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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this descriptive, post hoc single case study was to understand how the five 

components of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school effectiveness model manifested 

themselves in school improvements efforts.  This study used Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) five 

component school effectiveness conceptual model (focus on academics, orderly environment, 

monitoring of student academic profiles, supportive and persistent teachers, and dynamic 

leadership). I conducted semi-structured interviews with teachers, administrators, instructional 

coaches and students, produced several trend analyses, and analyzed school documents and 

academic records. From the information I collected at the site, I tested Teddlie and Stringfield‘s 

(1993) school effectiveness model‘s applicability to a school seeking transformation and 

identified other factors that may have contributed to the increase in student performance.  The 

primary research question was ―How did the five components of the Teddlie and Stringfield‘s 

(1993) school effectiveness study manifest themselves in the school improvement efforts of This 

Is It Elementary School? Two sub-questions were: 

(1)   What additional factors contributed to facilitating and sustaining school 

improvement efforts in this case? 

(2)   In an effort to increase student academic achievement represented by the FCAT, (a) 

what challenges were encountered by students, teachers, instructional support staff and 

administrators and (b) how did the students, teachers, instructional support staff, and 

administrators overcome the challenges? 

This single case study investigated a high-performing elementary public school that 

served predominately African American students in a poor neighborhood and achieved 

impressive academic results in 2008-2009 and maintained similar levels of academic excellence 

in subsequent years.  More specifically, this study documented the manifestation and 

maintenance of school improvement efforts at This Is it Elementary School covering the 2007-

2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011 school years. 

The five components of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness Model (a 

focus on academics, supportive and persistent teachers, continuous monitoring of academic 

profiles, an orderly environment, and dynamic leadership) were evident at This is It Elementary 

School.  The school‘s focus on academics involved the restructuring of instructional time, 
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curriculum alignment, and additional instruction.  Their acquisition supportive and persistent 

teachers that were caring and demanding resulted in high expectations for student achievement.  

In addition, This Is It Elementary School used frequent assessments to drive instruction and they 

created a structured environment that was conducive to learning. The student‘s appreciation for 

teachers was a by-product of the establishment of relationships.  Dynamic leadership was also 

present.  Dynamic leadership took the form of differentiated and instructional leadership.  

Administration mediated and buffered the staff from external district and federal mandates.  

Administration also monitored the fidelity of instructional practices. 

Before, during, and after the academic transformation, the staff at This Is It Elementary 

School faced the challenge of maintaining the pace of the district mandated curriculum map, an 

area where buffering was more evident.  Administration revamped the district‘s mandated 

curriculum map and customized the pacing of the standards to match the learning progression of 

their students.  

The findings in this case revealed two additional characteristics that proved instrumental 

in improving and maintaining student achievement: (1) rewards for high academic performance 

and (2) creative test preparation activities.  Therefore, the school effectiveness model 

implemented at This Is Elementary School that led to the improvement in and maintenance of 

student achievement as represented by FCAT scores consisted of seven school improvement 

components: (1) focus on academics, (2) orderly environment, (3) monitoring of student 

academic profiles, (4) supportive and persistent teachers, (5) dynamic leadership, (6) rewards for 

high academic performance, and (7) test preparation activities.
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Educators have ongoing concerns about schooling for high-poverty, minority children 

who attend underperforming schools (Adelabu, 2008; Bernard, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 2000; 

Diamond & Spillane, 2004; Gunzenhauser, 2003).  Issues of concerns are centered on the low 

levels of achievement among African-American and Latino/a students and the ever widening 

achievement gap between these students and their White counterparts (Jenks, 1998; Howard, 

2003; Kimmelman, 2006). If current trends remain the same, approximately 50% of all minority 

students in the nation‘s schools will be educationally disadvantaged by 2020 (Kimmelman, 

2006). This is an alarming prediction and one that warrants investigation. 

Over the years, a variety of public education initiatives have been instituted to remedy the 

educational conditions for students in underperforming schools. At the national level, the No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) act of 2001 focuses on meeting the educational needs of low-

achieving students in high-poverty schools by focusing on instruction and the implementation of 

accountability systems to measure the effectiveness of that instruction.  The purpose of NCLB is 

to ―ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality 

education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic achievement 

standards and state academic assessments‖  (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001).  

This federal initiative led states to develop educational policies that would hold schools 

accountable for student performance. NCLB puts pressure on schools to increase the proficiency 

levels of their students on standardized exams and to increase the amount of time and the quality 

of instruction provided to their students (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001).  In Florida, the A+ 

Plan, implemented in 1999, encourages the development of school improvement practices that 

narrows the attention schools give to the development of struggling students‘ progression of 

skills. The A+ Plan was designed to identify subgroups of struggling students, hold schools 

responsible for reducing the achievement gap between minority and non-minority students, and 

reward schools who were successful in closing the achievement gap and establish interventions 

for schools that were not. 
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In response to these policy demands, a plethora of school improvement efforts designed 

to ameliorate the low achievement levels of students in struggling schools were developed. Since 

2000, there has been considerable research on school improvement efforts (Barr & Parrett, 2002; 

Bernhardt, 2003; Darling-Hammond, 2004; Lee, 2003; Kimmelman, 2006; Rothstein, 2004), 

comprehensive school-wide designs (Berends, Bodily, & Kirby, 2007; Borman, Hewes, 

Overman, & Brown, 2003; Slavin, 2000, 2001), and educational change (Darling-Hammond, 

2004; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Diamond, 2007; Fullan, 2000, 2002).  Comprehensive school-

wide models such as Success for All (Slavin, 2000, 2001) address the curriculum deficiencies of 

the school and target planning, curriculum alignment, and instructional practices.  Educational 

change research addresses leadership, the school and learning environment, and culturally 

relevant teaching (Darling-Hammond, 2004; Thayer-Bacon, 2006; Diamond, 2007; Duke & 

Fullan, 2000).   

 It is important to understand the relationship between national, state, and local efforts.  

My internal logic for moving from national and state policy down to school improvement efforts 

was underlined by the fact that national and state policies represent layers of school reform. 

National and state policies set the guidelines that local school systems implement.  For example, 

national policies are the umbrella under which reform efforts are developed.  The overarching 

intent of the federal program based on the No Child Left Behind Act is to focus on the 

educational outcomes of underrepresented groups of students (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). 

State policies evolve from national mandates and school level efforts are generated from state 

initiatives.  Principals and teachers are charged with the task of implementing the mandates and 

corresponding guidelines of national and state policies.  Schools are where the ‗rubber hits the 

road‘ (McLaughlin, 2003), that is, teachers are considered street level bureaucrats, the 

implementers of school improvement efforts.  Schools are where educational policies are 

transferred into practice.  Therefore, understanding the connection between national and state 

policies enhance educators‘ understanding of their roles in providing a quality education for all 

students. 

In this chapter, an overview of the federal and state policies that guide school 

improvement efforts was presented first.  I situated this study within the context of the State of 

Florida‘s school improvement testing and accountability system. I presented an overview of 

three school improvement models that were designed for schools serving high-poverty, low-
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achieving students. Then I provided a rationale for selecting Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) 

school effectiveness model for the focus of my study.   

No Child Left Behind Act (2001) 

Section 1001 of the No Child Left behind Act of 2001 highlights the need to improve the 

academic achievement of disadvantaged youth.  NCLB is being implemented through 12 policy 

mandates. There are four elements of this policy that focus specifically on addressing the needs 

of low-achieving children, reducing the achievement gap between disadvantaged students and 

their higher performing peers, and identifying low-performing schools and providing alternative 

learning pathways.  In accordance with Section 1001 of the Act, the policy mandates are 

implemented by: 

 (1) ensuring that high-quality academic assessments, accountability systems, teacher 

preparation and training, curriculum, and instructional materials are aligned with 

challenging State academic standards so that students, teachers, parents, and 

administrators can measure progress against common expectations for student academic 

achievement; 

 

(2) meeting the educational needs of low-achieving children in the highest-poverty 

schools, namely limited English proficient children, migratory children, children with 

disabilities,  Native American children, neglected or delinquent children, and young 

children in need of reading assistance;  

 

(3) closing the achievement gap between high- and low-performing children, especially 

the achievement gaps between minority and non-minority students, and between 

disadvantaged children and their more advantaged peers; 

 

(4) holding schools, local educational agencies, and States accountable for improving the 

academic achievement of all students, and identifying and turning around low-performing 

schools that have failed to provide a high-quality education to their students, while 

providing alternatives to students in such schools to enable the students to receive a high-

quality education (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). 

 

Strategies to improve the academic achievement of disadvantaged students also are 

outlined in this federal mandate and are targeted at the school level.  Provisions in S.1001 
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of the NCLB Act specify the alignment of resources, alignment of curriculum, offering of 

site based decision-making, and extension of instruction by: 

(5) distributing and targeting resources sufficiently to make a difference to local 

educational agencies and schools where needs are greatest; 

 

(6) improving and strengthening accountability, teaching, and learning by using State 

assessment systems designed to ensure that students are meeting challenging State 

academic achievement and content standards and increasing achievement overall, but 

especially for the disadvantaged; 

 

(7) providing greater decision-making authority and flexibility to schools and teachers in 

exchange for greater responsibility for student performance; 

 

(8) providing children an enriched and accelerated educational program, including the use 

of school wide programs or additional services that increase the amount and quality of 

instructional time (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). 

 

In addition, the NCLB Act of 2001 addresses research-based school improvement 

initiatives, professional development for educators, partnership with outside agencies, 

and parental involvement by: 

(9) promoting school wide reform and ensuring the access of children to effective, 

scientifically based instructional strategies and challenging academic content; 

 

(10) significantly elevating the quality of instruction by providing staff in participating 

schools with substantial opportunities for professional development; 

 

(11) coordinating services under all parts of this title with each other, with other 

educational services, and, to the extent feasible, with other agencies providing services to 

youth, children, and families; and 

 

(12) affording parents substantial and meaningful opportunities to participate in the 

education of their children (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001).  
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It is important to know the criteria set forth in NCLB because the policy mandates 

serve as the blueprint for states to follow. The policy outlines strategies for improving the 

academic achievement of disadvantaged low-performing children.  No Child Left Behind 

Act enhanced my understanding of school improvement efforts by outlining a range of 

strategies to improve the quality of education for all students.  I was interested in 

understanding how minority students in high-poverty learning environments excel 

academically. Three of the NCLB mandates, in particular, shaped the focus of this study:  

 ensuring curriculum and instructional materials are aligned with challenging 

State academic standards so that students, teachers, parents, and administrators 

can measure progress against common expectations for student academic 

achievement; 

 meeting the educational needs of low-achieving children in the highest-poverty 

schools, and  

 closing the achievement gap between high- and low-performing children, 

especially the achievement gaps between minority and non-minority students, 

and between disadvantaged children and their more advantaged peers (No Child 

Left Behind Act, 2001). 

Numerous policies are in place to improve the academic achievement of high-poverty children 

who attend low-performing schools, including the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 

2001 and individual state accountability systems.  Addressing the needs of high-poverty students 

in low-achieving schools is a continuous focus of educators at the federal and state levels. 

Individual states are required to implement their own accountability system. The state of Florida 

uses the test results of the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) to evaluate the 

effectiveness of its schools through its A+ accountability plan.  

State of Florida Accountability System: A+ Plan 

The State of Florida‘s accountability system, the A+ Plan, stresses the importance of 

school improvement efforts by encouraging schools to improve the academic performance of all 

of its students (Hanlon, Simon, Creswell, & Callaman, 2009).  The State of Florida A+ Plan 

monitors the academic growth of economically disadvantage students, low-performing students, 

students with learning disabilities, students whose primary language is not English, and students 

of varying ethnicities by addressing learning gains for these specific subgroups in school grade 

calculations. This plan requires educators to identify and meet the needs of disadvantaged 
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students scoring in the lower quartile. In addition, the A+ Plan classifies low-performing schools 

by need of intervention and provides varying levels of assistance.   

Florida Accountability A+ Plan evaluates the performance of its schools (Florida 

Department of Education, 2008).  A school is considered effective if it meets or exceeds 

proficiency cut off points that are embedded in the state of Florida‘s grading scale.  Inherent in 

the school grading process is the notion that an effective school is measured by high academic 

achievement on the FCAT (Florida Department of Education, 2009).  

Florida‘s school grading scale compiles the results from eight different categories to 

assign the following grades to schools: (1) the percent proficient in reading, (2) the percent 

proficient in math, (3) the percent proficient in science, (4) the percent proficient in writing, (5) 

learning gains in reading, (6) lowest 25 percent learning gains in reading, (7) learning gains in 

math, and (8) lowest 25 percent learning gains in math.  The ‗lowest 25 percent‘ categories 

consist of students with the lowest developmental scale scores. In the majority of cases, these are 

minority students.  

The first four categories are set up based on the percent proficient in the current year and 

categories 5 through 8 focus on growth from one year to the next (Florida Department of 

Education, 2009). One point is given for each percent proficient in each category.  For example, 

if 50% of the students score in the proficiency range in category (1) the percent proficient in 

reading, the school is credited with 50 points for that category (each category is worth 100 

points).  Points from each category are added together for a total score of 800 points. The 800 

points are distributed equally across the eight categories and the school is assigned a letter grade 

ranging from A-F: 525+ = A, 525-495 = B, 494-435 = C, 434-395 = D and 394 and below = F.  

Schools in Florida are considered failing or succeeding schools based on the grades 

assigned by the Florida Department of Education. In 2007, for example, 1,575 schools (59% of 

Florida schools) maintained their previous year grade, while 327 (12%) improved by one letter 

grade. Successful schools may be recommended for maintenance or improvement and are given 

additional funding (commonly known as ―school recognition money‖); an allotment of $100 

dollars per pupil.  For instance, if a school has an enrollment of 750 students, it would be 

awarded $75,000 for continual school improvement or maintenance.  The school can use the 

additional funding for supplies, equipment, or stipends for staff. A school is considered failing or 
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low-performing if it has not met the criteria specified in Florida‘s accountability and grading 

system. In 2007, 756 schools (28% of Florida schools) dropped by one or more letter grades. 

In 2008, many of the schools in Florida that did not meet proficiency (school 

grade D or F) were either in Prevent I, Prevent II, Correct I, Correct II, or Intervene 

phase.  All of these designations carry penalties ranging from close supervision at the 

district or state level, a loss of Title I funding, increased reporting, to closure of the 

school (Florida Department of Education, 2008). 

A Prevent I designation allows individual schools the autonomy to choose intervention 

strategies, while the district provides assistance and the state monitors progress.  Prevent II status 

requires the district to spearhead the intervention and provide assistance.  A Correct I status 

school loses the flexibility of the Prevent categories in that the district is required to implement 

state-directed interventions.  In the Intervene scenario, the school faces possible closure, and 

both school and district are required to implement state-directed interventions, monitored by the 

state Department of Education. 

Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) 

Florida‘s standardized assessment, the FCAT, is administered annually to students in 

grades 3 through 10. Students are expected to meet proficiency levels on the FCAT, adapt to new 

proficiency cut-off points on tests every other year, participate in blocked periods of direct 

instruction, and progress with prescribed focus calendars and curriculum maps (Farumoto, 2005). 

Classroom environments focus on the results of standardized tests.  The scope and sequence of 

mandatory skills are itemized and mastery is required before a child is promoted from one grade 

level to the next (Florida Department of Education, 2008).   

 Student performance in reading, math, science, and writing decides the school‘s letter 

grade.  Students in grades 3 through 10 are expected to score Level 3.0 or higher on a 5.0 scale in 

reading and math.  Students in 5th and 8th grades are expected to demonstrate proficiency by 

scoring a Level 3.0 or higher on a 5.0 scale in science.  In addition, students in grades 4, 8, and 

10 are required to take Florida Writes, an essay exam which requires a passing score of 4.0 or 

higher on a scale of 6.0.   

Interests in school improvement are found in federal and state policies. Research has 

focused on school improvement efforts targeted to decrease the achievement gap. Unfortunately, 

many schools are in the Intervene phase and are in need of improvement (Florida Department of 
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Education, 2008).  These schools are under heavy sanctions from the state and federal 

government.  The dilemma remains the same, striving for academic excellence in America‘s 

schools, whether it is large scale or one school at a time. For my study, I will seek to understand 

the extent to which one public high-poverty, high-performing elementary school increased the 

academic achievement of its students (as measured by the State of Florida‘s standardized exam).  

Hence, my research will be instrumental in investigating school improvement efforts in a 

previous low-performing, high-poverty elementary school.  Exploring school improvement 

efforts in high-performing high-minority schools will contribute to overall school improvement 

as educators continue to look for ways to improve all of America‘s schools. 

Overview of School Improvement Efforts 

A range of school improvement efforts are found in the literature that focus on 

curriculum and leadership.   Initially, efforts to increase the academic achievement of minority 

students involved studying effective schools that have sustained high standards of achievement 

(Barr & Parrett, 2002; Lee, 2003; Taylor, 1990).  These efforts evolved into studying low-

performing schools that have made great strides in academic performance in a short period of 

time (Acker-Hocevar, 2002; Carter, 2000; Dillihunt, 2005; Johnson & Asera, 1999; Ward, 2004).  

Factors that have shown to help turn high-poverty, low-achieving schools around include 

culturally relevant teaching (Adelabu, 2008; Beachman, Dentith, McCray, & Boyle, 2008; 

Darling-Hammond, 2004; Howard, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Porter and Soper, 2003; 

Thayer-Bacon, 2006), a school-wide focus on instruction (Berends, Bodily, & Kirby, 2007; 

Borman, Hewes, Overman & Brown, 2007; Borman, 2009; Borman, et al., 2003; Desimone, 

2002; Rowan, et al., 2009;  Slavin & Madden, 2001), supportive teachers (Baker, 1999; Bennis, 

1994; Bernard, 1996; Floyd, 1996; Freiberg, 1993; Thayer-Bacon, 2006), monitoring of student 

progress (Darling-Hammond, 2004; Fullan, 1996; Fullan, 2000; Howard, 2003; Schragel, 

Thacker, & Bell, 2007), organizational support of the learning environment (Darling-Hammond, 

2006; Fullan, 2000, 2002; Leithwood & Fullan, 1984;  Sebring, Allensworth, Byrk, & Easton, 

2006; Showers, 1983), and leadership (American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 

2008; Berends et al., 2007; Collins, 2001; Fullan, 1992; Heller & Firestone, 1995; McDougal, 

Saunders, and Goldenberg, 2007; Murphy, 2005; Porter & Soper, 2003; Sebring et al., 2006). 

 Of these various efforts, I targeted my study on those related to culturally relevant 

teaching, school-wide instruction, supportive and persistent teachers, monitoring of student 
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progress, organizational supports, and leadership.  I believed that these six school improvement 

initiatives were central to reforming schools that serve high-poverty, low-performing schools. 

Culturally Relevant Teaching 

In addressing the cultural needs of students, I drew on the works of Adelabu (2008), 

Darling-Hammond (2004), Porter and Soper (2003), Thayer-Bacon (2006), Ladson-Billings 

(1995), Howard (2003) and Beachman et al., (2008). Adelabu (2008) argues that pride in one‘s 

culture is a strong predictor of school success for African American students. Educators set the 

stage for students‘ success or failure by what they do and by how they interact with students in 

the classrooms. Thayer-Bacon (2006) argues that the diverse ways teachers react to student 

differences in the student‘s culture transforms into how students feel about themselves.  In the 

absence of effective instructional practices, ―cultural disequilibrium‖ evolves when the actions of 

teachers are not in alignment with the needs of the students (Beachman et al, 2008; Ladson-

Billings, 1995; Thayer-Bacon, 2006). Fundamentally, culturally responsive practices have the 

potential to negate the ―cultural disequilibrium‖ that many students and teachers in public 

elementary schools encounter (Beachman et al., 2008, Howard, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 1995; 

Thayer-Bacon, 2006). This does not mean that African American and Latino American teachers 

are a ―fit‖ for all African American and Latino students; nor does it mean that we should have 

low socioeconomic teachers instructing low socioeconomic children. Understanding students‘ 

culture (Ellison, Boykin, Towns, & Stokes, 2004) is a significant contributor to the academic 

success of students.  Developing positive relationships, establishing high expectations, and 

communicating in culturally responsive ways bolster capacities to increase student academic 

achievement (Bondy, Ross, & Gallingane, 2007). Therefore, maximizing cultural interactions 

have the potential to balance cultural disequilibrium (Baker, 1999; Bergeron, 2008; Floyd, 1996).  

In parallel fashion, Beachman et al., (2008), Howard (2003), and Ladson-Billings (1995) 

contend that cultural mismatch between teacher and student is a significant factor that restricts 

academic performance. Perhaps this is why many schools advocated for culturally relevant 

teaching (Howard, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 1995).  Culturally relevant teaching involves 

solidifying shared identities between students and teachers (Thayer-Bacon, 2006). Researchers 

contend that an environment is culturally relevant to minority students when any teacher can 

understand the norms of the culture in such a way that bonding occurs rather than distance 

(Adelabu, 2008; Beachman et al., 2008; Bergeron, 2008; Howard, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 1995).  
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The establishment of shared identities and the implementation of culturally relevant teaching as 

―equalities in relationships‖ are crucial (Noddings, 2007, p.183).  Thus, connecting the needs of 

children with information from their culture and background is significant in enhancing the 

academic performance of low-performing students. 

School-Wide Focus on Instruction 

The piecemeal fashion of reform initiatives did not address the larger context of school. 

The first wave of school reform focused on accountability, standards, and governance (Darling-

Hammond, 1993).  Piecing together efforts to improve schools (standards, regulations, 

assessments) produced small changes in the nation‘s test scores (Borman, Rachuba, Datnow, 

Alberg, Mac Iver, Stringfield, & Ross, 2000). As a result, the second wave of school reform, 

teaching force, was initiated.  The second wave focused primarily on upgrading teacher 

education and building learning communities (Desimone, 2002). Despite the two previous waves 

of reform, organizational supports did not change much and neither did the delivery of 

instruction (Desimone, 2002). In response to the failure of earlier reforms and because of a 

renewed focus on the importance of restructuring schools to foster changes in teaching and 

learning, the Unites States school systems initiated a third wave of reform:  New America 

Schools and comprehensive school-wide reform programs (Desimone, 2002). A growing 

perception developed that high-poverty high-minority student who were at-risk of producing 

persistent low scores, could be better served by school-wide models and as a result many of the 

comprehensive school reform designs took on the challenge of improving classroom instruction 

to respond to the third wave‘s focus on teaching and learning (Desimone, 2002), hence, the 

emphasis on school-wide designs in high-poverty, high-minority schools. 

Former President George W. Bush introduced the New American Schools (NAS) 

(Berends, Bodily, & Kirby, 2007; Borman et al., 2003).  This whole school approach to 

improving America‘s schools was dramatically different in its approach to increasing the 

academic performance of students.  New American Schools was a customized mix of (1) 

private-sector involvement, using a venture capitalist approach; 2) the choice of whole-

school designs as a vehicle for reform; and 3) the ambitious goal of scaling up across the 

country (Berends, et al., 2007, p. 1). The principle behind NAS was to ensure low-

performing school adopted whole-school designs.   



11 
 

Rowan, et al., (2009) evaluated whole-school designs.  Their work, the evaluation of 

three of the most widely adopted comprehensive school reform models in the United States, was 

conducted between 1999 and 2004. Their quasi-experimental research design involved the 

Accelerated Schools Project, America‘s Choice, and Success for All.  At the time of the study 

these three programs were being implemented in more than 2,500 elementary schools throughout 

the United States. Admittedly, these programs differ in their approach to improving instruction.  

Common to all of them, however, was a focus on school-wide change in instruction, an 

obligation to increasing student achievement, new perceptions about teaching and learning, and 

an emphasis on proficiency rather than remediation. 

The Accelerated School Project allowed teachers the academic freedom of content 

delivery.  Schools that had implemented this model did not mention scope and sequence in their 

school improvement plans. Instead, teachers made interventions in their practice as they deemed 

appropriate as long as the teacher decisions focused on ―powerful learning.‖  America‘s Choice, 

on the other hand took a contrasting approach to improving instruction.  America‘s Choice was a 

language arts standards-based reform movement, and consequently, the program was grounded 

in specific standards and methods.  

Success for All was centered on cooperative learning activities during instruction.  The 

reading curriculum was well-defined in that it provided teachers with weekly lessons plans.  The 

plans were sequential and build around a ―script‖ that guided language arts activities during an 

uninterrupted 90-minute reading block (Rowan, et. al., 2009). In part to the highly-specified 

nature of the sequenced weekly lessons, it was not surprising that of the three programs under 

study (Borman et al., 2003); Success for All was the most effective in improving student 

achievement. The major limitation of the Success for All Program, however, was that it was 

limited in its range of subject matters.  It was designed for overall school improvement that was 

solely focused on reading.  No other subject was the target of the curriculum. 

In schools that had implemented whole-school reform designs for five years or more, 

achievement results were twice as large as the overall effect. One important factor was the 

number of years that the reform had been implemented.  For example, in schools implementing 

comprehensive school reform models for five years, the ―achievement affects were twice as large 

as the overall effect of 2.5 NCEs (normal curve equivalencies) (Borman et, l., 2003, p. 164).  In 

addition, the results were much higher in schools with longer histories of implementation. 
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Success for All had a prevalent and substantial influence on the achievement gap between 

African American and Latino children and their White counterparts. (Slavin & Madden, 2001).  

