 1:50, whereas 
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14 of the 62 (23%) low achieving elementary schools had spans of control equal to or 

greater than 1:50. In the lowest of the low achieving schools, the span of control was as 

high as 1:80. Simply stated, principals whose school conditions called for narrower spans 

of control, were the ones with the widest span of control, and principals whose school 

conditions allowed for wider spans of control, consistently had narrower spans of control. 

Research Recommendations 

 The researcher studied span of control from an operational definition of the ratio 

of administrators to non-administrators and established the quality of school leadership as 

a delimitation of the study. For a next phase of study, the following is recommended: 

1. The schools in both populations become the subjects for a more in-depth 

examination of both the quality of leadership and an examination of the actual 

organizational structures of the schools to determine how and to what degree 

leadership is distributed across both the administrative and non-administrative 

staff.  

2. Using case studies, examine the actual organizational structures of elementary 

schools, focusing on the number of type of direct and indirect reports to the 

principal to determine the level of complexity present in the administration of the 

school. 

3. Currently, the twelve districts that were the focus of this study have funding 

formulas that determine the number and type of support administrative staff (e.g., 

assistant principal, vice-principal, etc.) is place at a given school. Elementary 

schools often match or eclipse the size of middle schools, but typically do not 

have the same level of administrative support staff. Future studies could explore 

the nature and content and the work of elementary school principals (i.e., job 

analysis) to determine the degree to which the current administrative 

organizational structure meets or fails to meet the demands of the role. 

4. Extend the study to two additional populations of elementary schools in the 

twelve largest school districts that were not included in the present study. One 

population would include elementary schools that have been consistently falling 

in the “C” range in the school grade accountability system and the other would be 

those schools whose grades have ranged from “A” to “F” without a consistent 
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pattern of achievement. By capturing these two additional populations, one would 

have the entire range of school performance as measured by the A+ 

Accountability Plan in which to measure the degree of relationship between 

school performance and span of control. 

5. Student mobility was identified as being a significant factor in school 

performance of high achieving elementary schools, with the higher the rate of 

mobility, the lower the school’s performance; however, student mobility was not 

shown to be a significant factor in the low performing schools, despite support in 

the research literature. This would seem to indicate some other school 

environment or community factor that is coming into play. For example, schools 

may have a number of specific programs or procedures in place to counteract the 

negative effects of student mobility. Further study of this subject would include a 

closer examination of those schools with high mobility and high to reasonably 

high school performance to determine what specific practices are employed. 

Policy Recommendations 

 Districts across the state vary in their policies with regards to the placement of 

assistant principals in elementary schools. Some districts place assistant principals in all 

elementary schools as a matter of practice, while others—typically the larger, urban 

districts—have student enrollment formulas that are used to determine whether or not an 

assistant principal is assigned to an elementary school. In examining the cost-benefit ratio 

of these decisions, districts would do well to reexamine the demands and responsibilities 

of the principalship and revisit their formulas to ensure that they are in keeping with the 

administrative needs of both individual schools and the district as a whole.  

 As evidenced in Appendix A, the state, under the auspices of the Office of 

Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability (OPPAGA), currently audits 

the management structures of the 67 school districts in Florida to determine the degree to 

which they are operating in a cost effective manner. These audits focus primarily on the 

management structures at the district level, with less emphasis placed on school-level 

structures. Job analysis studies could be conducted in districts using enrollment funding 

formulas for the placement of assistant principals in elementary schools to determine 
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whether or not the current formulas adequately provide for the administrative needs of 

elementary schools. 

 A model for this type of analysis can be found in a study conducted by The Center 

on Reinventing Public Education (2002). The study that examined the governance 

structures in traditional public schools, charter schools and private/parochial schools to 

explore how management/leadership responsibilities were distributed across 

administrative and non-administrative personnel. The study found that smaller 

traditional public schools—e.g., those with less than 500 students—had 

very limited means for assisting the principal no matter how difficult the 

school’s circumstances. These schools had to cross an enrollment threshold (usually 

500 students) before being allotted another administrator. The same issues exist in 

Florida public school districts and invite a renewed examination of policies related to the 

allocation of resources to schools.  

 This dissertation study only examined span of control from a broad mathematical 

management ratio perspective. The only school leadership/administration factored in 

were the principal and assistant principal; however, it is important to make a distinction 

between positional and de facto leaders and between leaders and leadership. Principals, 

assistant principals, department heads, and others highly placed on a school’s 

organizational chart, are leaders by position. However, de facto leaders exist in every 

school: individuals who, regardless of their position, help schools identify issues that 

interfere with student learning, create a more participatory environment, and help bring 

resources to bear toward meaningful change and reform. (Conversely, de facto leaders 

can also sabotage change by throwing the weight of their influence against it.)  

While principals in all schools delegate specific management functions and 

responsibilities to other administrative and non-administrative personnel, studies show 

that they still “keep their finger on the pulse” of school operations (CRPE, 2002). 

Delegation does not equate to abdication, and school principals still must create 

governance structures that allow the attainment of established school performance goals 

without overburdening those charged with leadership responsibilities. 
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Implications for the Field 

 In examining high and low achieving elementary schools in the twelve largest 

urban school districts in Florida, the researcher noted that the findings reflect those in 

literature with regards to factors present in schools that have varying levels of 

performance. The low achieving schools in the study had teachers with fewer years of 

teaching experience, higher rates of poverty, higher percentages of students on free and 

reduced lunch, higher rates of student mobility and teacher turnover, and wider spans of 

control. Conversely, the high achieving elementary schools had teachers with more years 

of teaching experience, lower rates of poverty, lower percentages of students on free and 

reduced lunch, lower rates of student mobility and teacher turnover, and narrower spans 

of control. The condition of wider spans of control in low achieving school and narrower 

spans of control in high achieving schools is the opposite of what the theory of span of 

control espouses as an optimal governance structure. 

Without a more empirical method in which to determine an ideal span of control, 

and having this variable fail to show a significant relationship with school performance in 

low achieving schools, it is important to note that span of control is still of concern in the 

reality of school governance. When surveyed, many principals report being overwhelmed 

by the demands of school leadership and supervision in current environment of school 

accountability (NAESP, 1998). These same sentiments are expressed by teachers and 

assistant principals who are reluctant to pursue the principalship. There needs to be a 

means to ensure that highly qualified persons desiring to enter the principalship will not 

be driven out or hindered from pursuing the position because of governance structures 

that do not allow for the optimum utilization of human resources or that constrain leaders 

from achieving optimal school performance. 