Evidence showed that for schools that had implemented Success for All for five years or more, 

the ―final gap was only four percentage points for African American students and seven for 

Latinos, compared to 14 and 10, respectively, for Texas African American and Latino students 

not in Success for All schools‖ (Slavin & Madden, 2001, p. 3).  

In a later evaluation of the effectiveness of whole-school instructional change, findings 

indicated  three comprehensive models that had established (in various educational settings and 

across different instructional designs) that their impact were robust and their designs would 

improve tests scores were Direct Instruction, the School Development Program, and once again 

Success for All (Borman, 2009).   

Supportive and Persistent Teachers 

In order to maximize high expectation from teachers, students need support from them 

(Klem & Connel, 2004).  Social trust is a predictor for improving academic achievement in high-

poverty, high-minority schools (Bernard, 1995, 1996; Reese, 2007; Thayer- Bacon, 2006).  Some 

educators contend-and research confirms this view-that students perform better in school when 

they: (1) feel valued, respected and cared for (Noddings, 2005), (2) establish relationships in 

school ( Floyd, 1996), and (3) trust that the adults in their learning environment consider them a 

priority and have high social and academic expectations of them (Floyd, 1996;  Delprit, 1996; 

Ladson-Billings, 1995). Elementary school students respond favorably in areas of learning gains 

and motivation when classroom settings are emotionally supportive (Baker, 1999; Bennis, 1994; 

Floyd, 1996; Freiberg, 1993). Bennis (1994) found that teacher persistence impacts student 

achievement.  In his study of the emotional involvement of teachers, teachers with high 

expectations and who demanded the best correlated with a 25 point increase in students‘ IQ 

scores.  

Persistent teachers convey high expectations for student growth (Bernard, 1996).  In 

2008, Pianta et al. examined the impact of classroom supports on elementary students‘ math and 

reading scores.  They found that a caring and supportive environment, the presence of supportive 

student/teacher relationships, and the persistence of teachers who recognize and respond to 

children‘s individual needs were predictors of increases in both math and reading.  This finding 
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supported the theory that relationships built through supportive and persistent teachers and not 

just instruction can impact student achievement. 

Monitoring of Student Progress in Learning Communities 

Darling-Hammond (2004) asserted that schools need to provide systematic procedures for 

establishing data-driven learning communities.  This entails time for collaborative horizontal and 

vertical planning, opportunities for reflecting and assessing teaching and learning, and exposure 

to professional development. This concept led to the awareness that schools that had restructured 

the culture to engage in reflection for teachers were more successful at meeting the needs of 

diverse learners (Darling-Hammond, 2004).  In fact, Fullan asserts that effective school reform is 

found in schools that had (1) formed a data-driven learning community, (2) focused on student 

work (through assessment), and (3) changed their instructional practice accordingly to get better 

results (2000).   

The overall goal of data-driven learning environments is to develop sharing communities 

in the school, moving from limited details to instruction and pedagogy to routinely focusing on 

pedagogy and instruction to make associated improvements in student learning (Fullan, 2000; 

Olsen & Anderson, 2007).  Establishing data directed conversations in schools accomplish two 

purposes in school reform.  They are an avenue for targeted instructional change and a vessel for 

sharing collaborative knowledge (Fullan, 1996).  In other words, data-driven learning 

communities refer to ongoing interaction among teachers which concentrates on student learning 

coupled with teacher reflections (Howard, 2003; Thayer-Bacon, 2006).  Extensive dialogue 

among teachers about student learning fosters the sharing of each teacher‘s expertise to address 

the core problems of student achievement (Schragel et al., 2007). By engaging in reflective 

conversation about student learning, teachers deepen the breadth of their instructional techniques 

(Bernhardt, 2003).  

Organizational Supports 

An early study by Leithwood and Fullan (1984) provided a distinct set of organizational 

supports for increasing the likelihood of successful school improvement.  Their findings 

indicated that staff development and school planning were instrumental in increasing school 

performance.  They also found that policies that specified implementation procedures through 

the use of a set of standard operating practices were significant factors in effective school reform.   
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If school reform is to be effective, educators, in general, must plan for long-term 

sustainability (Darling-Hammond, 2004; Fullan, 2000).  Leithwood & Fullan (1984) work 

substantiates this by providing recent examples of school improvement efforts that are directed at 

long-term improvements.  Their work used two case examples of successful programs from 

which educators could extrapolate lessons for long term school improvement.  Specifically, 

Leithwood and Fullan drew from the works of Huberman (1981) and Showers (1983).  They 

found two illustrative cases of schools sustaining school improvement.  Huberman (1981) study 

involved the effective implementation of an elementary school reading program and Shower‘s 

(1983) work highlighted the significance of coaching to improve classroom performance.  In 

analyzing Huberman‘s and Showers‘ work, Leithwood and Fullan (1984) noted how these 

researchers were successful.  They found that Huberman‘s work stressed the quality of technical 

assistance and district support and Showers‘ long-term success involved practicing new models 

with trained strategies. 

In contrast, Sebring et al., (2006) disagreed with proclaimed organizational supports 

asserted by Darling-Hammond (2005), Fullan (2002), and Leithwood and Fullan (1984) and 

conversely suggested four organizational supports that increase the likelihood of school 

improvement.  They include parent and community ties, professional capacity of the faculty and 

staff, a student centered learning environment, and ambitious instruction. It is safe to conclude 

that these particular findings on organizational supports are evolving and that the debate on 

unraveling specific organizational supports for effective school reform is constantly changing.   

Leadership 

Similar to the changing nature in determining specific organizational supports for 

improving schools, irregularities are present in concluding the direct significance of leadership 

toward school improvement.  For example, the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy 

Research (2008), McDougal et al., (2007), and Sebring et al., (2006) contend that leadership is 

the most significant organizational support for school improvement.  McDougal and colleagues 

report findings from a process-focused external evaluation that compared a subset of ―Getting 

Results‖ schools to comparison schools.  Their findings revealed principal leadership as one of 

the facilitative factors in the ―change‖ process of school-reform efforts.  Three additional 

researchers‘ (Berends et al., 2007) work corroborate that principal leadership (e.g. 

communicating goals to teachers, obtaining materials for the school, monitoring classroom 



15 
 

instruction) proved to be an important contributor to implementation.  In contrast, Fullan (1992) 

argued that educators place too much emphasis on the role of the principal and the role of the 

principal is not to solve problems but to be a facilitator of solutions.  Reliance, therefore, on the 

leader of the school, Fullan assets produces short-term improvements, superficial remedies, and 

dependency (2002).  Heller and Firestone (1995) like Fullan (1992), however, did not find 

principal leadership to be a notable factor in school improvement.  Despite their contentions, 

however, numerous other researchers claim that the leadership is essential to effective long 

lasting school improvement efforts (Collins, 1992; Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Murphy, 1995; 

Porter & Soper, 2003). 

For this study, I selected a framework that addressed a more comprehensive view of 

school improvement in high-poverty, high-performing schools. Three school reform 

improvement models identified the factors known to have turned poor performing schools 

around.  These factors were culturally relevant teaching, school-wide instruction, supportive and 

persistent teachers, monitoring of student progress, organizational supports, and leadership.  

These elements were found in the Ruby Payne Improvement Model (Payne, 1996) with its 

attention to culturally relevant teaching and students who live in poverty, the Comprehensive 

School-wide Model (Borman et al., 2003) and its holistic approach to changing instruction, and 

Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness Model. This latter model identified five 

components:  a focus on academics, an orderly environment, supporting and persistent teachers, 

dynamic leadership, and the continuous monitoring of student profiles.  

In seeking to understand the change process in high-performing, high-poverty schools 

that were previously low-performing, I selected Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) School 

Effectiveness Model because its components were representative of the characteristics of such 

schools, according to the literature.  The focus on academics element of the model supported the 

aligning of instruction to standards as utilized in high-performing high-poverty schools (English 

& Hill, 1990; Freiberg, 1993). The literature on high-poverty, high-performing schools and 

Teddlie and Stringfield‘s model both identified an orderly learning environment as a major 

contributing factor to school improvement (Burnett, 2003; Carter, 1999, 2000; Diamond & 

Spillane, 2004; Johnson, 1997;Weinstein, Curran & Tomlinson-Clark, 2003). The model‘s third 

and fourth components, the continuous progress monitoring of student profiles and the 

acquisition of supportive and persistent teachers, mirrored the strategies of using data to drive 
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instruction and establishing positive student/teacher relationships in high-poverty high-

performing schools (Baker, 1999; Bernard, 1995; Wilson & Corbett, 2001; Dillihunt, 2005; 

Poplin & Weeres, 1992; Ward, 2004). A comparative review of the three models revealed some 

important differences (Table 1).  

 

Table 1.1. School Improvement Models  

School Improvement 

Model 

Ruby Payne 

Understanding Poverty 

Framework                

(Payne, 1996) 

Comprehensive 

School-Wide Models 

(Borman et al, 2003) 

Teddlie & 

Stringfield 

(1993) 

School 

Effectiveness 

Model 
Focus Addresses issue of poverty 

on student achievement 
Whole-school instruction Comprehensive 

set of school 
improvement 
efforts 

Attributes Cognitive strategies  School-wide instruction Focus on 
academics 

 Academic coaching    Orderly 
environment 

 Framework for 
understanding poverty 

 Continuous 
monitoring of 
student academic 
profiles 

   Supportive and 
persistent 
teachers 

    
Dynamic 
leadership 

  

The comprehensive school model was solely focused on instruction (Berends, et al., 

2007; Borman et al., 2003; Slavin, 2000, 2001).  In many cases, this focus was in one subject 

area only.  Although the school-wide programs provided a solid instructional focus, no attention 

was paid to data analysis or leadership. Comprehensive school reforms dictated the content of 

schooling but left the implementation process up to the schools (Borman, et al., 2003).   

The Ruby Payne framework was founded on empirical data and recognized the 

socioeconomic and cultural influences on academic achievement of students who live in poverty 

(Payne, 1996).  The approach to instruction in this model focused on the culturally relevance of 

instruction for students who live in poverty, aspects not addressed in the other two models.  The 

Ruby Payne Model incorporated cognitive strategies, culturally relevant pedagogy, and academic 
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coaching but failed to address the monitoring of student achievement through data-driven 

instruction, which many researchers consider important. 

For the purpose of this study, I chose the five components of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s 

(1993) School Effectiveness Model (1993) for at-risk students because the five components of 

the model provided a more comprehensive combination of factors that had been known to help 

turn low-achieving high-poverty elementary schools around.  Teddlie and Stringfield‘s model 

incorporated elements of leadership (dynamic leadership), academics (focus on academics), and 

data analysis (the continuous monitoring of student profiles).  This model also included the 

learning environment (orderly environment) and characteristics of quality teachers (supportive 

and persistent teachers).   

School Effectiveness Model 

In 1993, Teddlie and Stringfield published the findings from their 10-year Louisiana 

School Effectiveness Study in which they identified the characteristics of effective schools for 

academically at-risk students. The Louisiana School Effectiveness Study was divided into four 

phases. Phase I extended from 1980-1982.  In Phase I, Teddlie and Stringfield field tested the 

school climate questionnaires and finalized the methodology for Phase II.  Phase II was a macro- 

level study that included a sample of 76 schools from 12 districts from different parts of the state.  

Teddlie and Stringfield collected questionnaires from 74 principals, 250 teachers, and 5400 

students.  They investigated the amount of variance in academic performance that was 

contributed to school climate and socioeconomic status attributes.  From this study, they 

specified the traits of effective low socioeconomic schools. 

In phases III and IV, Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) investigated the degree to which 

effective schools remained effective over time regardless of changes in student population and 

teaching staff.   Phases III and IV were designed as case studies of eight matched schools—

effective and non-effective (16 elementary schools) researched over a period of eight years. The 

schools were purposefully selected from various locations throughout the state.  Phase III was a 

micro level longitudinal case study (1984-1988) with first and second round of site visits. 

Teddlie and Stringfield collected over 700 hours of classroom observation and 1,000 hours was 

spent on on-site data collection.  Phase IV (1988-1992) was likewise a micro-level longitudinal 

case study.  The schools that were visited in Phase III were revisited in Phase IV.  Phase IV was 

a continuation of phase III, therefore third and fourth rounds of site visits occurred.  During this 
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phase, Teddlie and Stringfield collected over 950 hours of on-site data and conducted over 650 

hours of observation.  They used questionnaires for principals, students, and teachers but only 

interviewed teachers and principals.  They conducted observations and analyzed NRT (i.e., 

norm-referenced test) results.  A two-person research team visited each school twice a year, once 

in the spring and again in the fall.  In the fall, the research team administered teacher and 

principal questionnaires and in the spring they administered the student questionnaire.  The third 

day of each visit was spent administering the ―3 R‖ exam, a norm-referenced exam (so they 

could have data to compare to the school‘s test results). Each research member observed 12 

classrooms.  The scheduled observations accounted for each hour of the school day.  

From their findings, Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) report five school effectiveness 

components that explained how schools who initially struggled academically raised and 

sustained achievement over time.  The five school effectiveness components were: focus on 

academics, orderly environment, monitoring of student academic profiles, supportive and 

persistent teachers, and dynamic leadership.  According to Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) the 

five components were not in any hierarchy, none were more important than the others, and all 

had to be operation for scholastic achievement to improve. In Table 1.2, I outlined the five 

elements of the model and provided detailed explanation of each component.    

 

Table 1.2.  Teddlie and Stringfield’s School Effectiveness Components (1993) 
Component As defined by Teddlie & Stringfield (1993) 

 Focus on Academics  Focus on academics (defined in terms of curriculum mapping) 
aligns specific grade level learning goals in the school‘s 
curriculum with content items on state standardized exams (p. 
39).  

An Orderly Environment  Learning atmosphere where set routines are established and 
rules are consistently enforced  

 Time on task and engagement in meaningful activities (p. 36). 

Continuous Progress Monitoring 

of Student Profiles 
 Frequent monitoring of student progress 

 Using student achievement data to make informed decisions 
about instruction (p. 36). 

Supportive and Persistent Teachers  Caring teachers 

 Teachers set high expectations and corresponding guidelines 
for helping students reach those goals (p. 37). 

Dynamic Leadership  Having the ability to manage and impact educational change 
through instructional leadership 

 Differentiated leadership-the use of different strategies 
depending on the socioeconomic status of the school (p. 36). 
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For my study, I applied the five elements of the Teddlie and Stringfield model to a 

previously low-performing elementary school in Florida. I wanted to understand the extent to 

which the five components (focus on academics, orderly environment, continuous monitoring of 

student profiles, supportive and persistent teachers, dynamic leadership) manifest and possibly 

maintained themselves in a low-performing school that had transformed itself into a high 

performing school in an academic year (2007-2008 to 2008-2009).  To better understand this 

phenomena, I examined additional data on school improvement efforts subsequent to this 

transformation and included data from 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 academic years.  

Statement of the Problem  

The extent to which the key success factors manifest in such improvement are unclear. 

High-poverty, high-minority schools in Florida tend to have significantly lower academic 

achievement rates than those that are not in this category.  However, in some cases, schools have 

made significant improvements.  What is not well understood is how schools made such 

improvements.  

Purpose of the Study 

As a dedicated educator in one of the lowest performing districts in the State of Florida, I 

was interested in understanding how a previous low-performing school that serves high-poverty, 

high-minority students increased and maintained student achievement levels as measured on 

state accountability tests. Although there were other student outcomes that could be realized, I 

examined the school improvement efforts that focused on student test performance. I used the 

Teddlie and Stringfield model (1993) to help understand school improvement efforts.  The study 

was important because it provided educators with a deeper understanding of how a school 

implemented school improvement efforts to raise student achievement. Therefore, the purpose of 

this descriptive, post hoc single case study was to understand how the five components of 

Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school effectiveness model manifested or sustained themselves 

in school improvements efforts. I also identified other factors that contributed to facilitating and 

sustaining school improvement.   The research questions were: 

(1)  How did the five components of the Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school 

effectiveness study manifest themselves in the school improvement efforts of This Is It 

Elementary School?  
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(2)   What additional factors contributed to facilitating and sustaining school 

improvement efforts in this case? 

(3)   In an effort to increase student academic achievement represented by the FCAT, (a) 

what challenges were encountered by students, teachers, instructional support staff and 

administrators and (b) how did the students, teachers, instructional support staff, and 

administrators overcome the challenges? 

Data was collected through a qualitative method research design, using photos, 

interviews and school documents. This data provided in-depth, site based descriptions of the 

school improvement process.  Researchers use several sources to ensure triangulation, which 

helps strengthen validity.  In this case study, evidence was recorded from multiple methods and 

sources (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994).  

Rationale of the Study 

I wanted to understand the process involved in implementing school improvement efforts 

at a high-performing, high-poverty elementary school.  Nationally, evidence that high-poverty, 

high-minority elementary schools are improving students‘ academic achievement is encouraging 

(National Association of Educational Progress, 2009).   

The achievement gap between Florida‘s White and African-American students in 

grades 4 and 8 in mathematics and reading significantly narrowed between 2003 

and 2009. Florida was among the nation‘s leading states in closing the gap. 

 

Florida‘s 4th grade African-American students did as well or better in reading 

than all students in eight states. 

 

 Florida‘s 4th grade Hispanic students continue to outperform the nation‘s 4th 

grade Hispanic students in reading and mathematics. 

 

Florida‘s 4th grade Hispanic students did as well or better in reading than all 

students in over 30 states (National Association of Educational Progress, 2009). 

 

Similarly, school improvement initiatives in high-poverty, high-minority schools in the 

state of Florida have yielded growth in student academic achievement (Florida Department of 
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Education, 2008).  For example, the FCAT test data produced from Florida‘s A+ accountability 

plan in 2008, revealed that there were: 

 

130 schools that improved from a "C" to an ―A‖…10 schools that improved from 

a ―D‖ to an ―A‖, 19 schools that improved from a ―D‖ to a ―B‖.  There were 6 

schools that improved from an ―F‖ to an ―A‖, 3 schools that improved from an 

―F‖ to a ―B‖, and 6 schools that improved from an ―F‖ to a ―C‖ (Florida 

Department of Education, 2008). 

 

Personally, I have 14 years of experience in a range of public school settings and school 

cultures in one of the lowest performing districts in the state of Florida.  I have been an assistant 

principal in a small magnet school with 60 pre-selected gifted and talented students, a 

coordinator in a charter school that included 80 middle school students, an administrator in a 

medium sized ESOL-based setting of 350 elementary students, and the principal of an 

elementary school that increased its school grade from a C to a B. Later, I served as an 

administrator in an ―F‖ rated elementary school in the low performing district.  This school, with 

more than 800 students of varying learning abilities, was the district‘s exceptional education 

center.  Exceptionalities ranged from gifted education to mild retardation. Under my leadership, 

this school increased its school grade two letters from an F to a C, moving from a failing school 

to a higher performing school.  

My most recent experience with improved student performance stemmed from my 

work as a consultant.  Formerly, I believed there was only one way to get results but I 

now recognize that student achievement can be attained in a variety of ways. This shift in 

thinking influenced the focus of my research because little is known about school 

improvement processes that not only lead to increases in student academic achievement 

over the course of one academic year but were maintained in subsequent years. I wanted 

to understand the school improvement processes that were implemented at a high-

performing, high-poverty elementary school that contributed to such results. 

The Study 

Some previously low-performing schools are positively impacting the academic 

performance of their students and thereby providing encouragement to other low-performing 
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schools (Dillihunt, 2005; Florida Department of Education, 2008; National Education of 

Education Progress, 2009).  This study focused on one such elementary public school that served 

predominately African American students in a poor neighborhood and which achieved 

impressive academic results.  The study was conducted at This Is It Elementary School, a 

pseudonym for this public elementary educational institution in Florida. In June 2009, This Is It 

Elementary School, a Pre-K to 5th grade educational institution, was classified as a high-

performing, high-minority elementary school having increased its school grade from a C to an A. 

It had previously been classified as a low-performing school, because its grade was a D in 2005. 

This single case study approach documented the policies, procedures, and practices 

implemented in This Is it Elementary School to show how it reinvented itself in relation to the 

Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) school effectiveness components. I used qualitative methods 

(Creswell, 2003; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Patton, 2002).  Specifically, I observed the 

physical environment of the school site, conducted semi-structured interviews with 

administrators, instructional coaches, teachers and students and analyzed school documents and 

academic records. 

Contribution of the Study 

The findings from this study explained one school‘s route to implementing school 

improvement efforts and extended the body of knowledge focused on high-performing, high-

poverty schools. The study findings were useful in refining improvement initiatives and reform 

efforts.  The findings enhanced and strengthened the rationales for existing instructional 

practices and educational programs aimed at high-poverty, high-minority elementary schools; 

and will therefore enhance educators‘ insight as they strive to turn around low-performing, high-

poverty, minority schools.  

Limitations of the Study 

This was a single case study, limited to one academic setting in the state of Florida, and 

was not generalizable to the entire educational population. To build on this study, future research 

should include elementary schools within other districts as well as high-performing schools at 

the middle or high school levels. 

Definition of Terms 

1.  High-poverty school:  A school that has eighty (80) percent or more of its students on 
free or reduced lunch status. 
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2. High-minority school: A school that has an eighty (80) percent or more African 
American or Latino/a student population.  

 

3. High-performing school: A school that has scored a B or higher on Florida‘s 
accountability grading scale which ranges from an A to an F. 

 

4. Curriculum alignment:  The alignment of state learning outcomes with specified 
outcomes on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment test (FCAT) (Adapted from 
Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993). 

 

5. Orderly environment: A learning setting that is based on clear guidelines and 
expectations collaboratively established by teachers and students (Baker, 1999; Teddlie 
& Stringfield, 1993). An orderly environment that effectively facilitates teaching and 
learning is characterized by time on task and engagement in meaningful activities 

 

6. Continuous monitoring of student profiles:  The use of data to drive instruction. In 
three stages, teachers collect student achievement data to (1) establish students' existing 
understandings and achievements (2) track students‘ responses to moderate challenges; 
and (3) measure their outcomes against expected performance goals (Teddlie & 
Stringfield, 1993). 

 

7. Supportive and persistent teachers:  Educators who (1) set high expectations for 
students and guide them in meeting those expectations (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993), (2) 
believe all students can learn (Delprit, 1996), and (3) establish and nurture trusting 
relationships with their students (Wilson & Corbett, 2001). 

 

8. Dynamic leadership: The principal‘s ability to manage and impact educational change 
through instructional leadership.   I will also define dynamic leadership as (1) the 
principal‘s ability to make decisions based on the contextual demands of the school and 
(2) the principal‘s ability to balance and mediate school priorities with external 
mandates from the district, state, and federal government.  These definitions draw on the 
work of Teddlie and Stringfield (1993), Duke, et al., (2007), and Rorrer & Skrla, (2005 

 

Summary 

Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) reported that an orderly environment, a focus on 

academics, supportive and persistent teachers, continuous monitoring of student academic 

profiles, and dynamic leadership are present in high-poverty, high-performing schools. I 

explored the five components of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) study to understand if and how 

they manifest themselves in school improvement efforts at This Is It Elementary School.  When 

investigating the transformation of this school, I examined the change process so that educators 
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might gain a deeper understanding of how a school began its school improvement efforts toward 

excellence for all students.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The purpose of this descriptive, post hoc single case study was to understand to what 

extent the five components of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (T&S) school effectiveness model 

manifest themselves in school improvements efforts at This Is It Elementary School. I also 

wanted to understand other factors that were influential in enhancing school improvement 

efforts.  The study‘s research questions were:  

(1) How did the five components of the Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school 

effectiveness model manifest themselves in school improvement efforts?  

(2) What additional factors contributed to facilitating and sustaining school improvement 

efforts? 

(3) In an effort to increase student academic achievement represented by the FCAT: (a) 

what challenges were encountered by students, teachers, instructional support staff 

and administrators, and (b) how did the students, teachers, instructional support staff, 

and administrators overcome the challenges? 

I organized this chapter as follows:  I reviewed the literature in relation to each of the five 

components of the model.  First, I described the components of the Teddlie and Stringfield 

School Effectiveness Model. Each of these components represented one of five key success 

factors in transforming a failing school into a high performing one. The components of the 

Teddlie and Stringfield model included: a focus on academics, an orderly environment, the 

continuous monitoring of student academic profiles, supportive and persistent teachers, and 

dynamic leadership. I situated these five components within the larger body of literature dealing 

with school effectiveness in high-poverty environments, and analyzed and critiqued each 

element.  I then summarized each section and provided the study‘s definition of each component.  

I concluded with an overall summary of the literature.  

Teddlie and Stringfield Model Components 

In the next section I reviewed the literature in relation to each component of the Teddlie 

and Stringfield School Effectiveness Model (1993).  Each component was substantiated by 

literature that related to high-performing, high-poverty public elementary schools. Each 
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component was supported by articles in research journals, and/or literature from experiential 

classroom practices as indicated in Table 2.1 below. 

 
Table 2.1.  Teddlie and Stringfield Model Components 

Components 

of Teddlie & 

Stringfield 

(1993) 

School 

Effectiveness 

Model  

Indicators and Sources 

*Research Journal Articles  
**Indicators found in experiential, classroom practice literature 

Focus on 

Academics 

(FA) 

Evidence of Curriculum Alignment: 
Curriculum Mapping (**Carter, 1999, 2000; *Gray, 1999; **Johnson & Asera, 1999;* 
Koppang, 2004; *Ogawa, Sandholtz, Martinez-Flores, & Scribner, 2003;  *Phelps, 2005; 
*Schoen, Cebulla, Fin, & Fi, 2003) 
Evidence of Additional Instruction Time: 
Before/After/During School Programs (**Carter, 1999; *Duke & Salmonowicz, 2010; 
*Floyd, 1996; *Freiberg, 1993; *Hanlon, Simon, O‘Grady, Carswell &Callaman, 2009; 
*Khane, Nagaoka, Brown, O‘Brien, Quinn & Thiede, 2002; *Neuman & Simmons, 2000; 
**Schragel et al., 2007; *Scott-Little, Hamann & Jurs, 2002; *Zimmer, Hamilton & Christina, 
2010) 

Orderly 

Environment 

(OE) 

Evidence of Engaged Learning: 
Cooperative learning (*Baker, 1999; **Bernard, 1995; *Bondy & McKenzie, 1999; 
*Diamond & Spillane, 2004; *Emmer & Gerwels, 2002; *Freiberg, 1993; *Johnson, 1997; 
2007; *Johnson, 2006; *Klem & Connel, 2004; *Slavin & Madden, 2001; **Thayer-Bacon, 
2006; *Vaughan, 2002) 

Supportive 

and 

Persistent 

Teachers 

(SPT) 

Indicators of emotional/academic support:  
Displays of affection (smiles, hugs/pats on the back, written notes and verbal expressions 
of high expectations /belief that all students can learn(*Baker, 1999; **Bennis, 1994; 
**Bernard, 1995, 1996; *Bondy, et al., 2007; **Delprit, 1996; *Ellison, et al., 2000; *Floyd, 
1996; *Freiberg, 1993; *Howard, 2003‘ *Jennings & Greenberg, Johnson, 1997; 2009; *Klem 
& Connel, 2004; *Ladson-Billings, 1995; **McMillian & Reed, 1994; *Pianta et al., 2008; 
**Wilson & Corbett, 2001) 

Continuous 

Monitoring 

of Student 

Profiles 

(CMSP) 

Monitoring of Students’ Performance 

Evidence of Data Collection: 
Student Data via Assessments (*Acker-Hocevar, 2002; *Adkison & Tchudi, 2001; *Bancroft, 
2010; **Carter, 2000; **Bernhardt, 2004; *Brimijoin, 2005; **Johnson & Asera, 1999; *Kerr, 
Marsh, Ikemoto, Darilek & Bane, 2000; *McColskey * McMunn, 2000; *Rupp & Lasaux, 
2006; *Stiggins & DuFour, 2009; *Stiggins & Duke, 2008; **Ward, 2004) 
Evidence of Data Analysis: 
Data meetings (*Bernhardt, 2003*Brimijoin, 2005; *Diamond & Spillane, 2004; *Ford, 2008; 
*Gearhart & Saxe, 2004; *Hirsh, 2009; *Mokhtari, Thoma & Edwards, 2010; *Rorrer & Skrla, 
2005; **Ward, 2004; *Young, 2006; **Zoul, 2006)  

Dynamic 

Leadership 

(DL) 

Evidence of School Leaders: 
Monitoring of Teachers’ Performance/Classroom Walkthrough (*Acker-Hocevar, 2002; 
**Bernhardt, 2003, 2004; **Carter, 1999, 2000; *Engels, Hotton, Devos, Bouckenooghe & 
Aellerman, 2008; *Freiberg, 1993; *Fullan, 1992; *Goldring & Pasternak, 1994; *Gray, 1999; 
*Hallinger & Heck, 1998; *Kurland, Peretz, & Hertz-Lazgrowitz, 2010*Leithwood ,1994; 
*Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; *Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008; *Spillane et al., 2004; *Steiny, 
2009; *Young, 2006)   
Mediation of External Policies (*Acker-Hocevar, 2002; **Carter, 2000; *Diamond & 
Spillane, 2004; *Donaldson, Cobb & Mayer, 2010; Rorrer *Skrla, 2005; *Terry, 2010) 
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A Focus on Academics 

Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) define a focus on academics in terms of curriculum 

alignment.  A focus on academics ―aligns specific grade level learning goals in the school‘s 

curriculum with content items on state standardized exams‖ (p. 39).   

The need to improve learning for all students became readily apparent after the passing of 

the No Child Left Behind Act (2001).  Standards-based curricula became the tool by which 

educators would implement the goal of providing a quality education for all students (Koppang, 

2004). Stands-based curricula enhance teachers‘ effectiveness which in turn, as Koppang (2004) 

suggests lead to increased student academic achievement.  Many times schools do not have a 

curriculum that is aligned with grade level standards (Phelps, 2005).  To avoid teachers‘ and 

principals‘ misunderstanding of the scope and sequence of skills, schools are utilizing curriculum 

alignment to ensure the articulation of learning is clear. Curriculum alignment is an instructional 

planning tool that assists teachers in transferring written content into deliverable lessons.  It is a 

process by which the operational curriculum of the school is placed in writing, and a way of 

connecting what is being taught in the classrooms with standards that will be assessed on annual 

standardized exams (Hayes-Jacobs, 1997).   

Mapping an Aligned Curriculum 

Curriculum mapping involves measuring the length of time teachers spend on a set of 

skills (Gray, 1999).  Whereas curriculum alignment aligns specific grade level learning goals in 

the school‘s curriculum with content items on state standardized exams (Teddlie & Stringfield, 

1993), curriculum mapping ensures the pacing of this alignment so that teachers know what to 

teach every day throughout the year.  The goal of curriculum alignment through the use of 

mapping is to ensure grade levels skills for the academic school year are taught and assessed in a 

timely fashion.  Gray (1999) contends that curriculum mapping controls the quality of 

instruction, because alignment and pacing maximize students‘ time on task on prioritized skills.  

Admittedly, a majority of schools generally have quality textbooks with specified chapters for 

sequencing information.  Information in the texts, are however limited to the scope and sequence 

and the pacing of instruction is not taken into consideration.  On the other hand, the mapping of 

an aligned curriculum provides teachers with content as well as the amount of time that should 

be placed on various sections of the curriculum.   
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In curriculum mapping teachers utilize a calendar-based system to chart the skills and 

corresponding assessments (Haynes-Jacobs, 1997).  Because each district uses varying 

approaches to meeting the standards, each school‘s curriculum map will reflect differences in 

priorities.  Teachers begin by outlining and prioritizing proficient and non-proficient skills.  The 

school‘s approach to addressing student proficiency for all students determines the sequence of 

skills.  Throughout the process, teachers integrate assessments. Assessing standards at periodic 

points on the curriculum map is beneficial to the progression of learning (Koppang, 2004), 

because assessments provide a link between the delivery of content and the demonstration of 

student learning (Bernhardt, 2003; Kimmelman, 2006; Koppang, 2004).   

Curriculum maps may reflect monthly instruction, semester instruction, or yearly 

instruction (Boudah, Lenz, Bulgreen, Schumaker & Deshler, 2000).  Curriculum mapping can be 

conducted during the summer in preparation for the upcoming school year.  However, 

curriculum mapping may also be developed on a monthly basis throughout the school year using 

assessments to identify the need for remediation and re-teaching.  A standards-based, curriculum 

aligned instructional map enhances the educational experiences of students because the delivery 

of instruction is more likely to be coherent and sequenced for building concepts and skills 

(Lowell-York, Doyle, & Kronberg, 1995).  

Schoen, Cebulla, Fin and Fi (2003) contend that an aligned standards-based curriculum 

increases student learning.  Standards-based accountability policies have been created to address 

the academic inequalities of children by encouraging teachers to expose all students to a high-

quality curriculum (Kimmelman, 2006).  Gauzenhauser (2003) claims that the narrow focus on 

academics stifles learning but others researchers believe that the instructional benefits of 

curriculum alignment enhance students‘ academic achievement (Koppang, 2004; Lowell-York et 

al., 1995; Phelps, 2005).  Research has shown that curriculum alignment increases students‘ 

academic performance and that teachers are more motivated to emphasize the standards (Carter, 

2000; Johnson & Asera, 1999; Schragel et al., 2007; Ward, 2004).  

Carter (1999) studied 21 high-performing, high-poverty elementary schools and showed 

how an aligned curriculum map can have positive outcomes. In order to devote more time for 

test preparation, the principals in these schools implemented a ‗90/90/60‘ policy in which daily 

instruction encompassed 90 minutes of reading, 90 minutes of math, and 60 minutes of writing. 

These three areas, plus science, are the only areas of the elementary school curriculum tested by 
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the state. Other subjects, including social studies, physical education, and the arts, competed for 

the remaining time in the school day. Despite the fact that large sections of the state curriculum 

were left untaught, test scores improved and all the schools eventually lost their low-performing 

status. 

Proponents of curriculum alignment argue that when curriculum mapping is applied to 

classroom instruction, teachers as well as principals receive timely feedback on specific learning 

outcomes.  This is significant because student performance data give teachers insight into their 

effectiveness (Ogawa, Sandholtz, Martinez-Flores, & Scribner, 2003). Moreover, by providing a 

common set of skills to be taught in a predetermined amount of time, an aligned curriculum map 

can ensure high-quality instruction through state regulated standards-based content and thereby 

reduce the achievement gap for low-performing, high-poverty students. 

Proponents of curriculum alignment believe that standards-based curricula assist teachers 

with prioritizing teaching goals (Kimmelman, 2006), but even opponents agree it provides 

teachers with the scope and sequence of skills.  In many schools with loosely organized 

instruction, curriculum alignment offers teachers a concise and consistent guide.  By outlining 

which concepts students must be proficient in, curriculum alignment provides the blueprint for 

teachers to follow (Darling-Hammond, 1993).  

According to some researchers, at-risk students require an aligned curriculum (Dillihunt, 

2005; English & Hill, 1990; Freiberg, 1993; Johnson & Asera, 1999; Schragel et al., 2007).  

English and Hill (1990) maintain that pacing school curricula in high-poverty, low-performing 

schools in an effort to increase test scores requires ―precise alignment of test content to the 

curriculum‖ (p. 23).  They point out that, ―The tighter and less ambiguous the fit, the more 

teaching improves test scores, i.e., there is less of a chance teachers will teach something other 

than the material to be tested‖ (1990, p. 23). Their assertion is based on the assumption that the 

more students rely on the school as their primary source of instruction, the more closely the 

learning guides must match the test.  Curriculum alignment therefore needs to be used by low-

performing, high-poverty schools. 

Additional Instructional Time 

Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) define a focus on academic as aligning learning goals of 

curriculum with state standards, but there are other researchers who define it as establishing 

academic opportunities for failing students through the offering of additional instruction before, 
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during, or after the school day (Fleming-McCormick & Tushnet, 1996; Hamilton & Klein, 1998; 

Huang et al., 2000; Lamare, 1997; Weinbaun, 1996; Scott-Little, Hamann & Jurs, 2002).   

No Child Left Behind has a provision for additional instructional time for struggling 

students (Section 1001).  The Act has created pressure on school systems to increase students‘ 

performance on state accountability exams.  If districts fail to do so for three consecutive years, 

they are forced to use their Title I dollars to fund tutoring services (most commonly referred to as 

supplemental educational services-SES).  Many urban districts are using SES to address 

unsatisfactory student performance (Hanlon et al., 2009). 

Studies by Fleming-McCormick and Tuchnet (1996), Hamilton and Klein (1998), Huang 

et al., (2000), Lamare (1997), and Weinbaun (1996) have linked academically related tutoring 

programs to increases in at-risk students‘ academic achievement. Weinbaun‘s (1996) study 

showed that participants‘ reading proficiency scores increased.  Fleming-McCormick and 

Tushnet (1996) reported that students who participated in tutoring programs demonstrated 

significant progress in health, language arts, and social skills.   

In a study conducted by Lamare (1997), after-school participants had higher reading and 

math test scores than students who did not attend.  Hamilton and Klein (1998) analyzed the 

impact of additional instruction through the use of an after-school program.  The fourth grade 

students in their study scored higher than a comparison group of students in math and language 

arts.  Huang et al., (2000) pointed to additional benefits from additional instruction given in 

after-school programs, such as homework completion, social skills and a respect for learning.  

Huang et al., (2000) also reported better school attendance which they contend relates to higher 

academic achievement in language arts, math and reading. 

Hanlon et al., (2009) examined the impact two Pittsburg public schools‘ tutoring 

programs had on academic achievement.  They evaluated the NCLB mandated SES after-school 

program and the state of Pittsburg tutoring program.  In analyzing program features connected 

with improved academic progress, Hanlon et al., (2009) noted that the grouping of students by 

performance level had a positive impact on both math and reading achievement in both 

programs.  The delivery of instruction focused on gaps in students‘ learning also contributed to 

increases in reading and math scores.  These scholars propose that students who receive 

additional instruction in after-school programs are more likely to score higher on standardized 

exams. 
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Summary 

Some low-performing schools strategically look for new educational methods designed to 

help struggling students, many whom lack the basic skills required to score in the proficiency 

range on state standardized exams (Carter, 2000; Hanlon et al., 2009).  Academically struggling 

students need more time to ‗catch up.‘ Extended learning opportunities therefore need to be 

offered to these students.  

An aligned curriculum map ensures that more attention is devoted to the standards-based 

curriculum, there is greater consistency across classrooms in terms of what is being taught and 

when, expectations are uniform for all students, and there is more support for low-performing 

students.  Some studies of curriculum alignment have shown that the emphasis on tested subjects 

has unintended side effects such as the neglect or elimination of non-tested learning outcomes, 

and the overuse of test preparation resources that emulate state test questions (McColskey & 

McMunn, 2000).   

I agree with English and Hill (1990) that it is acceptable to teach to the test if the test is a 

valid reflection of the curriculum.  Gunzenhauser‘s (2003) reference to curriculum alignment as 

a narrow bundle of skills is misinterpreted by many educators as referring to a substandard 

curriculum. The standards that are included in curriculum alignment are common grade level 

learning outcomes that are deemed appropriate by legislators (Florida Department of Education, 

2008) to adequately prepare children to be productive citizens.  I agree with Gunzenhauser 

(2003), Carter (2000) and Ward (2004) that an aligned curriculum map is a paced scope and 

sequence tool that controls which standards are taught and for how long.  The argument that 

curriculum alignment forces some students to move on before they have mastered prior skills is 

based on the misperception that students have to master all of the standards with 100% 

proficiency. The Florida A+ Plan does not require or emphasize 100% mastery of all of the 

skills.  In the state of Florida, proficiency is defined as 70 percent.   Proficiency or encouraging 

students to score 70% or higher on all of the skills is conveyed to teachers in the State of Florida.  

Study’s Definition 

An aligned curriculum map should be used in low-performing, high-poverty elementary 

schools to assist teachers in delivering standards prior to the annual standardized testing. In this 

study, I used Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) definition of curriculum alignment and refocused it 

on alignment with state learning outcomes.  I also included the concept of a focus on academics 
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as additional instruction time (Fleming-McCormick & Tuchnet, 1996; No Child Left Behind, 

2001; Scotts-Little, Hamann & Jurs, 2002). 

Orderly Environment 

The second component of the Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) model is an orderly 

environment. Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) define an orderly environment as a learning 

atmosphere where ‗set routines are established and rules are consistently enforced‘ (p.36). Time 

on task and engagement in meaningful activities are characteristics of an orderly environment 

that effectively facilitates teaching and learning. 

Orderly Environment 

An orderly environment for one culture may not be ‗orderly‘ for another and teachers 

have to make adjustments.  For example, there are cultural differences in the way African 

American and Latino/students interact as learners that affects how an ‗orderly environment‘ 

looks to the outsider.  In the typical United States classroom, for example, establishing and 

maintaining eye contact is equated with showing respect, while in Latino/a cultures showing 

respect is demonstrated by looking down with an averted gaze. High poverty schools with their 

predominantly African American populations have different cultural standards for behavior from 

which a typical ‗white‘ teacher would consider appropriate (Payne, 1996).   Expectations for 

student classroom behavior need to be clear.  Teachers generally expect students to remain quiet 

when they are talking but some African American students may be accustomed to a more 

―active, participatory pattern of behavior‖ (Weinstein, et al., 2003, p. 291).   

It becomes a challenge for teachers to keep the students engaged when direct instruction 

is expected to involve an uninterrupted 60-90 minutes of direct instruction in reading, math and 

writing (Dillihunt, 2005). Emotionally exhausted teachers are at risk of becoming cynical and 

uncompassionate (Howard, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 1995). Many teachers lose their sense of 

efficacy, and leave the profession believing they cannot perform their duties. Jacobs (2007) 

reports that teachers in the United States when asked why they left the profession, cited their 

inability to ‗tame‘ their students, ranking classroom management as the number one reason for 

leaving.  A small number stay in the profession and cope by maintaining a rigid classroom 

environment enforced by insensitive measures of compliance (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009).  

Such teachers generally believe classrooms need to be under control before learning can take 
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place. When rules and procedures are not adequately established, it may lead to unnecessary 

disciplinary reprimands, referrals to administration, and antagonism (Delprit, 1996). 

Teachers need to be explicit about their expectations and model the behavior they want 

from their students (Weinstein, et al., 2003). Burnett (2003) found a correlation between 

increased student achievement and a decrease in disruptive behavior when rules are clearly 

established, students are engaged, and teachers react respectfully to differences in how students 

respond and express themselves.  

Baker (1999) suggests that students should be a part of the decision-making process, 

specifically contributing to the creation of classroom rules. Bernard (1995) agrees stating that, 

―students should create the governing rules of the classroom‖ (p. 4). Recent scholarship on an 

orderly environment expands on Baker‘s (1999) and Bernard‘s (1995) notion of setting rules 

(Reese, 2007).  For instance, in her work on classroom management, Reese (2007) emphasizes 

the significance of the one-to-one connection between student and teacher. She encourages the 

use of a child‘s name when bringing attention to established guidelines, and observes that 

commendation, communication, and consistency are the most successful ways to create a fun, 

safe, and orderly environment in elementary schools. Thayer-Bacon (2006) supports Reese 

(2007) that no child should be humiliated in school. Giving and receiving respect are integral to 

effective classroom management producing an orderly environment where teachers deliver 

effective instruction.  

Teachers‘ roles include providing meaningful activities that enable students to succeed 

(Bondy & McKenzie, 1999; Diamond & Spillane, 2004; Freiberg, 1983, 1989; Johnson, 1997; 

Schragel, et al., 2007).The implementation of effective policies and practices in high-performing, 

high-poverty elementary schools plays an integral role in promoting student achievement (Barr 

& Parrett, 2002; Freiberg, 1993; Kimmelman, 2006; Schragel, Thacker, & Bell, 2007; Slavin, 

Karweit, & Wasik, 1992; Stormant, 2007; Taylor, 1990).  

An expected outcome of schools that set and guide high expectations is student 

engagement in meaningful learning activities (Barr & Parrett, 2002; Bernard, 1995; Slavin, et al., 

1992; Taylor, 1990; Thayer-Bacon, 2006).  The incorporation of hands-on activities and group 

learning creates a community of engaged learners (Barr & Parrett, 2002; Schragel et al., 

Stormant, 2007; Thayer-Bacon, 2006). Specific practices consist of:  
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asking questions that encourage critical thinking and dialogue, making learning 
hands-on, involving students in curriculum planning, using participatory 
evaluations strategies, letting students create the governing rules of the classroom, 
and employing cooperative approaches (Bernard, 1995, p. 4). 

Other researchers support this view and contend that engagement in cooperative learning 

can produce positive effects on student learning (Cohen, 1994; Emmer & Gerwels, 2002; 

Fordham, 1996; Johnson & Johnson, 1999; Johnson, 2006; Kagan, 1994; Slavin, 1993; 

Slavin & Madden, 2001; Vaughan, 2002).   

Cooperative Learning 

Cooperative learning activities vary, but involve small groups of students working 

together to maximize their learning (Vaughan, 2002).  Slavin (1983) and Cohen (1994) 

view cooperative activities as integrating group tasks and individual accountability.  

Cohen (1994) adds the significance of group dialogue and group interaction and suggests 

that students be allowed to make mistakes and problem solve with minimal teacher 

monitoring.  Johnson and Johnson (1999) add the need for social and leadership skills.  

According to these researchers, the common characteristics of cooperative learning 

activities include group goals, individual responsibility, and group interaction. 

Johnson (2006) asked fifth grade students about their learning preferences and found they 

preferred learning in groups rather than in individual or competitive situations.  Over 70% of the 

students, regardless of geographic location, reported that they preferred hands-on activities and 

group assignments. This finding supports Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) view that an orderly 

environment consists of engaging activities and Bernard‘s (1995) theory that hands-on activities 

and cooperative learning are effective classroom practices. 

Ladson-Billings (1995) and Delprit (1996) argue that minority students have learning 

styles, behaviors, values, and language discourse patterns that differ from those of the dominant 

culture.  Accordingly, Banks (2001) argues that schools should accommodate the preferred 

dominant learning styles of students.  Direct instruction, the dominant instructional delivery 

technique used in most classrooms, does not reflect the cultural preferences and learning styles 

of student of color (Slavin, 1990; Thayer-Bacon, 2006).  An interactive instructional technique, 

such as cooperative learning would be preferred by minority students. 
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Johnson and Johnson (1983) compared the impact of cooperative learning to 

individualistic learning in a racially integrated classroom and reported that cooperative learning 

increased minority students‘ achievement.  Slavin (1985) examined the effects of team work in 

groups, ability grouping, and a school-wide math program on the math achievement of third 

through sixth grade students.  He found that assistance from team members, an attribute of 

cooperative learning, had the most significant impact on math scores. 

Cooperative learning has been used in school-wide instruction with significant results 

(Emmer & Gerwels, 2002; Slavin & Madden, 2001) and is one of the best educational strategies 

for teachers implementing hands-on learning designed to generate dialogue, inquiry, and 

interaction (Johnson, 2006).  Cooperative learning results in ―greater transfer of what is learned 

(i.e., more high-level reasoning, more frequent generation of new ideas and solutions), greater 

transfer of what is learned in one situation to another (i.e., group to individual transfer), and more 

time on task than is achieved with competitive or individualistic learning‖ (Johnson, 2006, p. 

507).  

Summary 

The literature dealing with an orderly environment confirms the significance of 

establishing, clarifying, and modeling procedures and routines (Baker, 1999; Bernard, 

1995; Reese, 2007).  Students must not be conditioned or ridiculed into meeting 

appropriate classroom guidelines.  Rather, teachers should enter the classroom with a 

spirit of reciprocal respect and strive to establish interactions with students that in turn 

make the classroom environment a safe, meaningful, and conducive place for learning. 

Cooperative learning provides an alternative to the individual completion of assignments 

by encouraging collaboration among small groups of students (Emmer & Gerwels, 2002).  

Scholars have theorized that minority students perform better academically when they learn in 

cooperative groups than participating in individual tasks (Banks, 2001; Cohen, 1994; Nieto, 

2000; Slavin, 1990).  Specifically, Cohen (1986) and Slavin (1990) found students of color make 

greater learning gains when in cooperative learning classrooms and that cooperative learning 

activities improve students‘ progress in math, language arts, social studies, and science 

(Okebukola, 1985; Slavin, 1985).  As teachers‘ roles are reduced to the facilitation of learning 

rather than the transmission of knowledge, students‘ roles shift toward decision makers and 

problem-solvers.  Consequently, students become more engaged in the learning process and 
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schools that allow cooperative learning find their students are more involved and more engaged 

in classroom tasks (Klem & Connel, 2004). 

Study’s Definition 

My definition, drawn from Teddlie and Stringfield was amplified from my 

reading of the literature and was defined as a learning setting that was based on clear 

guidelines and expectations collaboratively established by teachers and students (Teddlie 

& Stringfield, 1993). Time on task and engagement in cooperative activities were 

additional characteristics of an orderly environment that promoted teaching and learning 

(Bernard, 1995; Slavin & Madden, 2001). 

Continuous Monitoring of Student Academic Profiles 

Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) define the continuous monitoring of student academic 

profiles as collecting and analyzing student test results (p. 36). They propose that teachers collect 

and utilize student test data in three stages. The first two stages represent the data collection 

phase and the third phase represent the data analysis phase.  In the first stage, teachers determine 

students' existing level of understanding and achievements.  In the second, they track students‘ 

responses to moderate challenges.  The last stage involves measuring student outcomes against 

expected performance goals. 

Assessments 

Assessments provide a quality control check for teaching effectiveness and affect the 

delivery and pace of future instruction (Bernhardt, 2003; 2004; Stiggins & Duke, 2008).  

Assessments take the form of small mini-assessments of one skill or end of unit exams on 

multiple concepts.  School assessments are administered at three levels: (1) the classroom level, 

(2) the school level and (3) the accountability level (Stiggins & DuFour, 2009).  Classroom level 

assessments provide information on the learning process and track the development of student 

progress over time.  Teachers chart students‘ progress toward proficiency and modify future 

classroom assignments (Bernhardt, 2004; Stiggins & DuFour, 2009; Stiggins & Duke, 2008).   

School level assessments provide teachers and administrators with data they can use to 

compare proficiency across classrooms (Stiggins & DuFour, 2009).  In this situation, schools use 

school level benchmarks or mini-assessments to identify how the school‘s instructional programs 

are affecting performance across and within grade levels and to identify the grade levels or 

classrooms that are struggling (Bernhardt, 2003, 2004).  In accordance with the Florida A+ Plan, 
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schools must administer an annual standardized exam (FCAT) in grades 3-10 to determine the 

percentage of students who have mastered the standards (Florida Department of Education, 

2008). Accountability assessments provide district personnel and legislators with an annual 

progress report that summarizes whether students are meeting state standards (Florida 

Department of Education, 2008; No Child Left Behind, 2001).  Schools generally ask questions 

such as ―What percentage of our students achieved mastery?  Did we decrease the number of 

students who are struggling?‖  Accountability assessments document how each student has 

mastered each standard and the itemization of each standard allows teachers to use those data for 

school improvement.  