The current research shows a growing trend in the practice of distributed 

leadership, with models of governance ranging from co-principalships, to leadership 

teams made of both educational leaders and those with credentials in business and 

finance or other related fields (Chiricello, 2003; Spillane, et al, 2001) . In the traditional 

public setting however, a combination of union contracts, constraints on resources, and 

the historical vesting of power in the principal rein in opportunities to distribute 

leadership. In some collective bargaining agreements, for example, only the principal (or 
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assistant principal with administrative credentials) can evaluate teachers. Given these and 

other constraints (on hiring and on curriculum direction), principals are less able to share 

leadership with other adults in the school.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

SELECTED PORTIONS OF OPPAGA AUDITS OF THE MANAGEMENT 

 

 STRUCTURES OF LARGE FLORIDA SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

 
Management Structures 
The Brevard County School District is a dynamic organization that 

continually seeks to increase its effectiveness. It could improve its 

Management Information Systems and its strategic plan. 

________________________________________________________ 

 
The Brevard County School District is a dynamic organization. Due to budget constraints 
over the past decade, the district has repeatedly reorganized its central office, flattening 
the structure and reallocating resources to schools. Overall, MGT found that: 

• The district has reasonably defined units and lines of authority and periodically 
reviews and updates job descriptions as necessary. (page 3-4) 

• The district periodically reviews its organizational structure and staffing levels to 
minimize administrative layers and processes. (page 3-7) 

• The board members do not exercise sufficient oversight of the district's financial 
resources. (page 3-17) 

• The district clearly assigns authority to school administrators for the effective and 
efficient supervision or instruction, instructional support, and other assigned 
responsibilities. (page 3-21) 

• The district does not have a multiyear strategic plan with annual goals and 
measurable objectives. (page 3-23) 

• The district has a system to accurately project enrollment. (page 3-29) 

• The district regularly assesses its progress toward its strategic goals and objectives. 
(page 3-31) 

• The district does not have an ongoing system 
 

The district periodically reviews its organizational structure and 

staffing levels to minimize administrative layers and processes. 
The district has reviewed its organizational structure and staffing levels repeatedly in the 
last nine years and has made significant changes as a result. However, these reviews have 
often been the result of budget constraints rather than systematic efforts to improve 
operations through more effective organization. 

 

The District Has Reviewed and Reduced Administrative Staffing 
In the 1990s, the district completed numerous organizational restructurings and reduced 
staff repeatedly in the central office in order to reduce administrative layers and 
processes. In 1991-1992, the district reduced its area offices from five to three and 
reduced the number of indirect school support administrators. 
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Subsequent to that action, the district made many other staffing reductions and 
adjustments in its central office. District-level staffing since 1989-90 is shown in Exhibit 
3-4. The number of district administrative staff (superintendent, assistant superintendents, 
area superintendents, directors, managers, and coordinators) has decreased by 11 (from 
53 to 42); the number of district support staff (executive, administrative, professional, 
and clerical) has increased by seven (from 230 to 237). Overall, district-level 
staffing decreased by four positions. In contrast, in the same time period, student 
enrollment increased by 26.8 percent (additional 14,365 students). This means that 
overall fewer district administrators had to provide the support services for an expanding 
student body, including greater numbers of teachers, school administrators, school 
support staff, and schools. 

 
 
Exhibit 3-5 shows the percentage increase in these staffing categories for the last nine 
years: 
Classroom teachers – excluding guidance counselors, media specialists, and occupational 
specialists. 
School support staff – includes teacher assistants, bus drivers/attendants, cafeteria 
workers, custodians, school clerical, auditorium managers, and child care 
coordinators/assistants. 
School administrators – principals and assistant principals. 



 106

District support staff – district clerical, central office cafeteria, and district technical 
personnel/specialists (may include some supervisors). 
District administrators – superintendent, assistant superintendents, area superintendents, 
and directors. 
 

 
 
As the exhibit shows, classroom teacher and school support staffing increases have 
roughly kept pace with the 26.8 percent increase in the student body. School 
administration staffing has also increased, although by not as high a percentage (school 
enrollments can be increased, within limits, without increasing the number of principals 
needed). The percentage of district support staff increased by only 3.2 percent over 
the same time period. Meanwhile, the percentage of district administration decreased by 
20.8 percent. This means that fewer district administrators in 1997-98 than 1989-90 had 
to support staffing levels that were one-fourth higher and student enrollment that was also 
one-fourth higher. To some extent it is possible to increase students and school staff 
without straining district administration staff (a resource teacher for a subject area in the 
Division of School Operations can go from supporting programs in 20 schools to 
supporting 21 or 22 without having a great increase in workload, for example). 
Exhibit 3-6 shows the number of district administrators has decreased, yet the number of 
school administrators has risen in roughly the same proportion to student enrollment as it 
was in 1989-90. While one might expect the number of school administrators to be more 
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closely tied to student population (one cannot open new schools to accommodate 
increasing student population without school principals), one would also expect that the 
number of district administrators would at least remain the same. District administrators 
provide numerous services to schools and school staff, and adding schools and school 
staff does not decrease the need for these services. Rather, it increases the need for 
district support services. In fact, there is some minimum threshold below which district 
administrators cannot be reasonably expected to provide sufficient quality services to 
schools. 
 

District Staffing Analysis Routinely Includes Comparisons to Peers 
When the school board contemplates staffing reductions, district staff completes 
numerous staffing level comparisons to its peers. Staff also compares staffing levels to 
state averages, as a rough benchmark. Because the district has had to address the potential 
for staffing reductions nearly every year since 1990-91 (due to budget constraints), the 
district now annually produces Historical Analysis of School-Level and District-Level 

Staffing, a document that tracks staffing level changes in several categories of school-
based and district-level staff. Exhibit 3-7 examines staffing ratios for support and 
administrative staff in the peer districts, in proportion to student enrollment for 1998-99. 
The first graph shows that Brevard has one support staff member (noninstructional 
professional staff, aides, technicians, clerical and secretarial staff, service workers, skilled 
crafts workers, and unskilled laborers) for every 25.0 students. The only district with a 
higher ratio is Seminole, which has one support staff member for every 25.3 students. A 
higher ratio is an indicator of efficiency; the district is paying fewer support staff 
members to support greater numbers of students. The second graph shows that Brevard 
has one administrator for every 281.5 students. Two districts have higher 
ratios: Orange and Seminole. A higher ratio is an indicator of efficiency; the district is 

paying fewer administrators to support greater numbers of students. 
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Given that overall district administrator staffing has decreased, but that the total 
administrative staffing to student ratio has remained comparable to peers, a closer look at 
school administrative staffing is in order. Therefore, Exhibit 3-8 examines the ratio of 
students to assistant principals/deans among the peers. The number of assistant 
principals/deans is also included in the overall administrator figures of the previous 
graph. As the exhibit shows, the district has the second lowest number of students per 
assistant principal/dean of the peers -- only Volusia is lower. This is a sign of 
inefficiency; the district is paying more assistant principals/deans to serve fewer students, 
in comparison to its peers. 
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Management Structures 
The Miami-Dade County Public Schools needs to focus significant attention 

on strengthening management structures. Relationships between Board 

members and the superintendent should be strengthened and organizational 

relationships should be modified to support more cost-effective management. 