Classroom, school, and accountability assessments are valuable to schools seeking to 

improve the academic achievement of their students.  Each form of assessment serves a different 

purpose.  Classroom level assessments track the students‘ progress from non-mastery to 

competence.  The school level assessments provide data that allow principals to see which 

classroom or grade level needs more time for improvement, and accountability assessments 

document the effectiveness of the school as a whole.  Teachers cannot collect a comprehensive 

range of data from any one assessment.  All three levels are needed to ensure that the needs of all 

students are met (Stiggins & DuFour, 2009). 

Students rarely go from non-proficient to proficient immediately, but over time they 

grasp and progressively understand concepts that lead to skill mastery.  Ongoing assessments 

track this process (Stiggins & Duke, 2009) and are the basis of an effective monitoring system. 

Stiggins and Duke (2008) point out that ―When used effectively as a teaching tool - that is, to 

support learning- classroom assessment has proven its ability to greatly enhance (not merely 

monitor) student learning‖ (p. 288).  In other words, effective teaching is a process in which 

teachers become proficient not by perfecting the status quo, but by adjusting lessons based on the 

collection and analysis of student performance data.  

Data Collection/Data Analysis 

 Ford (2008) argues that teachers need an objective way to identify learners that are at risk 

of academic failure. In other words, they need a systematic approach to address the students‘ 

learning deficits.  Without baseline data and ongoing reference checks on student progress, 

future instruction that guides subsequent learning will not be effective. Effective teachers know 

the strengths and weaknesses of their students (Gearhart & Saxe, 2004).  Data collection enables 
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teachers to assemble such information, not annually as standardized exams do, but frequently 

throughout the year, as students move toward mastering standards (Stiggins & Duke, 2008). In 

tracking student achievement, data analysis is one of the most effective instructional tools 

available to high-poverty low-performing schools (Stiggins & Duke, 2009). According to 

Stiggins and Duke (2009), data analysis is utilized to: 

identify student understanding, clarify that comes next in their learning, trigger 

and become part of an effective system of intervention for struggling students, 

inform and improve the instructional practice of individual teachers or teams, help 

students track their own progress toward attainment of standards, motivate 

students by building confidence in themselves as learners, fuel continuous 

improvement processes across faculties, and thus drive a school‘s transformation‖ 

(p. 640). 

In order to know what steps to take in teaching non-mastered concepts, classroom 

teachers need baseline information on students‘ learning.  Before the next round of 

instruction takes place, teachers give students academic progress reports.  Students 

become aware of their own strengths and weaknesses.  Gathering and sharing data helps 

students understand that mastery of learning is a process in which they have control 

(McMolskey & McMunn, 2000).  Once the performance standards have been identified, 

teachers generally group students by performance levels, provide individualized 

instruction, and analyze subsequent data to see if kids are improving academically 

(Bernhardt, 2004; Carter, 2000; Schlechty, 1997; Schragel et al., 2007).    

Ford‘s study of Johnsview Village School highlighted the benefits of systematic ongoing 

data analysis of student learning.  For three years Johnsview gradually increased the academic 

performance of its students in math, writing, and reading.  Johnsview‘s success involved a 

concentrated focus on analyzing data, which in turn shaped teachers‘ instructional practice-one 

that induced a paradigm shift in teaching from a deficit model (The student is lacking basic 

skills.  Why does this student not know this?) to a model that builds on student‘s progress (How 

can I help this student reach proficiency?). 

Initially the teachers at Johnsview met during school-wide meetings three times a year to 

share their classroom and grade level data.  What was previously a private isolated examination 

of student data conducted by the principal evolved into a data-driven process shared by teachers 
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as a group.  The discussions revealed the number of struggling students, the number who needed 

maintenance, and the number who had mastered the skill-and would later need enrichment (Ford, 

2008).  This process also helped teachers determine the appropriate intervention for each ability 

grouping (remedial, grade level, advanced). 

The teachers at Johnsview (Ford, 2008) like the teachers at 21 high-performing, high-

poverty schools throughout the Unites States studied by Johnson & Asera in 1999 and Carter in 

2000 used case management to monitor the academic profiles of students.  Each month, they met 

during school in clusters (K-3, 4-6, or 7-8) to review diagnostic data and discuss the learning 

progress of their students.  Ford (2008), Carter (2000) and Johnson and Asera (1999) believe that 

careful examination of data enables schools to be successful in targeting the specific needs of all 

students. 

Individual students are the focus of this data-driven dialogue among teachers.  The 

emphasis is not solely on whether students have mastered the skills but on their progress toward 

mastery (Stiggins & Duke, 2008).  Also during the data analysis process, teachers center their 

conversations on specific questions related to the needs of students and the overall effectiveness 

of the school. Examples of such questions include: ―What are the characteristics of students who 

are proficient and students who are not?‖, ―Where are we as a school making least or most 

progress in closing the achievement gaps?‖ (Mokhtari, Thoma & Edwards, 2010). 

By focusing on student learning, data-driven meetings help teachers provide quality 

instruction that fills in the gaps in student‘s learning.  Once teachers are aware of what 

instruction is needed, this knowledge is translated into priorities, and instructional goals become 

linked to school curriculum maps (Mokhtari et al., 2010).  Teacher engagement in the continuous 

monitoring of student profiles through data analysis leads to significant changes in instruction, 

which in turn; results in substantive improvement in student achievement (Ronka, Slaughter, & 

Meltzer, 2009). 

Many federal, state, and local school improvement initiatives have been based on the 

belief that data-driven instruction impacts student achievement (Brimijoin, 2005; Florida 

Department of Education, 2008; No Child Left behind, 2001; Young, 2006). Using data to drive 

instruction assumes that teachers process the results and make changes to their instructional 

practices.  Implicit in this assumption is the perception that teaching is an ―evolving process, one 

in which practitioners become proficient not simply by repeating routines, but by adjusting 
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routines based on systematic input‖ (Young, 2006, p. 522).  Data analysis increases the dialogue 

between teachers, identifies student learning points for instruction, and builds the foundation for 

differentiated instruction. 

Differentiated Instruction 

Differentiation is a teaching approach that integrates student learning goals, frequent 

exams, and instructional interventions based on student test data (Schlechty, 1997). This is in 

contrast to teaching the curriculum irrespective of students‘ assessment outcomes.  

Although many teachers want to be the ones to decide when to modify the scope and 

sequence of their instruction based on their students‘ needs (Brimijoin, 2005; Schlechty, 1997) 

others do not agree with the value of differentiated instruction. Some claim that this teaching 

approach and the monitoring of student assessment data is difficult in school environments 

where classroom instruction is uniform for all students rather than customized for individual 

students (Gunzenhauser, 2003).  When test results indicate deficient learning, requiring re-

teaching or differentiated instruction, some teachers believe they lack the flexibility to decide 

(Kerr, Marsh, Ikemoto, Darilek, Barney, 2006).  In fact, many do not deviate from the curricula 

used in most low-performing, high-poverty schools.  Feeling pressured to stay on course; many 

of these teachers follow the curriculum map instead of adapting their teaching based on the data.  

Personalized learning, with its focus on discovery and inquiry, has emerged as an 

alternative to frequent progress monitoring (Nicaise, Gibbey, & Crane, 2000). In contrast to 

classrooms that follow strict guidelines for the delivery and mastery of instruction, personalized 

learning allows children to be a part of the learning process.  Advocates of personalized learning 

see its strengths as the emphasis on self-paced learning and using assessments based on student 

readiness (Kerr, et al., 2006).  Personalized instruction generally occurs in private school 

settings. Because of the imposition of proficiency on state standards by the end of each academic 

school year in public school settings (Kimmelman, 2006), yearly standardized exams with their 

scheduled assessments do not take individual learning rates into account and thus decrease the 

likelihood that personalized instruction will be utilized in public low-performing, high-poverty 

elementary schools. 

Summary 

Continuous classroom assessments are the basic tools for monitoring student 

performance. They can have a positive influence on student achievement if teachers reflect on 
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the data and modify instruction as needed (Bernhardt, 2003; Carter, 2000; Dillihunt, 2005; 

Freiberg, 1993; Johnson & Asera, 1999).  If they do not, schools run the risk of using data 

collection as a compliance activity isolated from teachers‘ actual classroom practices.  Teachers 

skilled in differentiation can improve student achievement as well as make progress monitoring 

and accountability compatible to some extent.  

Study’s Definition 

The continuous monitoring of student academic profiles was adopted from Teddlie and 

Stringfield‘s (1993) definition and was defined as using data to inform instruction. Teachers 

collect student achievement data in three stages in order to (1) establish students' existing 

understandings and achievements (2) track students‘ responses to moderate challenges, and (3) 

measure their outcomes against expected performance goals. 

Supportive and Persistent Teachers 

 Although there are many dimensions to effective teaching, Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) 

emphasize the importance of being supportive and persistent. They define supportive and 

persistent teachers as ‗educators who are caring and set high expectations and corresponding 

guidelines to help students reach their goals‘ (p. 37).   

Solomon, Battish, & Hom (1996) found that teachers in high-poverty schools tend to 

question students‘ abilities and trust them less than they would students from high-economic 

status backgrounds.  Solomon et al. (1996) assessed the attitudes, perceptions, and classroom 

pedagogy of teachers in 24 suburban and urban elementary schools and found that teachers in 

high-poverty schools concentrated more on authority and control and less on student 

empowerment and meaningful learning than did teachers in the other schools.  

Even though research has shown that meaningful teacher-student relationships lead to 

improved student outcomes, (Baker, 1999; Bernard, 1995, 1996) some teachers are unable to 

establish such a connection.  Poplin and Weeres (1992) reported that many students in high-

poverty, low-performing schools feel they are not their teacher‘s priority.  The students in their 

study reported that their teachers did not understand them, were too busy for them, or just did not 

care. When teachers lack the ability to effectively manage the social and emotional challenges 

within high-poverty, low-performing classrooms, students are less engaged and thus perform at a 

lower standard (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollack, 2004). In their study of Philadelphia schools, 

Wilson and Corbett (2001) observed that it is the quality of supportive teacher/student 
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relationships that fosters the high-performing educational environment within turnaround schools 

(previously low-performing, high-minority schools that have made great strides in improving 

student achievement).  Floyd (1996), Freiberg, (1993) and Pianta, Belsky, Vandergrift, Houts, 

and Morrison (2008) support this view and conclude that positive student/teacher relationships 

facilitate improved student learning. 

Elementary school students show learning gains and improved motivation to learn when 

classroom settings are emotionally supportive (Baker, 1999; Floyd, 1996; Freiberg, 1993). 

Students want genuine relationships with teachers who are sincere and trustworthy, engage them 

in conversations, give them responsibility, and treat them with respect (Bernard, 1996).  In 

analyzing the impact of emotional support in the classroom, McMillian and Reed (1994) found 

that teachers in high-performing, high-poverty schools tend to be caring, and demonstrate 

support through their actions, by conveying trust and unconditional love to students.  Higgins 

(1994) characterizes caring teachers as ones who demonstrate ―quiet availability,‖ ―fundamental 

positive regard,‖ and ―simple sustained kindness‖ (pp. 324–25). Caring is also displayed in terms 

of one-to-one bonding, praise, words of encouragement, a written note, a smile, a warm greeting, 

or a simple touch on the shoulder (Delprit, 1996; Thayer-Bacon, 2006).  Showing respect, 

accepting students for who they are and treating them as equals in value and importance is 

extremely important in building student/teacher relationships in high-poverty; low-performing 

schools (Johnson, 1997). 

Supportive teachers are also nonjudgmental and compassionate (Floyd, 1996; Johnson, 

1997; McMillian & Reed, 1994). They do not de-emphasize students‘ disruptive behavior when 

it occurs but nor do they take the students‘ behavior personally.  On the contrary, they 

acknowledge it and accept the fact students may be dealing with negative environmental factors 

such as lack of sleep, food, or shelter (Rothstein, 2004). Overall, supportive teachers are 

genuinely interested in their students.  They actively listen to them, getting to know their 

strengths and talents which in turn demonstrate that their students are important to them (Delprit, 

1996). 

Persistent teachers convey high expectations for student growth (Bernard, 1996). In his 

study of the emotional involvement of teachers, Bennis (1994) found that teacher persistence 

impacts student achievement and that teachers with high expectations correlated with a 25 point 

increase in students‘ IQ scores. A persistent teacher sees the possibilities in students (Delpit, 



43 
 

1996).  In examining the impact of persistence on student/teacher relationships, one of the 

students in Delprit‘s study recounted ―They [teachers] held visions of us that we could not 

imagine for ourselves‖ (p. 199).  Teachers who are persistent do not accept excuses.  . In their 

study of Philadelphia schools, Wilson and Corbett (2001) found that persistent teachers were 

characterized the following way: 

Teachers' refusal to accept any excuses for failure separated the classrooms in 
which students succeeded from those in which they did not. . . . The teacher, 
according to students, acted out of a determination to promote success. . . . 
[Teachers] ‗stayed on students‘ until they got it (pp. 120–121).   

Pianta et al. (2008) examined the impact of classroom supports on elementary students‘ math and 

reading scores.  They found that a caring and supportive environment, the presence of supportive 

student/teacher relationships, and the persistence of teachers who recognize and respond to 

children‘s individual needs were predictors of math and reading increases.  This finding supports 

the theory that relationships built through supportive and persistent teachers and not just 

instruction can impact student achievement. 

Summary 

Supportive and persistent teachers are dedicated to student learning, develop positive 

relationships with students, and believe all students can learn.  Studies have shown that 

supportive and persistent teachers contribute positively to the emotional climate of the classroom 

and that emotional connections are predictors of improved student achievement (Bennis, 1994; 

Pianta, et al., 2008). 

Study’s Definition 

In this study I defined supportive and persistent teachers as educators who (1) set high 

expectations for students and guide them in meeting those expectations (Teddlie & Stringfield, 

1993), (2) believe all students can learn (Delprit, 1996), and (3) establish and nurture trusting 

relationships with their students (Wilson & Corbett, 2001). 

Dynamic Leadership 

Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) define dynamic leadership as the ‗principal‘s ability to 

manage and impact educational change through instructional leadership‘ (p. 36).  

Instructional Leadership 

Principals in high-poverty elementary schools see themselves as instructional rather than 

managerial leaders (Dillihunt, 2005; Freiberg, 1993), defining their role in terms of task 
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orientation, curriculum coordination, or monitoring instruction (Hallinger & Heck, 1998).  

Schoen, Cebulla, Fin, and Fi‘s (2003) work links research from teaching to curriculum aligned, 

standards-based implementation.  They note differences in implementation are associated with 

different levels of student proficiency, verifying the need to monitor classroom instruction on a 

regular basis. In order to enhance professional practice, school leaders and teachers use data to 

reflect on the quality of their implementation (Howard, 2003; Schoen, 1983).  Principals take an 

instructional leadership role in establishing sharing sessions that encourage teachers to reflect, 

analyze, and improve their instructional practice, (Engels, Hottin, Devos, Boockenooghe & 

Alterman, 2008).  Classroom walkthrough observations can facilitate a change in teachers‘ 

instructional practices. These are characterized by such factors as: (Young, 2006): 

(1) answering teachers‘ questions and guiding them in accurately interpreting evaluation 
reports,   

(2) translating plans into action by charting teachers‘ progress on expected reforms,   
reassessing the effectiveness of supports and resources available to teachers, and 
establishing professional accountability for instructional changes that address 
identified concerns (p. 540). 

School principals‘ engagement in the form of instructional support through classroom 

observation and reflective sharing sessions provides teachers with an effective feedback venue 

(Engels et al., 2008).  Principals use their time in classrooms to offer organizational support for 

increasing student achievement. In Steiny‘s (2009) examination of ‗learning walks‘, one teacher 

stated, ―Teachers want feedback, if it‘s constructive. They want to be successful‖ (p. 34).  

Classroom walkthrough observations can help with program implementation. Steiny (2009) 

stated many classrooms ―had no curriculum mapping, no sequence. It stood out‖ (p. 34).  

Classroom walkthrough observations are also used to monitor school improvement efforts 

(Leithwood, Riedlinger, Bayer, & Jantzi, 2005; Ward, 2004; Young, 2006). Principals are able to 

observe effective and ineffective examples of teaching on a daily basis (Leithwood et al., 2003; 

Ward, 2005; Schragel et al., 2006) and give teachers feedback on their performance throughout 

the school year.   

Fullan (2002) claims that school success depend on instructional leadership.  In efforts to 

ensure a quality education for all students, principals are responsible for the effectiveness of 

teacher instruction.  They are responsible for monitoring classroom instruction and observing 

whether teachers are implementing the best educational practices, for making sure the standards 

are taught, assessments are used, and data analysis is undertaken in order to implement school 
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improvement initiatives (Gray, 1999).  Teachers generally do not engage in peer-to peer 

observations (Kimmelman, 2006) and have minimal opportunities to interact with their 

colleagues on ways to improve their practice.  As a result, they rely on classroom walkthrough 

observations from principals to help them enhance the implementation of the curriculum and 

their instructional practices (Gray, 1999).   

Effective principals use data from classroom observations to ensure targeted skills are 

receiving priority (Dillihunt, 2006; Freiberg, 1993; Gray, 1999; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Ward, 

2004).  They observe and monitor instruction, provide instructional feedback, and monitor the 

school‘s overall progress (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008).  The more involved principals are at the 

core of instruction, the delivery of standards, and the monitoring of teachers‘ competence, the 

more likely they will have a direct impact on student achievement. 

Differentiated Leadership 

Duke, Tucker, Salmonowicz, and Levy (2007) found that turning around low-performing 

schools requires a specific set of skills which they described as differentiated leadership. 

Leadership is ‗differentiated‘ because the leadership challenges differ from one school 

environment to another, thus necessitating different leadership styles.  The appropriate degrees of 

support and direction from the principal reflect the dedication and competence of staff. As Duke 

et al., (2007) suggest, the need for instructional demands and professional development are 

higher when teachers lack dedication and/or expertise.  

Differentiated leadership is determined by context and accommodates the existing school 

culture. It may take considerable time for a principal to discern a need for direction and the 

required levels of support.  The school environment, the status of academic performance, and the 

demographics of the student population influence leadership decisions in low-performing 

schools. Hallinger and Murphy (1998) found for example that neighborhood socioeconomic 

status impacted the school mission.  In comparing low and high socioeconomic schools, they 

found the mission of high-poverty schools stressed proficiency in the minimum learning 

requirements, whereas the mission of high socio-economic schools tended to stress mastery of 

minimal learning skills.  Fiedler (1964) suggests that differentiated leadership is influenced by 

additional factors such as the challenges and nature of the tasks to be addressed by the principal, 

and the flexibility and degree of authoritative power of the principal to reward and reprimand 

staff.    
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The responsibility of turning around a persistently low-performing school is a challenge 

to some principals and a burden for others because they find that they have to base their 

decisions not only on school level staff needs and district personnel initiatives, but they have to 

base their decisions with federal mandates as well (Johnson & Asera, 1999; Robinson, Lloyd, & 

Rowe, 2008; Rorrer & Skrla, 2005; Spillane, 2002).  This requires principals to balance their 

desire to cede authority to district and state personnel with the desire to accommodate the needs 

of the students at their school sites (Donaldson, Cobb, Mayer, 2010).   

 Principals who differentiate leadership decisions are skilled in goal setting, using it as a 

mechanism to show that although there are various facets of school improvement some are more 

important than others. They also recognize that without clear articulated goals, teachers‘ efforts 

and district mandates may differ. Conflicting priorities over the course of the school year will 

diminish the achievement of school goals (Robinson et al., 2008).  Such principals are able to 

effectively manage the distractions that threaten to override the goals for their school.   

School Leaders’ Mediation of External Pressures 

 Principals are policy mediators within accountability focused environments (Spillane, 

Diamond, Burch, Hallet, Jita, & Zoltners, 2004).  They redefine the meaning and integration of 

external mandates (Rorrer & Skrla, 2005).  These leaders are charged with reshaping the culture 

of their schools by developing new values and operating procedures that support increasing 

student achievement outcomes.  In addition, school leaders who buffer and mediate external 

mandates within a high-stakes accountability system merge the goals of federal and district 

requirements with the school‘s vision for improving student achievement (Rorrer & Skrla, 2005). 

 Given that school leaders influence the culture of the school and interpret policies 

according to school context (Lipsky, 1980), their pivotal role in school improvement efforts 

determines the relationship between policy demands and policy implementation (Carter, 2000; 

Dillihunt, 2005; McLaughlin, 2003; Rorrer & Skrla, 2005).  In explaining the disposition school 

leaders assume in the policy implementation process, Spillane (2002) states that "District and 

school officials must decipher what a policy means" (p. 377). Consequently these leaders "decide 

whether and how to ignore, adapt, or adopt policy proposals into local policies and practices" (p. 

377).    

Although federal, state, and district policies place requirements on schools leaders to 

comply with implementation mandates for school reform, the outcome of policy implementation 
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is influenced by school leaders whose perceptions range from compliance with site-based 

improvising to non-implementation, onto the total revamping of the policy  (Rorrer & Skrla, 

2005). Leaders at the school level are much like teachers at the classroom level and are 

characterized as street-level bureaucrats-(the implementers of policy)- (Lipsky, 1980; 

McLaughlin, 2003) or as being involved in the practice of ‗creative insubordination‘-(non-

implementation of policy)- (Crowson & Morris, 1985; Haynes & Licata, 1995; Rorrer & Skrla, 

2005). Rorrer and Skrla (2005) contend that having the ―ability to adapt policies to local 

contextual needs is viewed as a valuable survival skill, a fact of administrative life, and a 

prerequisite for an integrated, cohesive response to policy requirements‖ (p. 3).  

Summary 

Effective instructional leadership is a factor in raising student achievement (see, for 

example, Berends et al., 2007; McDougal et al., 2007; Sebring et al., 2006).  Whether the impact 

is direct or indirect, instructional leadership impacts student achievement (Leithwood & Jantzi, 

2005).  Dynamic leadership involves school leaders having the ability to balance external 

pressures from federal and district mandates with goals they have set for the contextual demands 

at their school. 

Study’s Definition 

Based on the literature on dynamic leadership presented in this study, I took Teddlie and 

Stringfield‘s definition of dynamic leadership and expanded on it.  I defined dynamic leadership 

as the ‗principal‘s ability to manage and impact educational change through instructional 

leadership.‘  In addition, I defined dynamic leadership as (1) the principal‘s ability to make 

decisions based on the contextual demands of the school and (2) the principal‘s ability to balance 

and mediate school priorities with external mandates from the district, state, and federal 

government.  These definitions drew on the work of Teddlie and Stringfield (1993), Duke, et al., 

(2007), and Rorrer & Skrla, (2005).  

Summary 

In this chapter, I presented research that examined the components of Teddlie and 

Stringfield‘s (1993) school effectiveness model. Their model provided a structure to explore 

school improvement in challenging high-risk learning environments. In particular, their work 

examined a focus on academics, an orderly environment, continuous monitoring of student 

academic profiles, supportive and persistent teachers, and dynamic leadership, ideas that were 
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known to help low-performing schools achieve higher academic achievement for their students. 

The components also offered a framework to examine how the policymaking environment 

shaped the strategies it utilized. Finally, the literature on the components provided a foundation 

to analyze the conditions under which a focus on academics, an orderly environment, continuous 

monitoring of student academic profiles, supportive and persistent teachers, and dynamic 

leadership manifest themselves in school improvement efforts. 

In this study, I utilized Teddlie and Stringfield‘s definitions of a focus on academics, an 

orderly environment, and the continuous monitoring of student academic profiles.  I defined 

focus on academics in terms of curriculum alignment (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993), which was 

aligning state learning outcomes with specified outcomes on standardized exams.  I also drew on 

the work of Fleming-McCormick and Tushnet (1996), Hanlon et al., (2009) and Scott-Little, 

Hamann and Jurs (2002) when I defined a focus on academics as additional instructional time.  

An orderly environment was defined as an atmosphere that set and consistently enforced school 

rules (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993).  An orderly environment was further defined as engagement 

in cooperative learning (Slavin, 1990; Emmer & Gerwels, 2000). Continuous monitoring of 

student academic profiles was defined as using student achievement data to inform instruction 

(Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993).  Based on the work of Delprit (1996), Teddlie and Stringfield 

(1993) and Wilson and Corbett (2001), I defined supportive and persistent teachers as educators 

who (1) set high expectations for students and guide them in meeting those expectations, (2) 

believe all students can learn, and (3) establish and nurture trusting relationships with their 

students.  Last, dynamic leadership involved being an instructional leader (Teddlie & Stringfield, 

1993), possessing the competence to make decisions based on the demands of the school (Duke 

et al., 2007), and mediating school priorities with external mandates from the district, state, and 

federal government.   