 

Conclusion 
___________________________________________________________ 

Management structures within the Miami-Dade County Public Schools need to be 
strengthened both to ensure effective oversight by the Board and to enhance the 
management of the District’s internal operations. In particular, working relationships 
between the Board and the superintendent should be strengthened and increased attention 
should be focused on ensuring that all Board members receive the information they need 
to effectively oversee District operations. The strategic planning process should also be 
enhanced as part of an overall effort to clearly define District goals, objectives, and 
priorities and to facilitate efforts to hold the superintendent and District staff 
accountable for achieving these goals and objectives (within the constraints of existing 
budgets). The District’s overall organizational structure should be revamped to facilitate 
efforts to achieve these goals. On the positive side, school based management concepts 
have been effectively implemented in District schools. School administrators 
have significant budgetary authority and typically use that authority to tailor the resources 
available at their schools to meet the school’s individual needs. 
During the course of this review, Berkshire Advisors identified a number of District 
accomplishments relating to management structures, some of which are included in 
Exhibit 3-1 below. 
 

Effective and Responsible Operation 
_____________________ 

5 Although the District’s organizational structure had clearly defined 

units and lines of authority when the study was initiated, the structure 

did not facilitate effective District management. Lines of authority and unit 

responsibility were clearly defined in the organizational structure that was in place 

when the study was initiated 

At the time the study was initiated, the District had done a reasonably effective job of 
delineating the responsibilities of individual units within the organizational structure and 
clearly defining unit roles and responsibilities. District organizational charts were current 
and reflected existing organizational arrangements. 12 In addition, in interviews 
staff indicated a clear understanding of the roles and responsibilities of their units and of 
the roles and responsibilities of the units which with they worked on 3-18 Berkshire 
Advisors, Inc. a regular basis. Survey results relating to this issue are, however, mixed. 
While more than half (53.9 percent) of the survey respondents who expressed an opinion 
“agree” or “strongly agree” with the statement that “I have a clear understanding of the 
District’s organizational structure and the roles and responsibilities of each organizational 
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unit,” more than a quarter (25.9 percent) “disagree” or “strongly disagree” with this 
statement. These findings suggest that the District needs to focus additional effort on 
ensuring organizational roles and responsibilities are understood by all District 
employees. 

Organizational arrangements that were in place when the study was 

initiated appear to have evolved over time rather than to have been 

developed based on an assessment of management needs 
While it is important that organizational relationships be clearly articulated, understood, 
and documented in organizational charts, it is more important that organizational 
structure facilitate an organization’s efforts to achieve its objectives cost-effectively. As 
will be discussed in greater detail in subsequent subsections of this section, neither the 
overall organization of the District nor the organization of several individual units within 
the District were effective when the study was initiated. This appears to have resulted in 
large part because organizational structure had been allowed to evolve over time. Rather 
than systematically evaluating organization structure on a regular basis and making 
organizational changes to streamline operations and improve operational efficiency, 
organizational changes had been made on a more ad hoc basis. Over time this resulted in 
a structure in which some key functions did not report to the units to which they were 
aligned operationally (for example, at the time this study was initiated responsibility for 
energy management was organizationally separate from the maintenance function.) 
A fundamental restructuring of the organization of the Miami-Dade County Public 
Schools is currently under way. It is worth nothing that having accurate organizational 
charts in a District of the size and complexity of the Miami- Dade County Public Schools 
is no small feat. Many much smaller and less complex organizations the consultants 
have studied do not have accurate organizational charts. One of the first initiatives of the 
new superintendent was to assign this function to the maintenance unit. 
Management Structures 

Because organizational arrangement evolved over time, rather than being based on an 
assessment of management needs, coordination and oversight of the District at the time 
the study was initiated was more complicated than necessary. The next two subsections 
discuss the need for organizational realignment at the time the study was initiated. The 
first subsection discusses problems associated with the overall organization of the District 
at that time. Problems associated with the organization of individual units at the time the 
study was initiated are discussed in the second subsection. 

At the time the study was initiated, the District’s overall organizational 

structure did not strike an appropriate balance between the need for the 

superintendent to directly oversee critical operations and the need for 

him to have sufficient time to focus on issues of greatest concern to the 

District 
Two organizational imperatives should provide the basis for the organizational structure 
of any large school District. 

 The superintendent should have access to and/or oversight over the functions that are 
most crucial to improving the District’s performance 
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 The number of functions and units reporting directly to the superintendent should be 
kept to a reasonable level to ensure he has time to focus on issues of greatest concern to 
the District 
 
The organization of the Miami-Dade County Public Schools at the time the study was 
initiated did not strike an appropriate balance between these imperatives. At the time the 
study was initiated, the Superintendent had ten key positions reporting to him: 

 Deputy Superintendent of Schools 

 Deputy Superintendent – Education 

 Deputy Superintendent – Personnel Management and Services 

 Deputy Superintendent – Management and Accountability 

 Deputy Superintendent – Federal Programs and Grants Administration 

 Deputy Superintendent – School Operations 

 Chief Facilities Officer – Facilities Planning and Construction 

 Chief Facilities Officer – Maintenance Operations 

 Chief – School Police 
While, without question, each of these functions is important not all of these functions 
need the direct attention and oversight of the superintendent. For example, the school 
police and federal programs and grants administration do not require the direct 
supervision of the superintendent – especially in an organization as large and as 
complicated as the Miami-Dade County Public Schools. Other functions, for example 
facilities planning and construction, maintenance operations, and financial affairs are of 
sufficient importance to report to the superintendent, but require so much management 
time and attention that it is difficult for the superintendent to effectively oversee these 
functions while also performing the myriad other responsibilities for which he is 
responsible. In other cases – most notably education, school operations, and federal 
programs and grants administration – having three separate administrators report to the 
superintendent complicates efforts to ensure that these essential functions are effectively 
coordinated. (This issue will be discussed in greater detail in the next subsection). 

The organizational placement of a number of District functions 

hampered organizational effectiveness at the time the study was 

initiated 
Three of the primary factors that should be considered when determining what functions 
should be assigned to the same organizational units are whether the same types of 
management skills and expertise are needed to manage the functions, whether a single 
entity needs to be accountable for related activities, and whether functions need to work 
closely together if they are to be effective. The current assignment of a number of 
functions within the District at the time the study was initiated were inappropriate 
because they failed to take into account these central organizational precepts. 

 Business and operations support functions were spread throughout the organization 

 Responsibility for maintenance related activities were assigned to several 
organizational units 

 The management and accountability unit included a number of disparate functions 

 Responsibility for financial controls and records were not consistently under the control 
of the Chief Financial Officer 
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 Management of the education, school operations, and federal programs and grants 
administration are organizationally separate 
Business and operations support functions were spread throughout the 

organization.  
At the time the study was initiated, responsibility for key business and operations support 
functions was widely dispersed throughout the District. In particular: 

 Food services reported through an Assistant Superintendent to the Deputy 
Superintendent – Management and Accountability 

 Print Shop operations reported through an Assistant Superintendent to the Deputy 
Superintendent – Management and Accountability 

 Transportation reported through an Assistant Superintendent to the Deputy 
Superintendent – School Operations 

 Procurement reported to the Chief Financial Officer 

 Facilities Maintenance reported to the Superintendent of Schools 

 Facilities Planning and Construction reported to the Superintendent of Schools 
As discussed previously, these organizational arrangements contributed to the 
Superintendent’s excessively broad span of control. Equally important, however, 
spreading these operational functions among so many organizational units hindered the 
District’s efforts to appropriately leverage the business and operational expertise needed 
to appropriately manage them. Effectively managing business and operational functions 
requires a mindset and expertise that most school District managers do not have. 
Organizational arrangements at the time the study was initiated, however, required that a 
relatively large number of District managers share this operational mindset and expertise. 
Moreover, because responsibility for business and operational functions was diffuse, 
advocacy for business and operational issues within the District was diffuse as well. 
Responsibility for maintenance related functions is divided among a number of 

organizational units.  
In addition to the Maintenance Department, a number of units within the District have 
responsibility for maintenance related activities. For example, at the time this study was 
initiated responsibility for energy management reported to the Deputy Superintendent for 
Schools. In addition, responsibility for the maintenance of the District’s central office 
was assigned to the District Office Operations unit rather than to the Maintenance 
Department. 
The management and accountability unit include a number of disparate functions. 
At the time this study was initiated the Deputy Superintendent – Management and 
Accountability oversaw a number of disparate functions, many of which had little to do 
with management or accountability. While a logical case can be made for the Office 

of Evaluation and Research, the offices responsible for pre-qualifications and educational 
facilities compliance and equal educational and employment opportunity, and the Office 
of Business Development and Assistance Minority/Women Business Enterprises 
reporting to this unit, the organizational rationale for other functions reporting to this unit 
– the Bureau of Community Services, Food and Nutrition Services, Hospitality and 
Dining Services, and Office of Public Relations – is not clear. It appears that these 
responsibilities were assigned to this unit to even out workload among the Deputy 
Superintendents despite the fact that the organizational skills and expertise needed to 
oversee these functions is quite different. In addition, while it may have been appropriate 
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for the District’s auditing function – the Office of Management and Compliance Audits – 
to report to this unit on administrative matters, the unit’s direct reporting relationship 
should have been to the school Board. 

Recommendations 
________________________________________________ 

 We recommend that the overall organization of the District be revised to reduce costs 

and facilitate more effective operations. 

Action Plan 3-13 provides the steps needed to implement this recommendation. 
Action Plan 3-13 

Revise The District’s Overall Organizational Structure 
Strategy Revise the District’s overall organization to reduce costs and facilitate more effective 

operations. 
Action Needed:  
Step 1: Review the organizational recommendations presented in this chapter. 
Step 2: Make modifications to these organizational recommendations, as appropriate. 
Step 3: Develop position descriptions for all new positions. 
Step 4: Conduct a search for these positions. 
Step 5: Select leaders and implement organizational structure. 
Who is Responsible: Superintendent 
Time Frame: 
 Steps 1 through 3 of this recommendation have already been completed and Step 4 is 
underway. 
Fiscal Impact: Implementing the recommended organizational structure will reduce costs 
by approximately $120,000 per year. 
Source: Berkshire Advisors, Inc. 

 We recommend that the organization of a number of units within the District be revised 

to reduce costs 

and facilitate more effective operations. 

Action Plan 3-14 provides the steps needed to implement this recommendation. 

Action Plan 3-14 

Systematically Review The Organization Of All Major Units 

Strategy Revise the organization of all major units to reduce costs and facilitate more 
effective 
operations. 
Action Needed: 
 Step 1: Define organizational principles to guide the development of revised 
organizational structure in each unit. 
Step 2: Review organizational structures to identify unnecessary positions, excessive 
management layers and inappropriate spans of control. 
Step 3: Identify other factors that hinder the effectiveness of current organizational 
arrangements. 
Step 4: Develop recommendations to modify organizational recommendations. 
Step 5: Develop plan to implement organizational recommendations. 
Step 6: Implement organizational recommendations. 
Step 7: Review organizational arrangement on an ongoing basis. 
Who is Responsible: Superintendent and the leaders of each organizational unit. 
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Time Frame: July to November 2002 
Fiscal Impact Fiscal impact will depend on the results of the analysis. For some units, the 
financial implications of reorganizations are presented in other chapters of this report. 
Source: Berkshire Advisors, Inc. 
Management Structures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 117

Management Structures  

Summary 
______________________________________________________  

The Duval County School District is using 9 of the 14 best practices in management 
structures. The district is using all the best practices related to planning and budgeting, as 
well as those involving the community in its activities. To meet the remaining best 
practice standards, the Duval County School District should develop more effective 
polices and procedures to clarify the roles of the board and the superintendent. The 
district should also improve its organization, staffing, and resource allocation practices by 
periodically reviews its administrative staffing and, when necessary, eliminating 
unnecessary positions and improving operating efficiency. The district should also more 
clearly assign school principals the authority to effectively manage their schools while 
adhering to districtwide policies and procedures.  