An underlying assumption of the Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) school effectiveness 

model was that clear, aligned, and sustained execution of the five components would eventually 

change the learning environment and improve academic outcomes. This study used the five 

components to examine This Is It Elementary School, a high-performing school located in a 

high-poverty neighborhood, to determine how the school transformed itself.  In doing so, the 

results corroborated and extended existing research and consequently added to the body of the 

school improvement research on turning around low-performing public elementary schools. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

 

The purpose of this descriptive, post hoc single case study was to understand how and to 

what extent the five components of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school effectiveness model 

manifested themselves in school improvements efforts. The research design was an evolving one, 

and took shape as the study progressed.  In this chapter, I explained case study research. I 

presented the research design plan and its corresponding action plan for collecting data on the 

five components of the Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school improvement model.  I described 

the study participants and the criteria for inclusion in this study and explained the data collection 

methods, instrument protocols, data collection indicators, and data analysis procedures. I 

discussed validity strategies and method limitations and concluded with a summary of the 

chapter. 

Case Study 

Case studies are conducive to the detailed collection of information using multiple data 

collection strategies (Creswell, 2003; Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994).  This research involved a single 

case study, which allowed for a detailed analysis of the unit under study. 

The single case approach was the preferred design for this study for two reasons.  First, a 

case study provides a specific situation in which to assess a hypothesis or theory (Creswell, 

1994; Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994). This approach allowed the refining of theory about the 

improvement of student achievement using Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school effectiveness 

model.  The program, events, and participants were studied in-depth, while protecting the 

individuals and real-life events.  This single case evaluated whether the study‘s theoretical 

framework had merit or whether another set of propositions were more relevant. Second, the case 

setting was a high-performing school with a high percentage of high-poverty, high-minority 

students. The school implemented and maintained effective policies and/or practices that 

facilitated increases in academic achievement as measured by FCAT scores.  Principals in 

Florida facing similar situations may benefit from the results of this case study and thus be able 

to apply variations of the school improvements efforts at their sites. 
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This case study was investigated with three research questions: (1) How did the five 

components found from the Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness study 

manifest themselves in school improvement efforts at This Is It Elementary School?  (2) What 

additional factors contributed to facilitating and sustaining school improvement efforts? (3) In an 

effort to increase student academic achievement represented by the FCAT: (a) what challenges 

were encountered by students, teachers, instructional support staff and administrators, and (b) 

how did the students, teachers, instructional support staff, and administrators overcome the 

challenges? 

Research Design Plan 

The research design was an evolving one, and took shape as the study progressed. I began 

with interviewing administrators, instructional coaches, teachers, and students using qualitative 

inquiry to explore the implementation of school improvement efforts and collected data on the 

five elements of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness model. I drew from semi-

structured interview questions, document analysis, and document review to determine if the five 

elements were present at the site.  Document review and trend analysis were undertaken 

throughout the process.  In Table 3.1, I outlined data collection procedures, data sources, 

sampling criteria and data analysis strategies, and explained the data collection plan for each 

research question.  

 

Table 3.1.  Research Design Plan 

Research 

Question 

Procedure Data Sources Sampling Data 

Analyses 

 
 (1a)  How did the 
focus on academics 
component of the 
Teddlie and 
Stringfield‘s (1993) 
School Effectiveness 
Model manifest itself 
in school improvement 
efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School? 

Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
 
Document Review 

Teachers 
Administrators 
Instructional Coaches 
Students 
 
School Improvement Plan 
Sample Lesson Plans 
Curriculum Pacing Guides 

3rd-5th Grade           
All                          
All                          
Criterion  
Sampling   
      

N=3 
N=3 
N=3 
N=14 

Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
 

(1b)  How did the 
orderly environment 
component of the 
Teddlie and 
Stringfield‘s (1993) 
School Effectiveness 
Model manifest itself 
in school improvement 
efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School?     

                                     

Interview 
Interview 
Interview 

Students 
Teachers 
Administrators 

Criterion  
3rd-5thGrade            

N=14 
N=3 
N=3 

Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
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Table 3.1.  Continued 

Research 

Question 

Procedure Data Sources Sampling Data 

Analyses 
 

(1c)  How did the 
continuous monitoring 
of student academic 
profiles component of 
the Teddlie and 
Stringfield‘s (1993) 
School Effectiveness 
Model manifest itself 
in school improvement 
efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School? 

Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
Document Review 
 
 
 

Teachers 
Administrators 
Instructional Coaches 
School Improvement Plan 
Lesson Plans 
Student Achievement Data 

3rd-5thGrade                 
All                           
All                               

N=3 
N=3 
N=3 

Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
 
 

(1d)  How did the 
supportive and 
persistent teachers 
component of the 
Teddlie and 
Stringfield‘s (1993) 
School Effectiveness 
Model manifest itself 
in school improvement 
efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School?          

Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
 

Students 
 
Teachers 
Administrators 
Instructional Coaches 
 

Criterion Sampling     
3rd-5thGrade                 
All                       
All                               

N=14 
                   
N=3 
N=3 
N=3 

Explanation Building 
 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
 

(1e)  How did the 
dynamic leadership 
component of the 
Teddlie and 
Stringfield‘s (1993) 
school effectiveness 
Model manifest itself  
in school improvement 
efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School? 

Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
 
 

Administrators 
Instructional Coaches 
Teachers 

All                               
All      
3rd-5thGrade                 

N=3            
N=3 
N=3 

Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
 
 

(2)   What additional 
factors contributed to 
facilitating and 
sustaining school 
improvement efforts at 
This Is It Elementary 

School? 

Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
 
Trend Analyses 

Students 
 
Teachers 
Administrators 
Instructional Coaches 
FCAT Data (2006-2010) 

Criterion Sampling     
3rd-5thGrade                 
All                       
All                               

N=14 
                   
N=3 
N=3 
N=3 

Explanation Building 
 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
 

(3) In an effort to 
increase student 
academic achievement 
represented by the 
FCAT: (a) what 
challenges were 
encountered by 
students, teachers, 
instructional support 
staff and 
administrators, and (b) 
how did the students, 
teachers, instructional 
support staff, and 
administrators 
overcome the 
challenges at This Is It 

Elementary School? 

Interview 
Interview 
Interview 
 
 

Administrators 
Instructional Coaches 
Teachers 

All                               
All      
3rd-5thGrade                 

N=3            
N=3 
N=3 

Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
Explanation Building 
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A Focus on Academics 

With regard to the model component academic focus, I interviewed 3rd-5th grade students 

and teachers (N=17), all administrators (N=3) and all instructional coaches (N=3) to gain insight 

into school improvement policies, practices, and procedures. I used Nvivo 8.0 as a tool to 

analyze the interview data using explanation building.  I conducted a document review of the 

school improvement plan, lesson plans, school academic records, and curriculum pacing 

guides/maps, using explanation building.  In other words, I developed rationales about the 

findings (Yin, 1994). 

Orderly Environment 

For the orderly environment model component, I conducted semi-structured interviews of 

14 3rd, 4th and 5th grade students.  I also interviewed 3rd-5th grade teachers (N=3) and 

administrators (N=3) to gain insight into school improvement policies, practices, and procedures. 

I used Nvivo 8.0 as a tool to analyze the interview data through the use of coding and 

explanation building. 

Continuous Progress Monitoring of Student Academic Profiles 

When collecting data on the model component continuous progress monitoring of student 

academic profiles, I interviewed 3rd-5th grade teachers (N=3), all administrators (N=3) and all 

instructional coaches (N=3) to gain insight into school improvement policies, practices, and 

procedures. I used Nvivo 8.0 to analyze the interview by means of coding and explanation 

building.  From my document review, I produced a descriptive account of the school‘s 

improvement plan, the teachers‘ lesson plans, and the student‘s achievement data.  I used 

explanation building to analyze the documents. 

Supportive and Persistent Teachers 

For the model component supportive and persistent teachers, I interviewed 3rd-5th grade 

teachers (N=3), all administrators (N=3) and all instructional coaches (N=3) to gain insight into 

school improvement policies, practices, and procedures. I also conducted semi-structured 

interviews of 14 3rd, 4th and 5th grade students.  I used Nvivo 8.0 as a tool to analyze the 

interview data through the use of coding and explanation building.  

Dynamic Leadership 

When collecting data on the model component dynamic leadership, I interviewed all 

administrators (N=3), 3rd-5th grade teachers (N=3), and all instructional coaches (N=3) to gain 
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insight into instructional leadership practices at the site. I used Nvivo 8.0 as a tool to analyze the 

interview data through the use of coding and explanation building. 

Additional Factors 

As I collected data referring to the additional factors that had contributed facilitating and 

to an increase in academic achievement in previously low-performing, high-poverty school as 

represented by FCAT scores, I conducted semi-structured interviews of 14 3rd, 4th and 5th grade 

students.  I interviewed all administrators (N=3), all instructional coaches (N=3) and 3rd-5th grade 

teachers (N=3) to gain insight into school improvement policies, practices, and procedures. I 

analyzed the interview data by the use of explanation building and Nvivo 8.0. I produced several 

trend analyses of student achievement data for a four year school period (2006-2010). 

Challenges 

When I collected data referring to the challenges school staff faced in increasing student 

achievement in previously low-performing, high-poverty school as represented by FCAT scores, 

I interviewed all administrators (N=3), all instructional coaches (N=3) and 3rd-5th grade teachers 

(N=3) to gain insight into school improvement policies, practices, and procedures. I analyzed the 

interview data by the use of explanation building and Nvivo 8.0. 

Study Participants 

There were 9 adult participants in this study. They included three administrators (former 

principal, current principal, current assistant principal); three instructional coaches (math 

instructional coach, reading instructional coach, exceptional student education instructional 

coach); and three intermediate teachers (one per FCAT  testing grade—one third grade teacher, 

one fourth grade teacher, and one fifth grade teacher). Eight of the 9 respondents were present 

during the 2007-2008 transformative academic school year (the current assistant principal was 

the only adult respondent that was not present during the transformation).  Although not part of 

the school improvement efforts that facilitated the two letter increase in student achievement as 

represented by FCAT scores, I included her because she had insight into the maintenance and 

sustainability school improvement efforts the years following the academic turn around. In 

addition, 14 students (3rd-5th grade) participated in this study.  

Of the 14 student participants, seven 5th grade student participants were present during the 

2007-2008 academic school year. Four 4th grade students and three 3rd grade students were at the 

school during the 2007-2008 school year but were not part of the testing cohort of 3rd-5th grade 
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students at the time. In an effort to give a comprehensive account of events from the students‘ 

perspective, I included the current third and fourth grade students because they were present at 

the school before, during and after the increases in student achievement in 2007-2008.  The 

fourth graders were in second grade at the time of the transformation and the third graders were 

in first grade. They were all exposed to instruction at the primary and intermediate levels:  the 

third graders were part of the testing cohort during the 2009-2010 school year (School grade 

C/B) and the fourth graders were part of the testing cohort during the 2009-2010 school year as 

well as the 2010-2011 school year (School grade B).  Although not part of the testing cohort in 

2007-2008 school year, they were part of the maintenance and substantiality school improvement 

years following.  Including students who were there during the interventions as well as the 

subsequent years gave me data from the students‘ point of view over a course of three years. 

Administrators 

I used purposeful sampling (Patton, 2002) to select school leaders (former principal, 

current principal, assistant principal, instructional coaches) N=6.   Because this research was 

focused on student performance on the FCAT, specifically 3rd, 4th, and 5th grades, only teachers  

involved with those grades (N=11) were invited to participate. I used criterion sampling to select 

the teachers.  Per the principal‘s request and the restraints on the school schedule, I interviewed 

three teachers (one per testing grade level).  Rather than interview all teachers, she recommended 

that I interview only the teachers that were present before, during, and after the school 

transformation.  Only staff members with a Florida State University Behavioral permission form 

were interviewed (See Appendix D for consent form).    

Former Principal:  The former principal is an African American female administrator 

who is now the principal at another elementary school within the district.  She received her 

Bachelor of Science degree in speech pathology/communication disorders from Florida State 

University, a Masters degree in Exceptional Education from the University of Central Florida, 

and a Master of Arts in Educational Leadership from the University of North Florida.  She has 24 

years of educational experience in a variety of settings, starting as a reading coach and going 

straight to principalship.  She was the Principal when This Is It Elementary School earned its 

―turn around‖ school status.   

Current Principal:  The current principal earned a Masters Degree in Educational 

Leadership from the University of North Florida in 2004.  She is African American and an 
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experienced educator with eight years experience in coaching and modeling reading strategies.  

She has three years experience as a first grade teacher, two years as a reading coach, and three 

years as assistant principal at This Is It Elementary School.  She was the assistant principal when 

This Is It Elementary School improved from a C to an A. She was promoted to principal at the 

end of the 2009 school year.  This is her second year as principal at This Is It Elementary School.  

Assistant Principal:  The assistant principal is an African American female with 20 years 

experience in exceptional student education.  This is her second year as an administrator at This 

Is It Elementary School. Prior to this, she worked at a larger elementary school within the district 

that served over 1,200 predominantly white students so working at This Is It Elementary School 

was an adjustment for her. She had been assigned the task of working specifically with fourth 

grade teachers and students and was responsible for monitoring the students‘ data and meeting 

with the fourth grade teachers to discuss ongoing results and action plans. 

Instructional Coaches 

Reading Instructional Coach/After-School Coordinator:  The reading coach is an 

African American female with two years experience at This Is It Elementary School and 15 years 

of experience in the district.  She has taught third, fourth, and fifth grade students, has two years 

experience as a reading coach and one year as a math coach, and is currently serving as a reading 

instructional coach and after-school coordinator.  She coordinates achievement data, models 

reading lessons, and conducts classroom walk-throughs.  Her teaching experience has been 

solely in high-minority, high-poverty settings. 

Exceptional Student Education (ESE) Instructional Coach-3
rd

Grade:  The ESE 

instructional coach is an African American female assigned exclusively to assist third grade 

students during classroom time. She has six years teaching experience and a background in 

sociology and had been the ESE instructional coach for three years before the school grade of an 

A.  Prior to that, she was a regular education teacher.  She transitioned from ―pullout‖ (pulling 

students out of classrooms to providing supplemental services individually) to 100% inclusion 

(leaving students in classrooms and providing educational services in small groups).  She 

administers the FCAT to all third grade ESE students and is responsible for securing proctors for 

the administration of the FCAT to fourth and fifth grade students. 

Math Instructional Coach:  GE was the math instructional coach until she passed away 

in January 2010.  She was an African American female with two years experience at This Is It 
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Elementary School and 1 year experience as a third grade teacher in another district.  She was in 

charge of aligning the district and school math curriculum with the ―Sunshine State Standards‖.  

She was responsible for integrating the international standards of the Primary Years Program 

with the school‘s learning calendar.  She also served as a support for teachers by providing 

professional development and modeling math lessons. 

Teachers 

All teachers at This Is It Elementary School were elementary certified (This Is It 

Elementary School Improvement Plan, 2009).  Teachers who taught fourth and fifth grades 

taught departmentalized subjects.  In other words, they concentrated on an area of specialty in 

elementary mathematics, reading, writing, or science. According to the School‘s 2008-2009 

Improvement Plan, administration recruited non-traditional teachers, delivered instruction 

through departmentalized instruction (utilizing specialized content teaching), and hired a math 

coach. To improve their selection of teachers, This Is It Elementary School participated in the 

Urban Schools‘ Apprentice Program with the University of Florida in 2007.  The apprentice 

program pairs highly qualified college graduates interested in teaching with teachers in the field 

for one year. In 2007-2008, This Is It Elementary School had eight teaching apprentices. 

All teachers were female, with 91% African American (10/11) and the remaining 9% 

(1/11) Caucasian. The average class size was 15 students.  The teachers were extremely young 

with an average teaching experience of seven years. Only six teachers had more than six years of 

teaching experience.  Two teachers had more than 20 years of teaching experience.  In an effort 

to match the most effective teachers with the students who would be taking the state exam, the 

administrators made frequent teacher re-assignments in 3rd-5th grades. Three teachers were 

nominated (by the principal) for this study: a third grade teacher; a fourth grade teacher; and a 

fifth grade teacher (Table 3.2).  Although many grade assignments took place, all of the teachers 

interviewed for this study had the same grade assignment the year before the transformation as 

well as the year after it took place.  In other words, they were present before, during, and after 

the two letter transformation. The three teachers were African American and female.  Two of 

them had over 25 years of experience and an average of 19 students per class.  The third teacher 

had four years of teaching experience with 12 students. 
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Table 3.2.  Background Information on Teachers 
Teacher’s 

Name 

Grade Level 

Taught--09/10 

Grade Level 

Taught--08/09 

Gender Race Years 

Teaching 

WJ 3 3 F B 27 

HL 4 4 F B 25 

GH 5 5 F B 4 
 

 

Teacher’s 
Name 

Years Teaching 

at site/At site 

last year? 

# Students Subject Taught Gender: 

Males    Females 

Race 

WJ 3 Y 20 All 4 16 17 AA 3 
Hispanic 

HL 5 Y 19 Reading 4th 9 10 19 AA 

GL 3 Y 12 Science 5th 6 6 12 AA 

 

 

Third Grade Teacher: WJ is an African American female with 27 years of teaching 

experience. During the turnaround, she had a class of twenty students (4 boys and 16 girls).  Her 

classroom was self-contained, meaning that her students received instruction from throughout the 

day and did not switch classes. She advocates for basic skills, an extended vocabulary, and 

effort.   

Fourth Grade Teacher: HL is an African American who teaches reading and language 

arts.  During the turnaround, there were 19 students in her homeroom class (9 boys and 10 girls).  

Her other classes were departmentalized, meaning that her homeroom students rotated to two 

other teachers for math and science instruction.   The majority of her teaching experience was in 

predominately white schools. This is her third year at This Is It Elementary School.  She is very 

soft spoken and has relationships outside of the school with her students.  She advocates for 

building strong relationships with students and showing them that she cares.  

Fifth Grade Teacher: GH is African American female teacher in her second year at This 

Is It Elementary School.  Before the school‘s transformation, she was formerly a first grade 

teacher in another district but now teaches fifth grade science.  Like the 4th grade teacher, her 

classes were departmentalized during the turnaround.  Her homeroom class had 12 students, six 

boys and six girls, and received reading/language arts and math instruction from two other 

teachers.  She advocates for the use of technology, hands on experiments, and the application of 

vocabulary words.  

Students 

 I utilized criterion sampling and conducted semi-structured interviews of 14 3rd, 4th and 5th 

grade students who had signed appropriate consent forms.  I asked the principal, who knew the 
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academic backgrounds of the students to select 15 3rd, 4th and 5th grade students (five per testing 

grade level) for individual interviews.  Only students with consent and parent permission forms 

were interviewed (See Appendices E & F for consent form and parent permission forms) and as a 

result, the number of students per grade level varied.   

I interviewed three third grade students, four fourth grade students, and seven fifth grade 

students.  One fourth grade Latino/a student was absent.  I interviewed seven fifth grade students 

(exposure to FCAT reading, math, writing, and science), four fourth grade students (exposure to 

FCAT reading, math, and writing), and three third grade students (exposure to FCAT reading 

and math). The grade level with the highest number of participants (fifth grade) had been at the 

school the longest and had the most experience with different subject areas of the FCAT. Eight 

out of the 14 students (57%) were female, the remaining 6 (43%) were male.  Because of a lack 

of returned consent forms and absenteeism, I interviewed predominately African American 

students.  Thirteen of the 14 students in the study were African American (3.3).   

 

Table 3.3.  Student Interviewees 
Name Grade Level Gender Race Aspiration 

WD Third 
 

F African American Hair Stylist 

AJ Third 
 

M African American Football Player/FBI Agent 

LH Third F Hispanic Veterinarian/Teacher 

BF Fourth 
 

F African American Doctor/Teacher 

BA Fourth 
 

F African American News Broadcaster 

PJ Fourth 
 

F African American Scientist 

BS Fourth 
 

M African American Football Player, Lawyer 

CK Fifth 
 

M African American Football Player, Business Owner 

MD Fifth M African American Engineer 
 

JC Fifth 
 

F African American Lawyer/Teacher 

TA Fifth 
 

F African American Doctor/Teacher 

JT Fifth 
 

M African American Football Player/Family Owned 
Funeral Business 

CK Fifth 
 

F African American Lawyer 

HD Fifth 
 

M African American Scientist 
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Third Grade Students 

WD was a third grade African American female student who wants to be a hair stylist 

when she grows up.  AJ is a third grade African American male student who wants to be football 

player or a FBI agent. LH is a third grade Hispanic female student who wants to be a 

veterinarian or teacher.  

Fourth Grade Students 

BF is a fourth grade African American female student who wants to be a doctor or a 

teacher when she grows up.  BA is a fourth grade African American female student who wants to 

be a news broadcaster.  PJ is a fourth grade African American female student who wants to be a 

scientist.  BS is a fourth grade African American male student who wants to be a lawyer or a 

teacher.   

Fifth Grade Students 

 CK is a fifth grade African American male student who wants to be a football player or a 

business owner when he grows up.  MD is a fifth grade African American male student who 

wants to be an engineer.  JC is a fifth grade African American female student who wants to be a 

lawyer or a teacher. TA is a fifth grade African American female student who wants to be a 

doctor or a teacher  

JT is a fifth grade African American male student who wants to be a football player or 

the owner of his family funeral home business when he grows up. CK is a fifth grade African 

American female student who wants to be a lawyer.  HD is a fifth grade African American male 

student who wants to be a scientist.   

Data Collection 

Case study research uses multiple instruments to collect data and document a case. Data 

were collected through qualitative methods.  Interviews, document review, trend analyses and 

photos were used to provide in-depth, site based descriptions of the implementation of school 

improvement efforts. The strength of qualitative research is that data are grounded on the 

stakeholder‘s experiences and the meaning they attach to them.  In addition, qualitative research 

is useful in exploring small cases in meticulous detail, in associating contextual influences as 

they relate to the topic under study, and in understanding participants‘ experiences (Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Patton, 2002; Rossman & Rallis, 2003).   
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Interviews  

I used a semi-structured interview format for all interviews, with three sets of questions – one 

for each category of interviewee:  (1) administrators, (2) instructional coaches/teachers, and (3) 

students to explore their perceptions about school improvement practices.  This format provided 

a level of control over the line of questioning while allowing for individualized responses 

(Creswell, 2003; Patton, 2002; Thomas, 2003). Interviewees were 14 students, one teacher in 

grades 3, 4, and 5 (N=3), three instructional coaches, and three administrators.  Each person was 

individually interviewed for approximately 18-70 minutes. Interviews were face to face and 

audio recorded.   

 I asked the interviewees a series of pre-determined questions in the same sequence, but 

retained the flexibility to ask follow-up questions for clarification throughout the interviews. In 

other words, although participants in the same interviewee category were asked the same set of 

questions, I had the option of gaining additional data (Creswell, 1994; Rossman & Rallis, 2003; 

Thomas, 2003; Yin, 1994). The interviews were nested, that is, I interviewed the administrative 

team first, followed by the instructional coaches and teachers.  I interviewed the students last. 

All interviews took place in a private on-campus location assigned by the principal, and 

lasted approximately 18 minutes (fourth grade student) to 70 minutes (former principal).   I 

explained to the administrators, teachers, instructional coaches, and students how the interview 

would proceed.  The interviewees were asked if they had any questions, which were clarified.  I 

began the interview and asked all of the questions in one sitting.  All interviews were audio-

taped. I stored the audio taped interviews in a locked file cabinet in my office.  All notes and 

transcribed interviews were kept on my password protected computer and backed up on an 

external hard drive and stored off site.  

Approximately three weeks after the write up of the findings, I conducted member checking 

to validate my interview data (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Individual interview transcripts were 

sent to the administrators, teachers, and instructional coaches so they could edit for accuracy and 

completeness (Creswell, 1994, 2003; Denzin & Lincoln, 1994, Miles & Huberman, Patton, 

2002). Due to the age and maturity of the students, I did not conduct member checking with 

them.  No respondents were identified in data summaries and pseudonyms are used in the 

findings to ensure confidentiality.  
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Administrator Interviews. I interviewed all administrators (N=3: current principal, 

former principal, and assistant principal). Only administrators with a Florida State 

University Behavioral permission form were interviewed (See Appendix D for consent 

form). Through the use of these semi-structured interviews, I gathered insights from 

principals and assistant principals regarding beliefs about factors that contributed to 

increased student performance.   

Each administrator (current principal, former principal, and assistant principal) was asked 

open-ended questions about data analysis, supplemental educational services, and instructional 

practices and their role in facilitating school improvement efforts (Appendix A).  I used the 

administrative semi-structured interviews to gather insights from principals and assistant 

principals regarding beliefs about factors that they believed contributed to increased student 

performance.  

 I began the administrative interviews by asking each participant to “Tell me a little but 

about yourself (teaching experience, previous jobs).”  As I investigated the transformation 

process through questions pertaining to the learning environment, I asked four open-ended 

questions in reference to the range or type of instructional practices that led to school 

improvement efforts (Appendix A). I also solicited in-depth insights about relevant school 

policies, procedures, and practices. (1) Tell me about the journey toward This Is It Elementary 

School grade of a “A, C/B, B” and probed with “What practices were in place in 2006-2007 and 

are also in place (variation or extension) now? Then I got more specific as I inquired about the 

change process: (2)Tell me about the transitions that were implemented in 2007-2008 that you 

believe led to the school grade of an “A” and probed with “What practices were implemented 

over the last three years?  I also asked, “In the 2008-2009, 2009-2010-2010-2011 school years, 

the school went from a C to an A, to a C/B then to a B.  How do you think this happened?” and 

probed with “What educational factors (policies and practices) were utilized over the last three 

years?”  