 

Background 
________________________________________________
__  

The Duval County School District’s management structure is a standard hierarchical 
structure, with publicly elected school board members bearing the responsibility for 
setting policy direction, maintaining fiduciary oversight, appointing and supervising the 
activities of the superintendent. The superintendent is responsible for carrying out the 
directives of the board in the form of policy implementation and is mandated by district 
policy to be responsive to the directives of the board as a collective entity and not to any 
single board member since they do not have any authority over district affairs when 
acting as individuals.  

 

ORGANIZATION, STAFFING, AND RESOURCE 

ALLOCATION  

Best Practice 5: Using  

The district’s organizational structure has clearly defined units and lines of 

authority, but the district could probably further reduce its administrative costs by 

implementing recommendations from previous studies of the district.  

To use this best practice, a school district’s organizational structure should enable the 
effective and efficient delivery of support services to the schools, teachers, and students. 
In general, school districts should organize their administration so that similar support 
services are grouped together and lines of authority are clear to staff and the general 
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public. In addition, school districts should minimize administrative staff, especially at the 
district level. No one-size-fits-all district organizational structure exists, although several 
common administrative structures are employed by school districts statewide. Smaller 
districts are more likely to have a simple hierarchical structure with all administrative 
units reporting directly to the superintendent and ultimately to the board. Larger districts 
may group their administrative units by distinct functions [i.e., school operations, 
instructional support services (curriculum, evaluation); business support services 
(finance, budgeting, MIS); operational support (food services, transportation, safety and 
security)]. Regardless of organizational structure, staff and the general public should be 
able to clearly understand who is responsible for what in the district.  

 

The Duval County School District has detailed organizational charts that clearly and 
accurately depict its existing organizational structure and uses Accountability Placards to 
clearly define the responsibilities, mission, and goals of each department within the 
organization. Accountability Placards include each department’s mission statement, 
customers, goals, measurements, current performance, performance targets and barriers. 
The superintendent and district administrators regularly review the district’s 
organizational structure and the superintendent made organizational changes in 1997-98, 
2000-01, and 2001-02, effectively reducing his span of control to seven direct reports 
from 10 and creating five regional offices to provide support for schools throughout the 
district.  

 

Over the past six years, the district has commissioned three separate reviews by the New 
Century Commission (1997), School Match (1998), and the Council of Great City 
Schools (2002). In the most recent of these, the Council of Great City Schools conducted 
a management assessment of the district and issued a final report in September 2002 
entitled: The 3Rs for the Duval County Schools: Reengineering, Realignment, and 

Restructuring. The report contained recommendations to reengineer the business process, 
restructure the organization, and realign business functions. For example, the report 
recommended that the district implement a flattened organizational structure consisting of 
seven direct reports to the superintendent, to enhance communication, oversight of any 
reengineering effort, and give important priorities appropriate visibility and influence in 
the system. 1 To avoid duplication of effort, or the possibility of receiving contradictory 
organizational or management recommendations, the superintendent decided to wait until 
OPPAGA completed its Best Financial Management Practices Review before 
implementing any recommendations.  

 

The district could benefit from many of the recommendations contained in some of the 
previous reports and should begin reviewing those recommendations for their 
appropriateness. For example, the district should re-evaluate district-wide and regional 
responsibilities assigned to regional superintendents and directors to proportionally 
reallocate district-wide responsibilities among regions and to provide adequate support 
for schools within each region. The district should also review the spans of control for 
supervisors and managers. The wider a supervisor’s or manager’s span of control, the 
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fewer supervisors and managers needed to operate the district. There are a number factors 
that affect span of control, including the nature of the work to be supervised, the 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of the person or persons to supervised, and the 
knowledge, skill, ability of the supervisor or manager, etc.  

 

Best Practice 6: Not Using  

The district periodically reviews its administrative staffing, but does not always 

make changes to eliminate unnecessary positions and improve operating efficiency.  

To use this best practice, school district staffing should promote efficiency and 
effectiveness while minimizing administration, especially at the district level. Low 
administrative to instructional staff ratios generally indicate that resources are being 
concentrated in the classroom, the main objective of most school boards and the state. 
However, districts must balance the goal of minimizing administration with the fact that 
some support services provided at the district level are more cost-effective than multiple 
site-based staff.  

 

The Duval County School District periodically reviews its administrative staffing. Each 
year, as part of its zero-based budgeting process, the district’s budget review committee 
reviews the various departments’ administrative staffing. In addition, the district has 
undergone independent reviews of its management and organization. The most recent 
such study was in 2002 by the Council of Great City Schools. The Council of Great City 
Schools recommended that the district reengineer its business processes, realign 
administrative functions, and reorganize to achieve greater administrative and operational 
efficiencies. The report recommended consolidating functions in the materials 
management department to avoid duplication of administrative activities, mapping the 
business process in the human resources division to reduce the number of employees, 
examining the functions of the minority business affairs unit to determine if it is staffed 
appropriately, and realigning the job functions of the transportation unit to the existing 
outsource contract to consolidate or reduce administrative positions.  

 

However, to meet best practice standards, the district also should eliminate unnecessary 
positions and improves operating efficiency as discussed below.  

 

District Has Reduced Administrative Staffing  

The district chose not to implement any of the Council of Great City Schools’ recommendations 
until after the completion of OPPAGA’s best practice review of the district, but, on other 
occasions, it has modified its organizational staffing to reduce costs. In fiscal years 1996-97 and 
1997-98, the district made significant budget cuts, including almost $800 thousand in 
administrative salary and benefits for 1996-97 and another almost $3.6 million for 1997-98. The 
district has also substantially privatized its food service, custodial, and, for about the past 20 
years, transportation services. However, since October 1998, the district’s administrative staffing 
has increased about 5% because the district has been assuming responsibility for some of the 
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support functions that had been done previously by the consolidated government of the City of 
Jacksonville. When Duval County originally adopted the consolidated charter, the district was 
required to use the internal services of the city. In addition to assuming responsibility for its own 
technology functions and testing, hiring, and administering its part of the civil service system, the 
district anticipates also assuming responsibility for student information management. As the 
district takes responsibility for more of its specific functions, it will need to be especially careful 
to review its organizational structure and administrative staff.  