When investigating dynamic leadership, I asked each administrator about the nature of 

their role in facilitating and supervising student achievement policies and practices-“What was/is 

your role as an educator in improving student performance?”  Then I wanted to know the extent 

to which they were involved and therefore asked, “What decisions have you made that you feel 

helped/helps the school increase and maintain student performance?” and probed with ―What 
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continues to be the major focus of this school?”  Last, I inquired about educational programs, 

policies, and practices that were implemented-―How do the programs you have in place 

contribute to the academic increase and maintenance of student achievement?-“How do your 

teachers incorporate the Next Generation Sunshine State Standards into everyday instruction?” 

To delve into the learning environment, I asked, ―Tell me about your school-wide approach (es) 

toward discipline‖ and followed up with ―What classroom management strategies do teachers 

use?” Continuing, I wanted to know how the school utilized data to drive instruction.  To collect 

information on the continuous monitoring of student profiles, I asked the administrators two 

questions in reference to this component: (1) How do/did you track and monitor student 

performance (2) How are data used to improve student performance? I concluded the interview 

by asking, “Would you like to add anything else? 

Teachers’ and Instructional Coaches’ Interviews. For the teachers and 

instructional coaches that were present during the transformation process, I started off the 

interview by asking each participant to “Tell me a little bit about yourself (teaching 

experience, previous jobs).” As I investigated the transformation process through 

questions pertaining to the learning environment, I asked each teacher and instructional 

coach four open-ended questions in reference to the range or type of instructional 

practices that led to school improvement efforts (Appendix B). I also solicited in-depth 

insights about relevant school policies, procedures, and practices. (1) Tell me about the 

journey toward This Is It Elementary School grade of a “A, C/B, B” and probed with 

“What practices were in place when the school was an A and are also utilized now 

(variation or extension) that the school is a B? Then I got more specific as I inquired 

about the change process: (2) Tell me about the transitions that were implemented over 

the last three years” and probed with “What practices were implemented?  I also asked, 

“During the 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011 school years, the school received an A, 

C/B, B grade.  How do you think this happened?” and probed with “What educational 

factors (policies and practices) were utilized over the last three years?” 

I asked the teachers and instructional coaches one overarching question about 

their belief in all students’ ability to learn as I continued to collect information on the 

manifestation of supportive and persistent teachers-―What is your role as an educator in 
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improving student performance?” and followed up with four additional probing 

questions:  

1. How do you show your students that you believe they can learn?  

2. How do you encourage students to achieve academic excellence?  

3. How do you encourage all students to be active learners?  

4. What classroom management strategies do you use?  

I then acquired about (1) Continuous monitoring of student academic progress and asked, “How 

do/did you track or monitor student performance?” (2) Instructional leadership—―Tell me about 

the instructional leadership at this school” onto (3) Instructional strategies--”Tell me about your 

teaching strategies (lesson planning, curriculum maps, aligning standards).  I concluded by 

asking, ―Is there anything else that you would like to add?” 

Student Interviews. I interviewed each child individually in order to allow them an 

opportunity to respond to all interview questions. Each student was asked six open-ended 

questions in a semi-structured interview designed to reveal what aspects of school supported 

their achievement (Appendix C).  In regards to an orderly environment, I asked the students three 

open-ended questions that solicited responses about their classroom:  (1) What do you like best 

about your class? and followed up with two probes:  ―When you are in your class, what do you 

like the most? and “Tell me about the learning activities in your class that you think are fun”.  

Then I asked questions about classroom rules:  ―Tell me about the classroom rules at this school‖  

and probed with “Tell me what happens when students misbehave or do not follow classroom 

rules.” 

To determine the presence or lack of supportive and persistent teachers, I asked the students 

to “Tell me how your teacher encourages you to do your best work.”  I followed with three 

probing questions:  (1) What does your teacher do when you do well on your work?  (2)  What 

does your teacher do to help you with your school work?  (3)  When you have a hard time with a 

lesson, what does your teacher do to help you? Moments later, I switched over to a focus on 

academics and asked the students “How does your teacher prepare you for the FCAT?” I 

followed with three probing questions: 

(1)  Tell me about the types of assignments, activities, or class work you do before you get ready to 

take the FCAT. 
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(2) Tell me about the TEAM UP after school program that you are involved in. 

(3) Tell me about the SAI after school program that you are involved in. 

I ended the session by asking them “What else would you like to tell me about your school?” 

Document Review  

School documents pertinent to this study included the school‘s improvement plan 

documents, annual FCAT data and school-level assessment exams, teacher‘s lesson plans, 3rd-5th 

grade scrimmage exams (mini-assessments), curriculum maps, photos, and administrator‘s 

classroom observation/walkthrough form.  These documents helped me understand the school‘s 

improvement policies and practices and supported data gathered through the interviews (See 

Table 3.4 below). 

 

Table 3.4.  School Documents 

School Document School Year 

School Improvement Plan (www.fldoe.org) 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2010-2011 

FCAT Data (www.fldoe.org) 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 
2010-2011 

Lesson Plans (Appendix K) 2008-2009 

Scrimmage /Mini-Assessments (Appendix 
M,N,O) 

2008-2009, 2010-2011 

Curriculum Map (Appendix J) 2007-2008, 2010-2011 

Planning Results Checklist (Appendix N) 2008-2009, 2010-2011 

Photos (Chapter 4 & 5) 2010-2011 

Administrator Observation/Walk-through 
Forms (Appendix L) 

2008-2009, 2010-2011 

 

Document review protocol. I accessed the school‘s improvement plan through the Florida 

Department of Education website (www.fldoe.org). I was able to receive copies of a third grade 

teachers‘ lesson plans (2008-2009) and curriculum pacing maps used during the fall and spring 

semesters of 2007-2008 and 2010-2011.  The principal also gave me access to mini-assessment 

exams for the 2008-2008 and 2010-2011 school years.  

I analyzed the school‘s improvement initiatives by examining the seven goal areas of the 

school improvement plan: reading, math, writing, science, parental involvement, return on 

investment, and discipline. Strategies in the school improvement plan were compared with 

components of the Teddlie and Stringfield model to see if data regarding school improvement 

contributed to the increase in student scores and could therefore act as a predictor in other 
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situations. I reviewed curriculum maps (Appendix J) and a sample lesson plan (Appendix K) to 

gain insight on the alignment of instructional strategies with the Sunshine State Standards 

(www.fldoe.org). 

Trend Analyses 

I produced several four year trend analyses of the school‘s academic performance, based 

on a review of test score data, report card data, and yearly progress data.  For grades 3, 4, and 5, I 

compared proficiency percentages for each tested subject area (reading, math, writing, and 

science). I documented the learning gain percentages for reading and math as well as the learning 

gain percentages for the lowest 25% of students in reading and math.  To show evidence of the 

school‘s efforts to increase the achievement of their lowest performing students (Level 1), I 

produced an analysis of the reduction in Level 1 FCAT performance for science, math, and 

reading for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011 school years. 

Observations 

Direct observation when added onto other research yielding depth and/or breadth 

enhances consistency and validity (Creswell, 2003). Observations are especially valuable as an 

alternate source of data for enhancing cross-checking (Creswell, 1994; 2003) or triangulation 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994; Stake, 1995) against information gathered through other means. 

Unusual aspects of an orderly environment can be noticed during observation therefore the 

purpose of the observations was to capture the display of student learning (in an effort to 

understand an orderly environment).   

Observation protocol.  Once I received approval by the school principal to take photos, I 

was given a tour of the school and observed the physical environment of the school.  I took 

photos of the school building (site, hallways, and bulletin boards).  I took pictures of the office 

(mission statements, trophy displays), hallways (student work, behavior management rules and 

guidelines), and classrooms (incentive charts, classroom stores, hands-on activities, cooperative 

learning).  The teachers were not obligated to do anything outside of their normal routine.  

Regular instruction continued. In two photos, the students‘ faces were visible.  I therefore 

masked the student‘s identity by distorting the facial images of the students. To ensure 

confidentiality, pseudonyms were used in the publications of the photos.  On site, the photos 

were kept on a memory card.  Afterwards, the data was stored on my password protected 

computer and later transferred over into Nvivo 8.0 software analysis and coding program. 
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Data Collection Indicators 

In the next section, I described the components of each Teddlie and Stringfield School 

Effectiveness Model (1993) elements.  Each component was substantiated by literature that 

related to high-performing, high-poverty public elementary schools. In Table 3.5, I displayed 

descriptors that I identified when documenting the five components of Teddlie and Stringfield 

(1993) school improvement model at This Is it Elementary School. Each descriptor was 

supported by articles in research journals, and/or literature from experiential classroom practices 

as indicated. 

 
Table 3.5.  Preliminary Descriptors 

Components of 

Teddlie & 

Stringfield (1993) 

School 

Effectiveness 

Model  

Indicators and Sources 

*Research Journal Articles  
**Indicators found in experiential, classroom practice literature 

Focus on 

Academics 

(FA) 

Evidence of Curriculum Alignment: 
Curriculum Mapping (**Carter, 1999, 2000; *Gray, 1999; **Johnson & Asera, 1999;* Koppang, 
2004; *Ogawa, Sandholtz, Martinez-Flores, & Scribner, 2003;  *Phelps, 2005; *Schoen, Cebulla, Fin, 
& Fi, 2003) 
Evidence of Additional Instruction Time: 
Before/After/During School Programs (**Carter, 1999; *Duke & Salmonowicz, 2010; *Floyd, 1996; 
*Freiberg, 1993; *Hanlon, Simon, O‘Grady, Carswell &Callaman, 2009; *Khane, Nagaoka, Brown, 
O‘Brien, Quinn & Thiede, 2002; *Neuman & Simmons, 2000; **Schragel et al., 2007; *Scott-Little, 
Hamann & Jurs, 2002; *Zimmer, Hamilton & Christina, 2010) 

Orderly 

Environment 

(OE) 

Evidence of Engaged Learning: 
Cooperative learning (*Baker, 1999; **Bernard, 1995; *Bondy & McKenzie, 1999; *Diamond & 
Spillane, 2004; *Emmer & Gerwels, 2002; *Freiberg, 1993; *Johnson, 1997; 2007; *Johnson, 2006; 
*Klem & Connel, 2004; *Slavin & Madden, 2001; **Thayer-Bacon, 2006; *Vaughan, 2002) 

Supportive and 

Persistent 

Teachers (SPT) 

Indicators of emotional/academic support:  
Displays of affection (smiles, hugs/pats on the back, written notes and verbal expressions of high 
expectations /belief that all students can learn(*Baker, 1999; **Bennis, 1994; **Bernard, 1995, 
1996; *Bondy, et al., 2007; **Delprit, 1996; *Ellison, et al., 2000; *Floyd, 1996; *Freiberg, 1993; 
*Howard, 2003‘ *Jennings & Greenberg, Johnson, 1997; 2009; *Klem & Connel, 2004; *Ladson-
Billings, 1995; **McMillian & Reed, 1994; *Pianta et al., 2008; **Wilson & Corbett, 2001) 

Continuous 

Monitoring of 

Student 

Profiles 

(CMSP) 

Monitoring of Students’ Performance 

Evidence of Data Collection: 
Student Data via Assessments (*Acker-Hocevar, 2002; *Adkison & Tchudi, 2001; *Bancroft, 2010; 
**Carter, 2000; **Bernhardt, 2004; *Brimijoin, 2005; **Johnson & Asera, 1999; *Kerr, Marsh, 
Ikemoto, Darilek & Bane, 2000; *McColskey * McMunn, 2000; *Rupp & Lasaux, 2006; *Stiggins & 
DuFour, 2009; *Stiggins & Duke, 2008; **Ward, 2004) 

Evidence of Data Analysis: 
Data meetings (*Bernhardt, 2003*Brimijoin, 2005; *Diamond & Spillane, 2004; *Ford, 2008; 
*Gearhart & Saxe, 2004; *Hirsh, 2009; *Mokhtari, Thoma & Edwards, 2010; *Rorrer & Skrla, 2005; 
**Ward, 2004; *Young, 2006; **Zoul, 2006)  

Dynamic 

Leadership 

(DL) 

Evidence of School Leaders: 
Monitoring of Teachers’ Performance/Classroom Walkthrough (*Acker-Hocevar, 2002; 
**Bernhardt, 2003, 2004; **Carter, 1999, 2000; *Engels, Hotton, Devos, Bouckenooghe & Aellerman, 
2008; *Freiberg, 1993; *Fullan, 1992; *Goldring & Pasternak, 1994; *Gray, 1999; *Hallinger & Heck, 
1998; *Kurland, Peretz, & Hertz-Lazgrowitz, 2010*Leithwood ,1994; *Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; 
*Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008; *Spillane et al., 2004; *Steiny, 2009; *Young, 2006)   
Mediation of External Policies (*Acker-Hocevar, 2002; **Carter, 2000; *Diamond & Spillane, 2004; 
*Donaldson, Cobb & Mayer, 2010; Rorrer *Skrla, 2005; *Terry, 2010) 
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A Focus on Academics 

Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) define a focus on academics as ―aligning state learning 

outcomes with specified outcomes on standardized exams.‖ Other scholars have defined a focus 

on academics in terms of additional instructional time (Carter, 1999; Dillihunt, 2005; Floyd, 

1996; Freiberg, 1993; Kimmelman, 2006; Schragel et al., 2007; Ward, 2004).  I used both sets of 

definitions in this study (Carter, 1999; Dillihunt, 2005; Floyd, 1996; Freiberg, 1993; 

Kimmelman, 2006; Schragel et al., 2007; Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993; Ward, 2004). In high 

minority high poverty schools seeking to improve academic performance, instruction is 

redesigned and academics refocused through curriculum alignment and additional instructional 

time in an effort to improve student performance (Creighton, 2005; Brough, Bergman, & Holt, 

2006; Freiberg, 1993; Kimmelman, 2006; Nettles & Robinson, 1998). In seeking evidence of 

Teddlie and Stringfield‘s focus on academics component, I looked for the following indicators: 

(1) evidence of curriculum alignment through the use of curriculum maps and (2) evidence of 

additional instructional time delivered before, during, or after school. 

Curriculum Maps.  A curriculum map specifies instructional goals generally spread out 

throughout the course of one academic year on a month to month basis (Carter, 2000; Dillihunt, 

2005, Johnson & Asera, 1999; Ward, 2004).  By establishing a common set of skills to be taught 

in a predetermined timeframe, focus calendars can ensure high-quality instruction through state 

regulated standards-based content and thereby reduce the achievement gap for low-performing, 

high-poverty students. Teachers teach and align instruction to match the learning outcomes to 

ensure that students learn what is expected of them. High-performing, high-poverty schools use 

curriculum maps to cover learning outcomes in a timely fashion (Bernhardt, 2004; Johnson & 

Asera, 1999; Kimmelman, 2006). Aligned curriculum maps help teachers stay on track and cover 

prescribed grade level skills (Carter, 1999, 2000; Kimmelman, 2006; Taylor, 1990).  Students in 

high-poverty elementary schools that use aligned curriculum maps do well on standardized 

exams because they are systematically taught specific skills and knowledge (Carter, 2000; 

Johnson & Asera, 1999).   

Curriculum maps were considered evidence of a focus on academics because they were 

verification of curriculum mapping.  They sequentially charted out the skills to be covered 

during the year. Examples included the chronological sequence of skills and the coverage of 

prioritized skills by proficiency levels (which allowed more instructional time and focus). I used 



68 
 

a document review summary form (Appendix G) and interview questions to document the use of 

an aligned curriculum map as evidence of a focus on academics. 

 Additional Instructional Time. Additional instructional time includes providing 

instruction before or ending after the normal school day, and extending beyond the school week 

to include Saturday (Carter, 2000; Kimmelman, 2006). Longer school days, before and after 

school programs, weekend classes, and summer programs are all common to high-performing, 

high-poverty schools (Carter, 1999; Dillihunt, 2005; Floyd, 1996; Freiberg, 1993; Kimmelman, 

2006; Schragel et al., 2007; Ward, 2004).  In an effort to maximize test scores, the lowest 

performing students (lowest 25% or the lowest quartile students, Level 1 students, and students 

on the verge of retention) are given extra curricula attention.  Additional instructional time was 

documented as evidence of a focus on academics because the establishment of remediation, 

tutoring, and after/before/during school programs for struggling students showed that the school 

had established structures to provide failing students with more instructional opportunities. I 

used document review (school improvement plan) and interview questions to document 

additional instructional time as evidence of a focus on academics. 

Orderly Environment 

For this study, an orderly environment was defined as a learning setting that was based on 

clear guidelines and expectations for classroom behavior (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993). Time on 

task and engagement in meaningful activities were also characteristics of an orderly 

environment. In identifying Teddlie and Stringfield‘s orderly environment component, I looked 

for evidence of class and school-wide behavioral management plan (strategies/techniques) and 

evidence of engaged learning (cooperative learning). 

Classroom Management.  Effective classroom management is integral to producing an 

orderly environment where teachers can deliver effective instruction (Reese, 2007; Thayer-

Bacon, 2006). Classrooms need to be under control before learning can take place. When rules 

and procedures are not adequately established, it may lead to unnecessary disciplinary 

reprimands, referrals to administration, and antagonism (Delprit, 1996). Therefore, teachers need 

to be explicit about their expectations and model the behavior they want from their students 

(Weinstein, et al., 2003). In fact, Burnett (2003) found a correlation between increased student 

achievement and a decrease in disruptive behavior when rules were clearly established, students 
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were engaged, and teachers reacted respectfully to differences in how students respond and 

express themselves.  

Establishing a school-wide culture for social behavior was an important part of creating 

and maintaining an effective learning environment. Student‘s adherence to school and classroom 

behavioral rules and guidelines made it easier for teachers to deliver effective instruction.  I used 

interview questions to solicit responses from the participants to document classroom 

management techniques that contributed to an orderly environment as defined by Teddlie and 

Stringfield (1993). 

Student Engagement.  Student engagement in learning plays an integral role in 

promoting student achievement (Baker, 1999; Barr & Parrett, 2002; Bernard, 1995; Freiberg, 

1993; Kimmelman, 2006; Schragel et al., 2007; Stormant, 2007). Engaged students actively 

participate in the learning process versus being passive learners and recipients of information 

(Freire, 1992, 2008).  The incorporation of hands-on activities and group learning creates a 

community of engaged learners (Baker, 1999; Barr & Parrett, 2002; Brough et al., 2006; 

Creighton, 2005; Schragel et al., Stormant, 2007; Thayer-Bacon, 2006). Specific practices 

consist of:  

asking questions that encourage critical thinking and dialogue, making learning 

hands-on, involving students in curriculum planning, using participatory 

evaluations strategies, letting students create the governing rules of the classroom, 

and employing cooperative approaches (Bernard, 1995, p. 4). 

Students‘ participation in meaningful activities enables them to overcome low academic 

achievement (Bondy & McKenzie, 1999; Diamond & Spillane, 2004; Freiberg, 1983, 1989; 

Johnson, 1997; Schragel, et al., 2007; Thayer-Bacon, 2006).   

Cooperative Learning.  Research indicates that cooperative learning can produce 

positive effects on student learning (Cohen, 1994; Emmer & Gerwels, 2002; Fordham, 1996; 

Johnson, 1999; Johnson, 2006; Kagan, 1994; Slavin, 1993; Slavin & Madden, 2001; Vaughan, 

2002).  During cooperative learning, small groups of students work together to maximize their 

learning (Vaughan, 2002).  Cooperative learning has been used in school-wide instruction with 

significant results (Emmer & Gerwels, 2002; Slavin & Madden, 2001). Cooperative learning is 

an effective educational strategy that is used in implementing hands-on learning designed to 

generate dialogue, inquiry, and interaction (Johnson, 2006).  Cooperative learning results in 
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―greater transfer of what is learned (i.e., more high-level reasoning, more frequent generation of 

new ideas and solutions), greater transfer of what is learned in one situation to another (i.e., 

group to individual transfer), and more time on task than is achieved with competitive or 

individualistic learning‖ (Johnson, 2006, p. 507).  

Cooperative learning provides an alternative route to individual completion of assignment 

by encouraging collaboration among small groups of students (Emmer & Gerwels, 2002).  As 

teacher‘s roles are reduced to a facilitator of learning rather than the transmitter of knowledge, 

student role shift toward decision makers and problem-solvers.  Students thus become more 

engaged in the learning process. Schools that allow their students to participate in cooperative 

learning have students who are more involved and consequently more connected to classroom 

tasks (Klem & Connel, 2004). 

Cooperative learning was reported as evidence of engaged learning because the process 

demonstrated that students were inquiring about their learning through conversation and the 

exchange of ideas.  The hands-on learning element allowed students to physically interact and 

learn by ‗doing‘ and was considered to be evidence of engaged learning. Allowing students to 

participate in problem-solving activities with minimal monitoring from the teacher gave students 

control over the learning process as they reflected on and reacted to their mistakes and 

accomplishments. Cooperative learning was evidence of engaged learning because shared group 

learning allowed students to interact with each other and share ideas with group members. 

I used interview questions to solicit responses from students, teachers, instructional 

coaches, assistant principals and principals to document engaging activities and cooperative 

learning as evidence of an orderly environment. 

Supportive and Persistent Teachers 

In this study, I defined supportive and persistent teachers as educators who (1) believe all 

students can learn (Delprit, 1996), (2) set high expectations for students and guide them in 

meeting those expectations (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993), and (3) establish and nurture trusting 

relationships with their students (Wilson & Corbett, 2001). As I collected evidence on the 

manifestation of supportive and persistent teachers in school improvement efforts at the site, I 

documented indicators of emotional and academic support (Table 3.3). 

Emotional and Academic Support.  Emotional support includes developing positive 

relationships, establishing high expectations, holding students accountable for expectations, and 
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communicating in culturally responsive ways that encourage students‘ to  improve their 

academic performance (Bondy, et al., 2007). Research has shown that supportive teacher-student 

relationships and student satisfaction with school are contributors to students‘ academic success 

(Baker, 1999; Bernard, 1995, 1996; Bondy, et al., 2007; Floyd, 1996; Freiberg, 1993). Students 

who have positive social interactions with teachers like school. It follows that positive 

student/teacher relationships fostered through emotional support (Ellison, et al., 2000) are a 

significant contributor to the academic success of students.   

Indicators of emotional support were used as evidence of supportive teachers because 

they demonstrated that teachers believe all students can learn and worked to establish and nurture 

trusting relationships with their students.   I used interview questions to document emotional 

support as evidence of supportive teachers. 

Academic support involves persistent teachers (1) serving as mentors, tutors, and advocates 

for students and (2) rewarding and praising effort (Floyd, 1996; Freiberg, 1993; Schragel, et, al., 

2007).  In several studies involving high-performing, high-poverty schools students credit a 

demanding but supportive teacher as a factor in their success (Carter, 2000; Floyd, 1996; 

Freiberg, 1993; Johnson, 1997; Joseph & Asera, 1999; McMillian & Reed, 1994; Nettles & 

Robinson, 1998). Teachers convey high expectations of student achievement (Bernard, 1996). In 

2008 Pianta et al. examined the impact of classroom supports on elementary students‘ math and 

reading scores.  They found that teachers who convey high expectations and guide the students in 

achieving those expectations, and who recognize and respond to children‘s individual needs were 

predictors of increases in both math and reading.  This finding supports the view that 

relationships built through supportive and persistent teachers and not instruction only can impact 

student achievement.  Bennis (1994) also found that teacher persistence impacts student 

achievement and that teachers with high expectations correlated with a 25 point increase in 

students‘ IQ scores.  

The academic support that persistent teachers provided for their students was expressed 

verbally and demonstrated through their actions.  Indicators of academic support was evidence of 

supportive and persistent teachers because they demonstrated that teachers had high expectations 

for students, believed all students can learn, and stressed academic achievement (Howard, 2003; 

Ladson-Billings, 1995; Taylor, 1990; Thayer-Bacon, 2006).  I used responses from interview 

questions to document academic support as evidence of persistent teachers.   
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Continuous Monitoring of Student Profiles 

I adopted Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) definition of the continuous monitoring of 

student academic profiles which they define as using data to drive instruction. Teachers collect 

student achievement data in three stages in order to (1) establish students' existing 

understandings and achievements (2) track students‘ responses to moderate challenges; and (3) 

measure their outcomes against expected performance goals. I documented the following 

indicators of continuous monitoring of student profiles: (1) evidence of frequent assessments (2) 

evidence of data collection and (3) evidence of data analysis. 

Frequent Assessments.  Frequent assessments are tests, mini-assessments, or exams 

given to students on a recurring basis to test their mastery of skills (Bernhardt, 2003, 2004).  

Principals in high performing high-poverty schools ensure there is an assessment system in place 

and consistently monitor student achievement data to confirm mastery of learning outcomes 

(Bernhardt, 2003; Carter, 2000; Freiberg, 1993). Frequent assessments are designed for re-

teaching, maintenance, and learning enrichment. A series of exams are aligned with the school‘s 

curricula to verify the progress of the students and diagnostic tests are used to assess students‘ 

deficiencies and facilitate skill development from one instructional goal to the other. This 

enables administrators to identify learning gains as well as students who are failing and therefore 

provide differentiated instruction to meet individual needs (Bernhardt, 2004; Carter, 2000; 

Kimmelman, 2006).  

High-poverty, high-performing schools have systematic testing systems established 

regardless of teaching modalities or practice used (Carter, 2000; Johnson & Asera, 1999; Ward, 

2004).  Carter found that the frequent assessments at the 21 high-performing, high-poverty 

schools in his 2000 study were aligned with the schools‘ curricula (Carter, 2000).  In one of the 

21 schools, end of unit tests were administered after every ten lessons.  Another customized the 

curriculum for each student, and simulated high-stakes exams, using test scores to realign the 

curriculum and improve instruction (Acker-Hocevar, 2002; Bernhardt, 2003, 2004; Brimijoin, 

2005; Johnson & Asera, 1999).  Each child was placed in an instructional level based on their 

individual learning needs.   

   Frequent assessments was included as evidence of the continuous monitoring of student 

profiles because once the starting instructional point had been established, teachers used 

curriculum-based tests to monitor progress and facilitate students‘ learning  based on their 
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performance on the exams. I used a document review summary form (Appendix G), document 

review (scrimmages), photos (data wall, student academic profile collage, scrimmage data 

poster), and interview questions to document frequent assessments as evidence of the continuous 

monitoring of student profiles. 

Collection of Student Performance Data.  Data collection involves multiple assessment 

methods such as teacher-made exams, student portfolios, skill checklists, end of unit tests, and 

criterion referenced tests.  School personnel collect information from the students‘ academic 

profiles to determining whether students will achieve mastery of the standardized learning 

outcomes (Bernhardt, 2003; Diamond & Spillane, 2004; Kimmelman, 2006).  Data collection 

was evaluated as evidence of the continuous monitoring of student profiles because the process 

confirmed the assembling of students‘ academic information.  I used interview questions and 

document review to record data collection practices as evidence of the continuous monitoring of 

student profiles. 

 Analysis of Student Data.  The systematic analysis of data provides a basis for 

identifying learning deficiencies, differentiating instruction, and informing future instruction 

(Bernhardt, 2003, 2004; Carter, 2000). Numerous studies link data-driven decision making to 

improved student performance (Carter, 2000; Dillihunt, 2005; Freiberg, 1993; Johnson & Asera, 

1999; Kimmelman, 2006; Schragel et al., 2007; Stiggins & Duke, 2008; Ward, 2004). 

Disaggregating tests results is used to improve student performance on standardized tests 

(Bernhardt, 2003, 2004). Planning times are generally established for teachers to discuss data and 

model best practices (Diamond & Spillane, 2004; Ward, 2004; Zoul, 2006). During planning 

sessions, teachers discuss students‘ academic profiles (Bernhardt, 2004). 

In Carter‘s (2000) study, each grade level in the 21 high-performing, high-poverty 

schools met separately for a minimum of 45 minutes two times a week to analyze student data. 

Teachers scored assessments and clustered students‘ strengths and weaknesses.  In similar other 

studies, principals at high-performing, high-minority school sites allocated time at the beginning 

of the day for professional development and data-driven leadership meetings (Schragel, et al., 

2007; Ward, 2004).  Others arranged the master schedule so that teachers had common planning 

times during the day to participate in horizontal and vertical grade level planning. A few of the 

school leaders used after-school time as planning and sharing sessions (Johnson & Asera, 1999).   
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Data analysis examples were integrated as evidence of the continuous monitoring of 

student profiles because student performance data gave teachers insight into their effectiveness. 

Teachers did not haphazardly teach to the desired learning outcomes but ensured that students 

were being taught targeted standards, skills, and concepts specified in and measured by annual 

standardized assessments. The data analysis process assists teachers with implementing the scope 

and sequence of instruction (Johnson & Asera, 1999).  Not only did the teachers know which 

skills to focus on, they also knew to what extent the students are expected to meet proficiency.  

As evidence of the continuous monitoring of student profiles, I used interview questions, a photo 

(data wall), and document review to record data analysis procedures. 

Dynamic Leadership 

I defined dynamic leadership as being an instructional leader (Teddlie & Stringfield, 

1993), possessing the competence to make decisions based on the demands of the school (Duke 

et al., 2007), and mediating school priorities with external mandates from the district, state, and 

federal government (Rorrer & Skrla, 2005).  In identifying to what extent Teddlie and 

Stringfield‘s dynamic leadership component was present in school improvement efforts at This Is 

It Elementary School, I looked for (1) evidence of instructional leadership through the 

monitoring of teachers‘ performance/classroom through classroom walkthrough/evaluation and 

feedback (2) evidence of contextual decision making through the articulation of school 

improvement interventions, and (3) evidence of  mediation of internal/external policies through 

the balance of site based needs and external pressures. 

Instructional Leadership:  Classroom Walkthrough. Classroom walkthrough 

evaluation feedback occurs when school leaders enter the classrooms to observe, evaluate, and 

give feedback to teachers.  In establishing a culture of high student performance, administrators 

set clear and measurable academic goals (Acker-Hocevar, 2002; Bernhardt, 2003, 2004; 

Kimmelman, 2006; Spillane et al., 2004). Johnson and Asera (1999) and Carter (2000) report 

that administrators in high-performing, high-poverty schools keep the staff focused on quality 

instruction and increase the monitoring of teachers‘ performance.  Such principals spend 

considerable time performing classroom walkthroughs, modeling lessons, and evaluating 

instructional practices (Carter, 1999; Freiberg, 1993; Johnson & Asera, 1999; Kimmelman, 

2006).  In one school, Johnson and Asera (1999) report the principal spent 40 percent of her time 

in classrooms observing lessons.   
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 Classroom walkthrough observations were reported as an indicator of instructional 

leadership because they were evidence that the implementation of instruction was being 

monitored.  I used a document review summary form (Appendix G) and interview questions to 

document classroom walkthrough evaluations as evidence of dynamic leadership. 

Differentiated Leadership:  Policy Mediator.  Differentiated leadership involves school 

leaders making contextual decisions based on the needs of the schools‘ students and teachers.  

Leadership is ‗differentiated‘ because the leadership challenges differ from one school 

environment to another, thus necessitating different leadership styles.  Accountability mandates 

and pressures to raise student achievement make low-performing schools challenging 

environments to work in (Duke & Salmonowicz, 2010).  School leaders who balance 

accountability demands and school improvement efforts ‗buffer‘ (Diamond & Spillane, 2006) 

their staff from external district and state accountability demands in order to meet the customized 

needs of the students at their site.  In other words, they balance and prioritize the needs of the 

school with the demands of high-stakes testing (Acker-Hocevar, 2002; Diamond & Spillane, 

2006). 

 The mediation of external policies was evidence of dynamic leadership because the 

process represented the ‗voice‘ of the principal and his or her ability to buffer the demands of 

external state and district accountability (Spillane, 2004). I used interview questions to document 

the mediation of external policies as evidence of dynamic leadership. 

Data Analysis 

I utilized Nvivo 8.0, a qualitative data analysis software program to manage interview 

data and to develop focused and open codes.  

Nvivo 8.0 

 Using the constant comparison method, I coded interview data from administrators, 

instructional coaches, teachers, and students (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) and highlighted and coded 

key points into nodes.  Nvivo nodes are virtual filing boxes that allow the development of 

thematic summaries. Links were used to paste theoretical categories together and data were 

rearranged into blocks to show relationships. I used codes to retrieve and cluster categories of 

data (Bliss, Monk, & Ogburn, 1983; Chelser, 1987).   This included specific codes for the 

participants‘ responses.   
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First I saved an electronic version of the transcribed interviews onto my password 

computer.  Then I transferred the transcripts into Nvivo 8.0.  I imported my interview transcripts, 

literature review, audio recordings of the interviews, and photos into an internal account on my 

computer.  Importing the documents internally (inside the Nvivo 8.0) gave me the option to 

automatically create a case for each source. Importing the documents was useful because my 

documents, audio recordings, and pictures were related to individual research participant.  I 

created cases to gather all of the information related to a particular research participant (HL, RP, 

RL) and I assigned attributes to each case (HL-teacher, RP-former principal, RL-current 

principal).  Data such as educational background, educational history, and job duties were stored 

in the case file for the administrators and teachers. I also created a log for the photos and coded 

and annotated in the text field underneath each picture.   

Free nodes were stand alone nodes or categories that had no clear or logical connection to 

other nodes (orderly environment, supportive and persistent teachers, continuous monitoring of 

student profiles, dynamic leadership, and a focus on academics).  Since I already had five pre-

determined themes that I wanted to explore, I created them into ―free‖ nodes.  Once I coded the 

first round of field notes into free nodes, I catalogued information into subcategories underneath 

each node, thus producing ―tree‖ nodes.  Tree nodes were catalogued into a hierarchal structure 

(orderly environment-school-wide, grade level, and classroom).  In some cases, I documented the 

relationships between nodes (hands on activities—experiments—workshops—cooking).  In 

coding the information, I opened the internal folder, went to the photo or interview transcript that 

I was working on, and copied and pasted the content into case folders/virtual filing boxes. 

Focused and Open Coding 

This study used both focused and open coding.  The purpose of focused coding was to 

document the study‘s research components of the Teddlie and Stringfield School Effectiveness 

Model (1993) in an effort to see if and to what extent the constructs are manifested and 

maintained at the school site over a course of three years.  Focused coding involved me starting 

off with a provisional ―start list‖ of conceptual school effectiveness codes prior to fieldwork.  My 

list came from my research questions and Teddlie and Stringfield‘s conceptual framework of 

school improvement efforts.  The list was applied to interview transcripts and then examined 

closely to ―fit and power‖ (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 58). As I documented the additional 

factors that may have facilitated increases in student achievement as represent by the FCAT, I 
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utilized open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Open coding took place as the data was analyzed. 

Interview transcripts were analyzed and evaluated line by line and coded.  The purpose for open 

coding was to remain open to what This Is It Elementary School had to reveal rather than only 

documenting pre-existing data labels. 

Focused Coding.  Focused coding involved me starting with a predetermined master list 

of codes.  In this study, the focused codes were derived from research question #1 and were 

centered on the five components of the Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) School Effectiveness.  The 

theoretical literature, along with empirical studies, suggested that a focus on academics, an 

orderly environment, continuous monitoring of student profiles, supportive and persistent 

teachers, and dynamic leadership in particular, conditioned decisions about what should be 

taught, how it should be taught, and to a somewhat lesser degree, to what data analysis activities 

should be directed (see, for example, Barr & Parrett, 2002; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Ladson-

Billings; Ward, 2006).  Therefore, prior to analyzing the interview data, I used a set of 

predetermined coding themes (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Miles & 

Huberman, 1994).  The focused coding was guided by five pre-selected model components and 

was coded using abbreviations for each component (Table 3.6). I used my preliminary list of 

descriptors for each component when I highlighted and coded interview data. 

 
Table 3.6.  List of Predetermined Codes 

Teddlie & Stringfield School Effectiveness Components (1993) Code 

Focus on Academics FA 

Orderly Environment OE 

Continuous Monitoring of Student Profiles CMSP 

Supportive and Persistent Teachers SPT 

Dynamic Leadership DL 

Additional Factors AF 

 

I used the findings from the data to answer the research questions.  I looked for evidence of the 

five elements of the Teddlie & Stringfield (T & S) 1993 School Effectiveness Model. Analysis of 

the interview transcripts began with the study‘s research components (Table 3.7).  I reviewed the 

interview transcripts and documented the study components. The first and second readings of the 
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interview transcripts were used to assign codes to the data to represent each of the five 

components of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness Model. 

 

Table 3.7.  Study Components by Interview Item(s) 
Study 

Component 

 

Administration 

Interview Item(s) 

N=3 

Document Review Student 

Interview 

Item(s) 

N=14 

Teacher/ 

Instructional 

Coach 

Interview 

Item(s) 

N=6 

Focus on 

Academics 

 

3,4,5,6 Curriculum Maps, School 
Improvement Plan, Lesson 
Plans, Walkthrough Forms 

5 3,4,5,7 

Orderly 

Environment 

 

3,4,5,6  
Not Applicable 

2,3 3,4,5,6 
 
 
 

Continuous 

Monitoring of 

Student Profiles 
 

3,4,5,6 School Improvement Plan, 
Lesson Plans, FCAT Data 

Not Applicable 6 

Supportive and 

Persistent 

Teachers 
 

3,4,6 Not Applicable 4,5 3,6 

Dynamic  

Leadership 
 

4,6 Not Applicable Not Applicable 3,4 

Additional 

Factors 
 

3,4,6 FCAT Data 6 3 

 

In terms of findings, I focused on distinct themes that emerged from the data itself.  Through a 

comparative approach, the common strategy of school practices, policies, and procedures were 

documented and the similarities and differences in the participants‘ responses were traced to 

these categories (Stake, 1995). 

Open Coding.  The additional factors that I believed contributed to the increase and 

maintenance in student achievement were documented through open coding.  Additional analysis 

of the interview data uncovered themes and patterns.  During each additional reading of the 23 

transcribed interviews, I noted emergent themes.  I reviewed all the data twice before developing 

a preliminary list of themes, and patterns, jotted down phrases for each topic in the margins, and 

developed the topics into categories.  Emerging themes were given an initial coding.  Using the 

preliminary coding list, I coded the transcript of each interviewee (Table 3.8) 
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Table 3.8.  Open Coding-Preliminary Coding List 
Staff Interviews (Principals, Assistant Principal, Instructional Coaches, Teachers, Students) 

Code Description  Code Description 

PP Policies and Practices  AC Accountability 

APP Adaptation to Policies and Practices  CM Chess Moves/Personnel 

Decisions 

HP Hiring Practices  CW Continuous Work 

TP Test Preparation  RHP Rewards for High 

Performance 

IFL Infusion of FCAT Language  E Enrichment 

 

Open coding of interview transcripts and documents was used to reveal central constructs 

in the data (Fetterman, 1989; Miles & Huberman, 1995; Yin, 1994).  I began by analyzing the 

data categorically, first assigning basic, descriptive nodes for the themes: policies and practices, 

test preparation instruction, and rewards for performance, etc.  These codes became the units by 

which the ―Additional Factors‖ that contributed to school improvement efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School were integrated. I explored the themes behind school hiring practices to 

explore their connections to school performance goals.  Motives included the grounds for actions 

taken with regard to the accountability, for example. I added other codes to capture the 

information school leaders‘ used in their staffing decisions: hindrance to policies and practices, 

barriers to continuous work, odds/challenges. Codes were added to the preliminary coding list to 

capture the academic improvement process (student motivation for learning, test –taking 

strategies, change after A). 

 I used these codes to retrieve and organize chunks of data (Bliss, Monk, & Ogburn,   

1983).  These codes pulled together a lot of material, thus permitting thorough analysis. I used 

marginal notes as an aid to coding (Chelser, 1987).   I ―filled‖ in and added codes (enrichment) 

reconstructing a coherent scheme as new insights emerged and new ways of looking at data set 

emerged.  I used ―extension‖ as I returned to materials coded earlier (test-preparation) and 

(infusion of FCAT language) interrogating them in a new way, with a new theme, construct, or 

relationship (test-taking tips). I employed ―bridging‖ when I saw previously understood 

relationships within units of a given category (rewards for performance = student motivation to 

learn) (Table 3.9). 
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Table 3.9.  Open Coding-Master Coding List 
Staff Interviews (Principals, Assistant Principal, Teachers, Instructional Coaches, Students) 

Code Description  Code Description 

PP Policies and Practices  AC Accountability 

APP Adaptation to Policies and Practices  CM Chess Moves/Personnel 
Decisions 

HPP Hindrance to Policies and Practices  O/C Odds/Challenges 

CW Continuous Work  BCW Barrier to Continuous 
Work 

HP Hiring Practices  CAA Change After A 

 
TP 

 
Test Preparation 

 
TTS Test Taking Strategies 

SML Student Motivation for Learning 
  

RHP 
 
Rewards for High 
Performance 

IFL Infusion of FCAT Language  E Enrichment 

Note:  Codes identified in red lettering signifies codes that were not part of the preliminary coding list. 

 

 

Explanation Building 

The goal of explanation building was to analyze cases by building justifications and 

rationalizations about events, policies, or practices that have happened at the site (Yin, 1982).  

Explanation building involved describing a construct in a way that stipulated a set of coding 

links about predefined elements. The gradual building of an explanation was similar to the 

process of refining a set of ideas in which an important aspect of the process was to investigate 

other plausible or context-sensitive explanations. In narrative form, concluding explanations lead 

to suggestions for future actions or lead to substantial contributions to conceptual theory 

building.   

Explanation building was a process used in this study to analyze interview data. I coded 

interview data from administrators, instructional coaches, teachers, and students and compared 

data to uncover trends and patterns.  I noted patterns and themes.  When working with the 

interview text, I spotted recurring patterns, themes or ―gestalts‖ which pulled together many 

separate pieces of data.  Consequently, I saw added evidence to the same pattern (recurring 

regularities) and I remained open to disconfirming evidences as it appeared (Guba, 1978).  After 

careful consideration, I made ―stories‖ from a range of data (Coleman, 1992).   

Explanation building was used to make sense of the interviewees‘ responses and to 

corroborate data (Creswell, 1994, 2003; Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Miles & Huberman, 1994; 
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Thomas, 2003).  I noted patterns and themes in order to identify examples of added evidence to 

the same pattern or recurring regularities (Miles & Huberman, 1994) I began by analyzing the 

data categorically in terms of orderly environment, curriculum alignment, supportive and 

persistent teachers, continuous monitoring of student profiles, dynamic leadership.  These codes 

were the units by which the Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) School Effectiveness Model 

applicable findings in this study were organized.  I remained open to disconfirming evidence as it 

appeared (Guba, 1978). 

 With regard to the additional factors that may have contributed to the two letter increase 

and maintenance in student FCAT scores, I focused on themes that emerged from the data.  

School practices, policies, and procedures were documented and (rewards for performance, 

infusion of FCAT language, test preparation) the interviewees‘ responses were traced to these 

themes (Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994).  

I documented recurring patterns, themes or ‗gestalts‘ in the interviews and school 

documents (Figure 3.1).  I related the findings to the study‘s research questions to see if the data 

provided insight on those questions which was in essence to validate the Teddlie and 

Stringfield‘s model in relation to This Is It Elementary School.  I picked out the most salient 

points from each interviewee, numbered the order of points on the form and noted the page 

number on which the point appeared.  I numbered the points in the transcript and attached a 

theme or aspect to each point in capitals letters (see Figure 3.1).   

 

 
Theme Summary Form  (Modified from Miles & Huberman, 1994) 

 
Name of Contact: ______________                         
 

        
        CODES              THEMES/ASPECTS               PAGE NUMBER/LLOCATION 

     HANDS ON ACTIVITIES                 Orderly Environment                                  Page # 4, KC-Student transcript 
(EX: experiments) 

Figure 3.1. Theme Summary Form 

 

 After I completed the theme summary form, I grouped and sorted the coded responses 

for each model component.  Finally, I reviewed all the transcripts one more time to ensure that 

my findings and the main themes and patterns were consistent with the data.  From the interview 
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data, individual case synopses were used to reveal what was essential to each respondents‘ 

experience which lead to illustrative narratives as I worked across cases picking out model ones 

(Giorgi, 1975). Then I summarized the information in relation to each target question. 

I analyzed the case by developing rationales about the findings (Yin, 1994).  To capture 

school improvement efforts that happened in the past and as well as events that continued into 

the present, the findings were explained through vignettes, which were rich descriptions of 

findings synthesized in a meaningful way (Merryfield, 1990; Miles & Huberman, 1994; 

Seidman, 1991).  In other words, vignettes offered me an opportunity to incorporate the 

participants‘ perceptions of school improvement efforts implemented at the site.   

Vignettes have a narrative, story like structure that preserves chronological flow and that 

normally is limited to a brief span, to one or few key actors, to a bounded space, or to all three.  

Erickson (1986) describes a vignette as a ―vivid portrayal of the conduct of an event of everyday 

life, in which the sights and sounds of what was being said and done are described in the natural 

sequence of their occurrence in real time‖ (pp. 149-150). The findings from the interviews were 

descriptive and quality vignettes and quotations of the participants‘ responses were integrated to 

enrich the data. The combination of interviews from all respondents were synthesized using 

narrative structuring which is a technique for organizing interview responses to reveal a story 

(Rossman & Rallis, 2003).  

Validity 

In an attempt to ensure internal validity, I created an audit trail through Nvivo analytic 

researcher memos for data triangulation (Rossman & Rallis, 2003).  I used the documentation of 

detailed descriptions so that other researchers could have a comprehensive framework for 

comparison (Merryfield, 1990).  To help me document and sort my findings to data, I collated 

the main findings to specific documents or interview responses to substantiate the merit I placed 

in my findings, to refute gaps in concepts, and to assess data that was not corroborated (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994).  Miles and Huberman (1994) contend that the ―basic audience for good 

documentation is the self‖ (p.282). As cited in Miles and Huberman (1994), ―techniques such as 

―researcher‘s notebook, methodological diary (Walker, 1981), reflexivity journal (Carney, 1990) 

recording changes in design and associated thoughts, data analysis chronologies (McPhee, 1990) 

or running diary (Smith, 1992) strengthen the study as it goes‖ (p. 282). 
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Five strategies were utilized.  First, I described the focus of the study, my role in the study, 

the school‘s position in the study, and my rationale for selecting This Is It Elementary School for 

the study.  Second, the framework for data collection was outlined and the evidence collected 

was triangulated (Creswell, 1994; Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Stake, 

1995; Yin, 1994). Third, data collection and data analysis strategies were reported in detail. 

Fourth, administration protocols for the data collection instruments were used (Appendices A, B, 

C, D, E). Finally, I created a study database.  

In creating the database for evidence, data collection methods and findings related to specific 

research questions were linked to themes (Yin, 1994). The data accounting sheet (Table 3.10), 

was arrayed by study component and corresponding data sources. As displayed in the table, I 

filled in the cells thus displaying clear coverage of data sources and data collection methods per 

study component (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

 

Table 3.10. Validity Check 
Teddlie & Stringfield School 

Effectiveness (1993) Model 

Component 

 

 

Interviews 

 

 

Document Review 

Focus on Academics (FA) 
 

  Administrators (N=3) 
  Students (N=14) 
  Teachers (N=3) 
  Instructional Coaches (N=3) 

 Curriculum Maps 

 School Improvement Plan 

 Scrimmage Exams 

Orderly Environment (OE) 
 

  Administrators (N=3) 
  Students (N=14) 
  Teachers (N=3) 

 Photos 

Continuous Monitoring of 
Student Profiles (CMSP) 
 

  Administrators (N=3) 
  Teachers (N=3) 
  Instructional Coaches (N=3) 

 Assessments—Scrimmage 
Exams 

 Scrimmage Poster Analysis 

 Data Wall 

Supportive and Persistent 
Teachers (SPT) 
 

  Administrators (N=3) 
  Students (N=14) 
  Teachers (N=3) 
  Instructional Coaches (N=3) 

 None Available 

Dynamic  Leadership (DL) 
 

  Administrators (N=3) 
  Teachers (N=3) 
  Instructional Coaches (N=3) 

 None Available 

Additional Factors (AF) 
 

  Administrators (N=3) 
  Students (N=14) 
  Teachers (N=3) 
  Instructional Coaches (N=3) 

 School Improvement Plan (2007-
2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, 
2010-2011) 

  FCAT Data (2007-2008, 2008-
2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011) 

 Lesson Plans (2008-2009) 

  Scrimmage-Mini-Assessment 
results (2008-2009, 2010-2011) 

 Curriculum Map (2008-2009, 
2011-2011) 

 Photos (2010-2011) 

 Observation/Walk-Through 
Forms (2008-2009, 2010-2011) 
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Triangulation 

Yin (1994) report four distinct categories of triangulation:  (1) data sources (data 

triangulation), (2) triangulation among different evaluators, (3) triangulation of perspectives on 

the same data set (theory triangulation), and (4) triangulation of methods (methodological 

triangulation) (Yin, 1994, p. 92).  I used methodological triangulation and data triangulation.  I 

used multiple methods (interviews, document review, observation/photos, and trend analyses).  

The findings and subsequent conclusions in this case were based on multiple methods of 

evidence substantiated by corroboration from multiple perspectives. I used multiple interviewee 

data sources: three administrators, three instructional coaches, three teachers, and 14 students.  

As I evaluated and analyzed data from three different sets of interviews from 23 different 

participants, I triangulated the data as I built rationales for each school improvement component 

(Creswell, 2003) of Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) School Effectiveness Model. Areas of 

concerns with construct validity were addressed with triangulation because the ―multiple sources 

of evidence essentially provide[d] multiple measures of the same phenomenon (p. 92). When 

data collection was complete, I utilized member checking to verify the interview transcripts. 

Multiple Methods 

I used evidence from a range of methods as well as from a variety of perspectives; 

consequently converging on a similar set of findings (Yin, 1994).  According to Yin, Bateman 

and Moore (1983) single case studies involving multiple sources of evidence are rated higher in 

quality than cases that rely on sole sources of documentation. The use of different sources for 

documentation afforded me the opportunities to investigate a wider spectrum of the history of the 

school and the behaviors and actions of the participants.   

Multiple Sources 

I triangulated multiple sources for focused coding of the Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) 

School Effectiveness Model.  In parallel fashion I triangulated multiple sources for the open 

coding of the ―Additional Factors‖ that contributed to student achievement at This Is Elementary 

School.  In this case study, evidence was recorded from two or more sources to substantiate the 

same set of findings (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Stake, 1995; Yin, 

1994).  I used interview responses from all participants and reviewed school documents and 

school records. The advantage of documenting findings from several sources was the ability to 

develop converging lines of inquiry, Creswell, 2003; Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Miles & 
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Huberman, 1994; Stake, 1995).  In building explanations for the findings, I analyzed data 

extrapolated from Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school effectiveness conceptual model and 

collected data through the use of interviews.  I conducted a content analysis of qualitative data, 

reviewed those analyses, and drew conclusions in regard to the findings to the study‘s research 

questions.   