Although the district has reduced its administrative costs, the district does not always eliminate 
unnecessary positions to improve operating efficiency, which can be especially problematic as it 
assumes responsibility for more of its central services. In 2002, an independent study by Council 
of Great City Schools concluded that district administration and support should be reduced to 
achieve additional administrative and operational efficiencies. Our own review of the district’s 
organizational charts confirmed many instances of very narrow spans of control. Span of control 
is the term that characterizes the number of employees one supervises. The more employees one 
supervises, the wider the span of control; the fewer employees one supervises, the more narrow 
the span of control. Based upon our analysis of the district’s organizational charts, supervisors 
have very narrow spans of control in too many instances. An appropriate span of control depends 
upon several factors, including the diversity of functions a manager must supervise, the level of 
experience of the staff supervised, and the size of the organization. In many instances, supervisors 
are supervising only one or two other people. In most of these cases, supervisors are overseeing a 
secretary or other administrative assistant.  

 

Other Staffing Reductions Are Possible  
There may be other positions that could be eliminated. Based upon comparisons with its peers, 
the Duval County School District may have more administrative support staff than necessary 
given the consolidated nature of government in Duval County and the fact that so much has been 
privatized in the district. One way to compare administrative and support staffing of districts is to 
compare the ratio of districts’ administrators (i.e., non-instructional employees) to teachers (i.e., 
instructional employees). Florida Department of Education publishes this information for each of 
Florida’s 67 school districts in a series entitled Profiles of Florida School Districts, Student, and 
Student Data. These profiles contain many statistics including the number of administrators, 
classroom teachers, and the ratio between the two. A school district’s goal should be to have a 
high staffing ration, meaning fewer administrators to classroom teachers, with the idea that 
district resources should be concentrated in the classroom rather than in administration. As shown 
in Exhibit 2-4, Profiles of Florida School Districts, Student, and Student Data report a better ratio 
of non-instructional employees to classroom teachers for the Duval County School District than 
any of its five peers.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 121

APPENDIX B 

 

DESCRIPTION OF THE DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE TWELVE LARGEST  

 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN FLORIDA 
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APPENDIX C 

 

SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY GRADE CRITERIA FOR 1998-99  

THROUGH 2001-2002 

 

School Accountability Report Guide June 1999 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

The School Accountability Report groups schools with similar performance characteristics. It identifies critically low schools, 
stimulates academic improvement and summarizes information about school achievement, learning environment and student 
characteristics. The unit of reporting is each elementary, middle and high school within the district. Schools that have students in 
more than one category may have multiple reports. School performance is shown relative to state averages for all elementary, 
middle or high schools. State averages for 1999 and 1998 are shown above each column of data in the report. Averages for the 
most recent data are enclosed in brackets [ ] in the text of this guide. 

Grades 

C  Current year reading, writing and math data are at or above minimum criteria.  

D  Current year reading or writing or math data are below minimum criteria.  

F  Current year reading, writing and math data are below minimum criteria.  

B  Current year reading, writing and math data are at or above higher performing criteria AND no subgroup 1 data 
are below minimum criteria AND at least 90% of standard curriculum2 students were tested.  

A  Meet grade "B" criteria AND the percent of students absent more than 20 days, percent suspended and dropout 
rate (high schools) are below state averages AND there is substantial improvement3 in reading AND there is no 
substantial decline4 in writing and math AND at least 95% of standard curriculum students were tested.  

 

NOTE: No school with less than 90% of standard curriculum students tested may be graded higher than "C." For any 

school with 80% or less of standard curriculum students tested, the school’s grade will be incomplete (I) until this issue is 

resolved. 

 

Minimum Criteria for School Performance - Grades C, D, and 
F  

Higher Performing Criteria for School Performance - Grades B 
and A  

  FCAT 
Reading  

FCAT Math  
Florida 
Writes!  

  FCAT 
Reading  

FCAT Math  Florida 
Writes!  

Elementary  60% score 
level 2 & 
above  

60% score 
level 2 & 
above  

50% score 3 
& above  

Elementary  50% score 
level 3 & 
above  

50% score 
level 3 & 
above  

67% score 3 
& above  

Middle  60% score 
level 2 & 
above  

60% score 
level 2 & 
above  

67% score 3 
& above  

Middle  50% score 
level 3 & 
above  

50% score 
level 3 & 
above  

75% score 3 
& above  

High  60% score 
level 2 & 
above  

60% score 
level 2 & 
above  

75% score 3 
& above  

High  50% score 
level 3 & 
above  

50% score 
level 3 & 
above  

80% score 3 
& above  
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Scores that fall below minimum performance criteria are designated with a trailing "-." Data that do not meet 
higher performing criteria are followed by "~." 
 

Scores that meet higher performing criteria are designated with a trailing "+." When subgroup performance 
falls below minimum performance criteria, the year is followed by "*." 
 
 
1
Under current rule subgroups include economically disadvantaged, Black, White, Hispanic, Asian and 

American Indian students. 
 
2
Standard curriculum students also include Language Impaired, Speech Impaired, Gifted, Hospital 

Homebound and LEP students who have been in an ESOL program more than two years. 
 
3
Substantial improvement in reading means more than two percentage points increase in students scoring in 

FCAT levels 3 and above. If the school has 75% or more students scoring at or above FCAT achievement 
level 3 AND not more than two percentage points decrease from the previous year then substantial 
improvement is waived. 
 
4
Substantial decline means five or more percentage points decline in the percent of students scoring FCAT 

achievement level 3 and above in Math OR five or more percentage points decline in the percent of students 
scoring 3 and above Florida Writes! 

 

Year This report contains separate entries for the 1998-99 and 1997-98 school years. Changes in 
achievement, process or school characteristics can be seen by comparing data from the two 
years. 

Student Achievement Data are calculated for standard curriculum students in regular elementary, middle and high 
schools. Figures may vary slightly from total population data. 

% Level 2 & Above 
FCAT Reading/Math 

This is the percent of students scoring in FCAT student achievement levels 2 and above. 

% Level 3 & Above 
FCAT Reading/Math 

This is the percent of students scoring in FCAT student achievement levels 3 and above. 

% 3 and Above on 
Writing 

This is the percent of students scoring 3 or higher on Florida Writes! 

Estimated Percent 
Tested 

This is the estimated percent of students tested in Reading, Math and Writing for elementary, 
middle and high schools. These estimates are based on enrollment data in Survey 3. 
Exempted ESE and LEP students are not included in the estimates. 

State Averages 
1999  

Reading  Math  Writing    

  Percent 
Scoring 
Level 2 & 
Above  

Percent 
Scoring 
Level 3 & 
Above  

Percent 
Scoring 
Level 2 & 
Above  

Percent 
Scoring 
Level 3 & 
Above  

Percent 
Scoring 
3 & Above  

Estimated % 
Tested  

Elementary  70%  52%  72%  39%~  73%  98%  

Middle  78%  49%~  73%  50%  88%  96%  

High  72%  33%~  78%  51%  88%  88%~  
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School 

Indicators 
The most recent data available are from the 1998 school year, as follows: 

Out-of-School 
Suspension 
Rate 

This is the percent of students who received out-of-school suspensions. For 1998, state averages were 
[2.2%] for elementary, [15.4%] for middle and [13.4%] for high schools. 

% Absences 
>20 days 

Percent of students who were absent more than 20 days. State averages for 1998 were [8.7%] for 
elementary, [14.9%] for middle and [18.3%] for high schools. 

Dropout Rate For high schools, this is the percent of students 16 years or older who were reported as dropouts at the 
end of the school year. The state average was [3.7%] for 1998. 

Promotion Rate For elementary and middle schools, this is the percent of students who were promoted at the end of 
the school year. The average promotion rate was [97.8%] for elementary and [94.9%] for middle 
schools in 1998. 

% on Free or 
Reduced Lunch 

Percent of students eligible for Free or Reduced Priced Lunch. State averages for 1998 were [56%] 
for elementary, [47%] for middle and [27%] for high schools. (NOTE: These data come from the 
Title I School Eligibility Survey.) 

Mobility Rate Percent of students who transferred into or out of the school during the school year. The state 
averages for 1998 were [32%] for elementary, [28%] for middle and [27%] for high schools. 
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2000 School Accountability Report Guidesheet 

A B C D F 

�  Meet Higher 
Performing Criteria in 
reading, writing and 
math for current year 

�  Test at least 90% of 
eligible students1 

�  Maintain or improve 
reading scores of 
lowest performing 
students3. 

�  Meet criteria for 
"other" data5  

�  Meet Minimum 
Criteria in reading, 
writing and math for 
current year 

�  Test at least 90% 
of eligible students1 

�  Meet criteria for 
"other" data5  

�  Below Minimum 
Criteria in reading or 
writing or math for 
current year  

�  Test at least 90% 
of eligible students1 

�  Meet criteria for 
"other" data5  

�  Below Minimum Criteria 
in reading and writing and 
math for current year; OR 

�  Meet "D" performance 
criteria, but test less than 
90% of eligible students1 
without reasonable 
explanation.  

�  Meet Higher 
Performing Criteria in 
reading, writing and math 
for current year 

�  Test at least 95% of 
eligible students1 

�  Demonstrate 
substantial improvement2 
in reading 

�  Maintain or improve 
reading scores of lowest 
performing students3  

�  Exhibit no substantial 
decline4 in math or 
writing 

�  Meet criteria for 
"other" data5  

PROCESS: Schools are evaluated primarily on the basis of performance data. However, the 
initial grade may be reduced by one level if the percent of eligible students tested is below 
90% after all extenuating circumstances have been considered. 

 
 

1
Eligible students also include speech impaired, gifted, 

hospital/homebound, and Limited English Proficient 
students who have been in an ESOL program more than 
two years. 
 
2
Substantial improvement in reading means more than 

two percentage points increase in students scoring 
FCAT Level 3 and above. If a school has 75% or more 
scoring FCAT Level 3 and above and not more than two 
percentage points decrease from the previous year, then 
substantial improvement is waived. 
 
3
The percent of students who score in the lowest 25% in 

the state in reading (Level 1) must decrease or be 
maintained within two percentage points from the 
previous year. If a school has fewer than 30 students in 
Level 1, then the cumulative number of students scoring 
in Level 1 and Level 2 in reading must decrease or be 
maintained within two percentage points. If there are 
fewer than 30 students in Levels 1 & 2, this requirement 
will not apply. 

4
Decline means five or more percentage points decrease in 

students scoring FCAT Level 3 and above in math or writing. 
 
5
"Other" data for 1999-2000 include percent of students 

absent more than 20 days, percent suspended out of school 
and high school dropout rate. If all indicators exceed the state 
average by more than one standard deviation or have not 
improved from the previous year, a school’s final grade may 
ultimately be reduced one level unless there are extenuating 
circumstances involved. This provision applies to schools 
initially graded "C" and above. 
 

NOTE: School participation rates and test results are based 
only on eligible students enrolled in both the October and 
February FTE surveys at the same school.  
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Higher Performing Criteria for A and B 

FCAT Reading Math Writing 

Elementary 

50% score 
Level 3 & 
above 

50% score 
Level 3 & 
above 

67% score 3 
& above 

Middle 

50% score 
Level 3 & 
above 

50% score 
Level 3 & 
above 

75% score 3 
& above 

High 

50% score 
Level 3 & 
above 

50% score 
Level 3 & 
above 

80% score 3 
& above 

 

 

Minimum Criteria for C, D and F 

FCAT Reading Math Writing 

Elementary
60% score Level 2 
& above 

60% score Level 
2 & above 

50% score 3 & 
above 

Middle 
60% score Level 2 
& above 

60% score Level 
2 & above 

67% score 3 & 
above 

High 
60% score Level 2 
& above 

60% score Level 
2 & above 

75% score 3 & 
above  

 

�  PURPOSE OF REPORT 

�  The School Accountability Report is designed to identify high and low performing schools, stimulate academic improvement and 
summarize information about school achievement. The unit of reporting is regular elementary, middle and high schools within each 
district. Schools that have students in more than one category may have multiple reports. School performance is shown relative to 
state totals for all eligible students in regular elementary, middle or high schools.  

�  In accordance with Rule 6A-1.09981, FAC, grades are assigned to schools that have at least 30 eligible students in membership 
where statewide FCAT assessments are given. Some schools with grade level membership less than 30 that were graded in 1998-99 
requested continued participation in the school grading system. Schools that have only one year of data are not graded, though 
current achievement levels are shown. 

FCAT Achievement Data are calculated for eligible students in regular elementary, middle 
and high schools. Figures may vary slightly from total population data. 

% in Lowest Reading Level(s) Percent scoring in FCAT Level 1, if there are at least 30 students. If 
not, lowest reading levels include FCAT Levels 1 and 2, if there are at 
least 30 students. 

% Level 2 & Above FCAT 
Reading/Math 

Percent of students scoring in FCAT achievement levels 2 and above. 
Scores below minimum performance criteria are designated with a 
minus (“-”) symbol. 

% Level 3 & Above FCAT 
Reading/Math 

Percent of students scoring in FCAT achievement levels 3 and above. 
Scores that meet higher performing criteria are designated with a plus 
(“+”) symbol. 

% 3 and Above in Writing Percent of students scoring 3 or higher on FCAT Writing. “+” and “-” 
symbols also apply. 

Estimated Percent Tested Estimated percent of eligible students tested in Reading, Math and 
Writing for elementary, middle and high schools. These estimates are 
based on students enrolled in October and February. “-” symbol 
indicates estimated percent tested was below 90%.  

School Indicators The percent of students who received out-of-school suspensions, the 
percent who were absent more than 20 days, and dropout rate are not 
included in this report for the following reasons. When all special 
circumstances were considered, no school failed to meet all criteria. 
Recent legislative changes remove suspension and attendance from 
school grades in 2000-2001 and beyond. These data have been 
previously provided in the School Indicators Report.  
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2001 School Accountability Report Guidesheet 

  

A B C D F 

•  Meet Higher 
Performing Criteria 
in reading, writing 
and math for current 
year 

•  Test at least 90% 
of eligible students

1
 

•  Maintain or 
improve reading 
scores of lowest 
performing students

2
 

•  Meet criteria for 
"other" data

4
  

•  Meet Minimum 
Criteria in 
reading, writing 
and math for 
current year 

•  Test at least 
90% of eligible 
students

1
 

•  Meet criteria for 
"other" data

4
  

•  Below Minimum 
Criteria in reading 
or writing or math 
for current year  

•  Test at least 
90% of eligible 
students

1
  

•  Below Minimum Criteria 
in reading and writing and 
math for current year OR 

•  Meet "D" performance 
criteria, but test less than 
90% of eligible students

1
 

without reasonable 
explanation  

•  Meet Higher 
Performing Criteria in 
reading, writing and 
math for current year 

•  Test at least 95% of 
eligible students

1
 

•  Maintain or improve 
reading scores of lowest 
performing students

2
 

•  Demonstrate 
substantial improvement 
in reading and no 
substantial decline in 
math or writing

3
  

•  Meet criteria for “other” 
data

4
  

PROCESS: Schools are evaluated primarily on the basis of student performance data. 
However, the initial grade may be reduced by one level if the percent of eligible students 
tested is below 90% after all extenuating circumstances have been considered. 

 
 

1
Eligible students also include speech impaired, gifted, 

hospital/homebound, and Limited English Proficient with more than two 
years in ESOL. 
 
2
The percent of students scoring in the lowest 25% in the state in reading 

(FCAT Level 1) must decrease or remain within two percentage points 
from the previous year. If a school has fewer than 30 students in Level 1, 
then the cumulative number of students scoring in Level 1 and Level 2 in 
reading must decrease or remain within two percentage points. If there 
are fewer than 30 students in Levels 1 and 2, this requirement will not 
apply. 
 
3
Substantial improvement in reading means more than two percentage 

points increase in students scoring FCAT Level 3 and above. If a school 
has 75% or more scoring Level 3 and above and not more than two 
percentage points decrease from the previous year, then substantial 
improvement is waived. Substantial decline means five or more 
percentage points decrease in students scoring Level 3 and above in 
math or writing. 

4
"Other“ data for 2000-2001 includes 1999-

2000 high school dropout rate. High schools 
must have a dropout rate no higher than one 
standard deviation above the 1999-2000 
state average or show improvement from the 
previous year. 
 
NOTE: School participation rates and test 
results are based only on eligible students 
enrolled in both the October and February 
FTE surveys at the same school.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 152

Higher Performing Criteria for A and B 

FCAT Reading Math Writing 

Elementary 
50% score Level 3 
& above 

50% score Level 3 
& above 

67% score 3 & 
above 

Middle 
50% score Level 3 
& above 

50% score Level 3 
& above 

75% score 3 & 
above 

High 
50% score Level 3 
& above 

50% score Level 3 
& above 

80% score 3 & 
above  

Minimum Criteria for C, D and F 

FCAT Reading Math Writing 

Elementary
60% score 
Level 2 & 
above 

60% 
score 
Level 2 & 
above 

50% 
score 3 & 
above 

Middle 
60% score 
Level 2 & 
above 

60% 
score 
Level 2 & 
above 

67% 
score 3 & 
above 

High 
60% score 
Level 2 & 
above 

60% 
score 
Level 2 & 
above 

75% 
score 3 & 
above 

 

 

•  PURPOSE OF REPORT 

•  The School Accountability Report is designed to identify high and low performing schools, stimulate academic 
improvement and summarize information about school achievement. The unit of reporting is regular elementary, middle 
and high schools within each district. Schools that have students in more than one level may have multiple reports. 
School performance is shown relative to state totals for all eligible students in regular elementary, middle or high schools.  

•  In accordance with Rule 6A-1.09981, FAC, grades are assigned to schools that have at least 30 eligible students in 
membership where statewide FCAT assessments are given. However, some schools with grade level membership less 
than 30 that were graded in 1998-99 requested continued participation. New schools with only one year of data are not 
graded, though current achievement levels are shown. 

FCAT Achievement Data are calculated for eligible students in regular elementary, middle and high 
schools. Figures may vary slightly from total population data. 

% in Lowest Reading Level(s) Percent scoring in FCAT Level 1, if there are at least 30 students. If not, lowest 
reading levels include FCAT Levels 1 and 2, if there are at least 30 students. 

% Level 2 & Above FCAT 
Reading/Math 

Percent of students scoring in FCAT achievement levels 2 and above. Scores 
below minimum performance criteria are designated with a minus (“-”) symbol. 

% Level 3 & Above FCAT 
Reading/Math 

Percent of students scoring in FCAT achievement levels 3 and above. Scores 
that meet higher performing criteria are designated with a plus (“+”) symbol. 

% 3 and Above in Writing Percent of students scoring 3 or higher on FCAT Writing. Both “+” and “-” 
symbols apply. 

Estimated Percent Tested Estimated percent of eligible students tested in reading, math and writing for 
elementary, middle and high schools. These estimates are based on students 
enrolled in October and February. The “-” symbol indicates estimated percent 
tested was below 90%. 
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