Member Checking 

 In getting an accurate portrait of the participant‘s responses, I used member checking 

(Creswell, 1994, 2003). I asked the adult participants to examine the draft of their responses after 

I had integrated the data into a narrative format that attempted to tell the story of the school‘s 

journey toward raising and maintaining student achievement.  The administrators, instructional 

coaches, and teachers not only contributed to the case by providing answers to the interview 

questions under investigation, they also accepted the opportunity to give me feedback on written 

descriptions. I submitted my written interpretation of the findings from the additional factors and 

the findings from the five pre-identified components of the Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) 

School Effectiveness Model to the administrators, instructional coaches, and teachers so they 

could confirm, verify, or refute the insight that I had given to the data (Stake, 1994).  They were 

given the chance to share their insights on what I had written and offer suggestions on where I 

could present the data in a different manner (if necessary). When the administrators, instructional 

coaches, and teachers reviewed the document for accuracy, I asked them to keep the following 

questions in mind: 

(1.) Is this how the transformation happened? 

(2.) Is this how the findings should be reported? 

(3.) Is this a true picture of school improvement processes at work at This Is It Elementary 

School over the last three years? 

The participants were encouraged to edit the text as they saw fit.  Having the awareness that 

some participants may not agree with the write up (Stake, 1994), I was prepared to revise or 

eliminate specific objections.  I did not, however, receive any objections to the content or the 

presentation of findings. 

Limitation to Methods 

I conducted this study two years after the transformation took place.  Because of selective 

memory, specific recall of past events may have been a limitation (Johnson, & Christensen, 

2008; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). The influence of social 
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norms may have cause participants to tell me what they think I wanted to hear because they were 

aware of the topic of the study (Schrader, EDF 5461 Lecture Notes, Florida State University, 

2007).   Attrition was also a factor (Johnson, & Christensen, 2008).  Some teachers and students 

who were present during the transformation were no longer employed or enrolled when I 

conducted my investigation. 

Summary 

This Is It Elementary School, a previous low-performing public elementary school received 

its high-performing school status in the 2008-2009 school year when it increased its school grade 

from a C to an A.  This single descriptive post hoc case study represented a unique environment 

in which specific criteria are set and justified before commitment (Creswell, 1994; Stake, 1995; 

Yin, 1994). The case was bounded by time and activity (Creswell, 2003; Yin, 1994). In defining 

the boundaries of the case, I produced a description of the school‘s transformation status for the 

2006-209 school years.  To answer what role, policies, procedures, and instructional practices 

played in raising student achievement at This Is It Elementary School; I designed a single case 

study within an accountability context.  I documented teaching practices in one public 

elementary school in a Florida school district.  Using multiple methods and a variety of 

participants allowed me to the opportunity to investigate policies, procedures, and practices at 

the site. Evidence from two or more sources was compared to substantiate the same set of 

findings (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994).  

Specifically, data were collected through interviews, photos, document review and trend 

analyses.  I studied teaching practices and school improvement efforts at This Is It Elementary 

School that occurred from 2006-2007 to 2008-2009 when the school obtained its turnaround 

status.  I also studied teaching practices and school improvement efforts in subsequent years 

(2009-2010 and 2010-2011).   

In all 23 participants were interviewed.  I conducted all interviews in person with the former 

principal, current principal, assistant principal, three teachers selected by administration, 14 

students who were present at the site before during and after the academic transformation and 

three instructional coaches who served in leadership positions in the school.  There were 9 adult 

participants in this study. They included three administrators (former principal, current principal, 

current assistant principal); three instructional coaches (math instructional coach, reading 

instructional coach, exceptional student education instructional coach); and three intermediate 
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teachers (one per FCAT  testing grade—one third grade teacher, one fourth grade teacher, and 

one fifth grade teacher). From 2006-2011, there were a total of 31 staff members.   

Eight of the 9 respondents were present during the 2007-2008 transformative academic 

school year (the current assistant principal was the only adult respondent that was not present 

during the transformation).  Although not part of the school improvement efforts that facilitated 

the two letter increase in student achievement as represented by FCAT scores, she was included 

because she provided insight into the maintenance and sustainability school improvement efforts 

the years following the academic turn around.   

In addition 14 students (3rd-5th grade) participated.  Of the 14 student participants, seven 5th 

grade student participants were present during the 2007-2008 academic school year. Four 4th 

grade students and three 3rd grade students were at the school during the 2007-2008 school year 

but were not part of the testing cohort of 3rd-5th grade students at the time. In an effort to give a 

comprehensive account of events from the students‘ perspective, I included the current third and 

fourth grade students because they were present at the school before, during and after the 

increases in student achievement in 2007-2008. Including students who were there during the 

interventions as well as the subsequent years gives me data from the students‘ point of view over 

a course of three years. 

 I included photos and used document analysis and interview responses of participants at the 

administrative and classroom levels. Interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim.  I 

supplemented these interviews with content analysis of school documents that included a 

curriculum map, mini-assessments, the school‘s school improvement plan, annual report card, 

and photos. As a result, the final project is a compilation of activities and events that give 

meaning to the school improvement efforts at This Is It Elementary School. 

 In the next chapter, I documented the ―Case‖ by discussing the background of the district 

and the community and by detailing a historical account of This Is It Elementary School. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



88 
 

CHAPTER FOUR 

THE CASE 

 

I organized Chapter four, ―The Case‖ in the following way:  I first presented the rationale 

for site selection.  I provided background information on the district and community.  I identified 

the study‘s timeframe, discussed historical data, and provided information on school personnel 

(principals, instructional coaches, teachers, and students).  Then I presented background 

information on the school, including a description of the structure of the classrooms, the physical 

environment, and the school‘s International Baccalaureate Primary Years Program (PYP).  I 

described the school‘s curricula and the corresponding strategies used in implementing reading, 

math, science, and writing instruction, discussed professional development for staff members and 

explained the extended learning opportunities for students.  I also presented informal and formal 

assessment information.  Finally, I provided several four year trend analyses of student 

performance for the 2006-2010 school years.   

Rationale for Site Selection 

I selected This Is It Elementary School for several reasons.  First, I am an educator in one 

of the lowest performing high-poverty, high-minority school districts in Florida.  This Is It 

Elementary School used to be one of the lowest performing high-poverty, high-minority schools 

in their school district.  ABC County (a pseudonym for the Florida school district in which this 

study takes place) and my district‘s student population, demographics, and academic 

performances are similar.  Second, it was feasible for me to conduct a study at This Is It 

Elementary School because of proximity and connections - a former teaching colleague was the 

math coach at This Is It Elementary School.  This connection allowed me access to school 

documents.  My third reason for selecting This Is It Elementary School was because it was a 

turnaround school (a school that has increased the academic performance of its students by two 

letter grades in one academic year) despite being located in a high-poverty, high-minority 

neighborhood.  This was a significant academic transformation.  I was interested in examining 

their school improvement efforts in order to understand their transformation process.  I chose not 

to conduct this study in the county that I work in because of potential conflicts with data 

collection and bias in reporting the findings.   
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The District 

 From 2007-2011, a total of 160 public schools were served by ABC County. There were 

three K-8 schools, 19 high schools, 103 elementary schools, and 25 middle schools.  To 

accommodate specialized populations, ABC County had a 6th-10th grade school, three alternative 

schools, 12 juvenile justice centers, eight charter schools, and three ESE (Exceptional Student 

Education) centers (ABC County Website, 2008). The public schools were divided into four 

clusters: two elementary clusters, one high school cluster, and one middle school cluster.   

The Community 

 The community was characterized as unsafe because statistically it was plagued with 

poverty and violence (This Is It Elementary School Community Video, 2009).   There were 6,112 

people incarcerated in ABC County.  Including the number of people on parole, 817 out of the 

6,112 were from This Is It Elementary school community.  In addition, in 2007, there were 157 

registered sex offenders living in the zip code of this community.  From February 2004 through 

January 2009, this zip code had 139 homicides which equates to 28.6 homicides a year.  It also 

had the highest infant mortality rate in the district and resident income was below the poverty 

level with the median household income at $26, 819 when compared to the State of Florida‘s 

average of $47,804 (This Is It Elementary School Community Statistics Video, 2009). In August 

2009, the unemployment rate in the United States was 9.6%.  This city ranked 264th of all 

metropolitan areas at 10.5 percent. In August 2009, this zip code had 126 foreclosures 

(Community Video, 2009). 

 Despite these facts, This Is It Elementary School managed to prepare its students for a 

brighter future.  In 2008-2009, This Is It Elementary School was a high-performing, high-poverty 

elementary school with an extremely large percentage of previously low-performing minority 

students. The school was labeled high-performing by the Florida Department of Education in 

2009 because it increased its students‘ performance by two letter grades in one academic year.   

Study Timeframe 

 This study covered school years 2007-2008-2010-2011, a span of four years.  For the 

academic years 2007-2008, This Is It Elementary School was graded as a C.  At the end of the 

2008-2009 school year, the school increased its performance two letter grades, from a C to an A.  

In 2009-2010, the school received a school grade of C and in 2010-2011, a B.  
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 My internal logic for including four years worth of data for this case derived the fact that 

I wanted to show the historical data of where the school started in its initial journey of academic 

transformation, how it achieved its two-letter increase, and how it managed to maintain and 

sustain increases in academic achievement over time (Table 4.1).  The data in this case focused 

on current school activities as well as well as perceptions of school improvement practices in the 

past.  The inclusion of photos, administrator, instructional coaches, teacher and student interview 

data and school documents over the span of four years reflect a comprehensive look at the case; 

which provided additional evidence of the manifestation of and maintenance of the Teddlie & 

Stringfield Model School (1993) Effectiveness components.  Investigating the school over the 

course of four years connected the academic link from 2007-2008 where the school was 

averaging a C (mediocre performance) to 2008-2009 where the school increased two letter 

grades (A) onto school years 2009-2010 where the school was two points from a B (495) to the 

current year 2010-2011 when the school earned a B (with the new standards of the FCAT 2.0 

version of the state exam).  The inclusion of past and current practices was relevant in 

understanding the effectiveness and ―fit‖ of school improvement efforts at high-poverty 

previously low-performing elementary schools. 

Table 4.1. The Case--Span of Study 

School Year/Span of 

Study 

School Grade Total Points 

2010-2011 B 499 

2009-2010 C/B 493—2 points away from B (495) 

2008-2009 A 590 

2007-2008 C 481 

Grading Scale:  A-F: 525+ = A, 525-495 = B, 494-435 = C, 434-395 = D and 394 and below = F. 

The Turnaround:  Historical Information 

     With the exception of a supplemental school-based math program Measuring Up, the 

curriculum remained the same from 2007 thru 2011 (Table 4.2).  There were 31 staff members 

each year.  The administration changed twice.  During the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 school 

years the principal was PR and the assistant principal was LR.  At the end of the 2008-2009 



91 
 

school year, LR was promoted to principal.  From 2009-2010 to 2010-2011 the administration 

remained the same.  LR continued as the principal and VE as the assistant principal (Table 4.2).  

 

Table 4.2.  Historical Data:  The Turnaround-Academic Transformation 

 

Curriculum 

 
  2007-2008  2008-2009  2009-2010              2010-2011 

      
    Reading  Reader‘s   Reader‘s   Reader‘s                 Reader‘s  
       Workshop  Workshop  Workshop                Workshop 
    Math  Calendar Math  Calendar Math   Calendar Math                Calendar Math 
                 Math Investigations  Math Investigations                 Math Investigations              Math Investigations  
    Science Scott Foresman  Scott Foresman  Scott Foresman                      Scott Foresman 
    Writing Developed at School  Developed at School Developed at School            Developed at School 

 

Staff 
 

  2007-2008  2008-2009  2009-2010              2010-2011 

Personnel       31          31           31         31 
 

 

Leadership 
 

  2007-2008  2008-2009  2009-2010              2010-2011 

Administration 
    Principal     RP   RP   RL   RL 
    Assistant Principal      RL   RL   EV   EV 

 
 

 

Personnel 

 With the exception of the media specialist, speech pathologist, music teacher, and 

physical education teacher, all employees were full time for the 2007-2008 school year. There 

were 22 teachers, the principal, the assistant principal, the curriculum integration specialist, three 

instructional coaches (reading, math, and exceptional student education), and three resource 

teachers (science, media, and foreign language) for a total of 31 staff.  In addition, there was a 

front office clerk, a data entry employee, and the bookkeeper who also served as the principal‘s 

secretary.  Staffing remained stable from 2008-2011.  The number of staff members and 

allocated positions remained the same. 
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Background Information 

This Is It Elementary School, built in 1962 is a neighborhood school located on the north 

side of the county and served 400 Pre-K through fifth grade students during the 2008-2009 

school year.  According to the School Improvement Plan of 2008, the student body was 

predominately minority (97% African American, 2% Latino/a, and 1% other) and had a high 

mobility rate. Eighty-eight percent of the students were on free or reduced lunch status. Coming 

from low-income families, almost all of these students received health, shelter, and food 

assistance from the government, namely Medicaid and Social Security and Aid to families with 

Dependent Children (School Improvement Plan, 2008). In 2008, the school had a 98% 

attendance rate.  Over the course of the next three years, student enrollment and demographics 

remained fairly stable (School Improvement Plans 2009-2010) (See Table 4.3).   

 

Table 4.3  Background (2008-2011) 

 

The School 
                2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 

Student Enrollment            400  426  415  422 
Attendance Rate             98%  97%  97%  98% 
Grades Served             Pre-K-5  Pre-K-5  Pre-K-5  Pre-K-5 
Teachers            22                22  22  22 
Grade Levels/Sections      

    Pre-K               1  1  1  1 
    Kindergarten              3  3  3  3 
    First               4  4  4  4 
    Second              4  4  4  4 
    Third               3  3  3  3 
    Fourth              3  3  3  3 
    Fifth               3  3  3  3         

STAR (Retained 3rd Graders)                 1  1  1  1 
Pre-K-5 Class Size:                 <20 average        <20 average        <20 average        <20 average  
Drop-out Prevention               <10 average        <10 average        <10 average        <10 average 
 

 

Demographics 
                              2007-2008          2008-2009             2009-2010 2010-2011 

African American         97%  98%  98%  98% 
Latino/a                          2%  1%  2%  2% 
Other                                           1%                  1%  0%  0%      
Free reduce Lunch                     88%  89%  88%  88% 
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The School 

This Is It Elementary School used the Randy Sprick discipline model to implement 

positive classroom strategies (School Improvement Plan, 2008). Randy Sprick classroom 

discipline program focused on the emotional and social dimensions of classroom interactions and 

encourages intrinsic rewards (self-motivation, proactive behavior, leadership). This program had 

been credited with decreasing student referrals by 30% (School Website, 2009). The school‘s 

vision proposed that by mastering the basic skills of reading, math, and writing, all students 

would become productive citizens.  The school‘s mission statement stressed a supportive 

learning environment that took into account the needs of the whole child.  The school believed in 

hands-on learning and considered it to be the foundation that inspired their students to become 

motivated to learn.  The school‘s motto was ―Where dreams begin and excellence is discovered.‖  

Structure of Classrooms 

Class size ranged from 13-17 students.  There was one section of Pre-K and one section 

of a drop-out prevention class.  There were three sections of kindergarten, third, fourth, and fifth 

and two sections of first and second grade. With the exception of special areas (music, art, P.E.), 

pre-K through 3rd grade classrooms were self-contained (students stayed with their classroom 

teachers all day for classroom instruction).  Fourth and 5th grade classrooms were 

departmentalized. Students started the school day with their homeroom teacher for the first 30 

minutes of the day (record keeping, attendance) and switched classes for core subject instruction.  

The departmentalized subjects were reading, math, and science for 5th grade and reading, math, 

and writing for 4th grade (testing areas on the FCAT).  

Instruction began at 8:00 and ended at 3:15. There was a school-wide 90 minute 

uninterrupted reading block, followed by 60 minutes blocks for instruction in math, science, 

social studies, writing, and differentiated instruction. There was no recess.  Special area classes 

(media, art, Chinese and physical education) occurred three times a week for 45 minutes each 

class period. All students attended the school‘s science lab once a week for a 45 minute block of 

vocabulary instruction and hands on experiments. 

Physical Environment 

There was a camera/security system located outside the building to ensure a safe learning 

environment and to monitor visitors on campus.  The doors to the schools were always locked 

and visitors could not enter unless they pushed the buzzer, identified themselves, and obtained a 



94 
 

visitor‘s badge. The school was organized into sections/hallways by grade level.  Pre-

kindergarten, kindergarten, first, and second grade had their own hallway. Third grade students 

shared a hallway with the instructional coaches.  The faculty lounge was also located on the third 

grade hallway.  Fourth and fifth grade students were housed in the same hallway. 

There were photos and postings of neighborhood and current school events on several 

bulletin boards in the main hallway. One of the first bulletin boards that visitors saw when they 

entered the building was a bulletin board entitled, Station #998 ( a pseudonym for the school‘s 

identification number). All schools in this county were numbered, and Station #998 represented 

This Is It Elementary School.  On the right side of the bulletin board was a photo of the county‘s 

first African American Superintendent. To the left of the bulletin board were framed postings of 

the school‘s vision and mission statement. There was a display of trophies located in the front 

hallway (Figure 4.1, Photo #1) with framed sayings on the shelf surrounded by sunflowers.  Each 

saying represented the school‘s philosophy (guidelines for behavior, encouraging words for 

obtaining excellence, for example).   

 

(Figure 4.1.  Photo #-1 Display of Trophies) 

 

There were a minimum of 22 bulletin boards in the hallways that displayed students‘ 

work for every classroom (Pre-K 5) in the school.  Some of the bulletin boards in the 3rd-5th 

grade hallways were byproducts of engaging activities that had been self-evaluated by the 

students using performance rubrics.  For instance, when a third grade student produced a 

―meeting the standards‖ work sample for a bulletin board, the task, specific standards, and an 

accompanying rubric were attached.  

Bulletin boards in the 3rd-5th grade hallways contained but were not limited to clue words 

that solved real word problems, student drawings with written responses, and essays with 
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accompanying illustrations and colorful artwork.  Creative writing samples (Figure 4.2, Photo 

#2) and expository writing samples on the branches of government were among a few of the 

class-produced bulletin boards posted in the hallways of the school. 

 

 

 

(Figure 4.2. Photo #2-Essay writing with artwork) 

 

International Baccalaureate Primary Years Program (PYP) 

At the beginning of the 2007 school year, This Is It Elementary School received $951,915 

in grant money from the Magnet Schools of America to implement the International 

Baccalaureate Primary Years Program (PYP) (School Improvement Plan, 2008).  The Primary 

Years International Baccalaureate program targeted children from the age of three through the 

end of elementary school at age 12.  PYP focused on nurturing the whole child. In practice this 

meant that the principles of pride, respect, peace, and responsibility were put in place to develop 

the physical, social, emotional, and academic needs of the students (School Website, 2008; 

School Improvement Plan, 2008). Although the International Baccalaureate Primary Years 

Program was open to students in the surrounding neighborhoods, there was no change in the 

student population--student demographics remained the same. 

The PYP program highlighted the significance of embracing diversity and provided 

principles that administration believed would guide the students to be global citizens.  Students 
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were encouraged to ask questions, share insights and perceptions, research and explore solutions 

to problems, and take ownership of their own learning. Corresponding attributes such as 

thinking, commitment, balance, tolerance, inquiry, knowledge, communication, caring, and 

integrity were posted throughout the school to remind students of the different ways they can be 

global citizens (Figure 4.3, Photo #3). In creating this ―total‖ child framework, PYP integrated 

best practices and applied action research strategies from national and international schools to 

create a meaningful, engaging, quality curricula for students of varying backgrounds.  Funding 

from the PYP grant allowed This Is It Elementary School to establish a science lab, hire a 

Chinese guest teacher, and establish an International Learning Lab where the students learned to 

speak Chinese.   

 

 

(Figure 4.3. Photo #3-International Baccalaureate (PYP) Attributes) 

 

The four elements of the school‘s comprehensive school-wide creed  (respectful, 

responsible, pride, and peaceful) were enlarged, framed and displayed on a bookshelf that was 

located in the hallway close to the front door opening to the school as well as enlarged, 

laminated, and posted horizontally across the hallways in both English and Chinese (Figure 4.4, 

Photo #4).  
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(Figure 4.4. Photo #4-Primary Youth Program Creed in Chinese) 

 

Curriculum 

 The curricula were both internally developed and mandated by the district. The writing 

program was developed at the school level, whereas reading, math, and science curricula were 

district mandated. Outside of the standard textbook adoption committee meetings (where every 

school sent three to four representatives to the district office to vote on textbooks), the selection 

process was more of adopting what the district mandated once it totaled the votes from all 

elementary schools.  As a result, in 2006, This Is It Elementary School adopted the Reader‘s 

Workshop model for its reading program, Calendar Math and Math Investigations for 

mathematics, and Scott Foresman for science instruction (see Table 4.4).  

 

Table 4.4.  District Adopted Curriculum (2006-2011) 

Reading Reader‘s Workshop Model 
Math Calendar Math/Math Investigations***Measuring Up (school based) 

Science Scott Foresman Science 

Writing Developed at School Level 

 

  

The district allowed each school to select its own writing program.  The writing program at This 

is It Elementary School was created by a fourth grade teacher at the school. The curriculum of 

the International Baccalaureate Primary Years Program (PYP) was infused into the core subjects.  

Specific strategies for implementing the curricula are displayed in Table 4.5. 
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Table 4.5.  School/PYP Strategies for Curricular Implementation  

Subject Strategies 
Reading (1)  Florida Continuous Improvement Model as a guide to remediate weaknesses. 

(2)  K-5 teachers implement the Readers Workshop model for at least 2.5 hours per day. 
(3)  Level 1 and 2 students as well as bubble students were identified and provided immediate 
intensive intervention twice per week (PYP) 
(4)  Teachers implemented the 4 column method for short/extended response for reading 
comprehension  (PYP) 
(5)  All students were progress monitored once every three weeks. 
*Meetings, professional development, and frequent data analysis discussions 

Math (1)  Florida Continuous Improvement Model as a guide to remediate weaknesses. 
(2)  Teachers develop daily/weekly planned lessons that reflect investigations model, specifically 
outlining the Mini lesson, teacher directed small group activities, student exploration/center 
activities and closing activities (PYP) 
(3)  Used math investigations which focused on explicit instruction to develop an understanding of 
mathematical concepts and problem solving skills. 
(4)  Level 1 and 2 students as well as bubble students were identified and provided immediate 
intensive intervention twice per week.  All students were progress monitored once every three 
weeks. 
*Meetings, professional development, and frequent data analysis discussions. 

Science (1)  5E model was used for basic instruction and aligned PYP themes with science curriculum and 
the district‘s learning schedule. 
(2)  The science lab was developed for hands on experiences once a week for 45 minutes/day 

Writing (1) Students wrote daily. 
(2) Fourth grade students used monthly districts writing prompts to prepare for Florida Writes. 
(3) These students were also progressed monitored using the district writing prompts at least once 
every 
Month (School Improvement Plan, 2008-2010). 

 

To assist with the implementation of these strategies, staff was continuously engaged in 

professional development. 

Professional Development 

The teachers participated in 2.5 hours of context specific in-service each week at the 

school site (School Improvement Plan, 2008). The district designated Wednesdays as ―early 

release‖/staff development days to give teachers opportunities to collaborate on and improve 

instructional strategies.  The school did not have flexibility in selecting topics for trainings on 

Wednesdays because the district outlined a specific list of staff development topics.   

Extended Learning Opportunities during the School Day 

This Is It Elementary School had systems set up for students who were not getting their 

academic needs met during the school day. The systems included additional instruction during 

and after school.  The extended learning opportunities for the students at This Is It Elementary 

School are described in the next section. 
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This Is It Elementary School had media, reading, and science resource teachers during the 

course of this study (2007-2010). The media resource teacher was an exchange student from 

China who taught Chinese vocabulary and reference skills.  Also, during the turnaround, the 

reading resource teacher worked on literacy skills and the science resource teacher focused on 

science concepts, science vocabulary and the scientific process. During the 2007-2008 school 

year, the school set up a fully equipped science lab (funded with $50,000 grant money from 

PYP) that catered to the students‘ needs for hands-on experiments.  For the last four three years, 

the students also received additional assistance through two after school programs (1) TEAM 

UP, a partnership sponsored tutoring program and (2) Supplemental Academic Instruction (SAI), 

a federally funded intensive remediation initiative.  The students continue to participate in the 

science lab activities and the two after school programs. 

 After-School Programs.  TEAM UP was an after school program designed for academic 

support and socialization in a structured environment.  TEAM Up started immediately after 

school at (3:15P.M.) and ended at (6:00 P.M.) on Monday-Fridays. It was sponsored by the 

YMCA, and was free for ‗bubble‘ students who were struggling academically. ―Bubble‖ students 

were students who were several points from becoming proficient (Level 3) or who were on the 

verge of scoring in the next Level of academic achievement on the FCAT.  In other words, a 

student could be achieving at a Level 2 and be 10 points from a Level 3 or be a Level 4 with an 

opportunity to become a Level 5 (School Improvement Plan, 2008).  

 The students ate snacks during the first 15 minutes of the after-school program.  

The teachers provided an hour of reading, math, or writing instruction from 3:30-4:30 

P.M. followed by an hour or art, dance, or computerized instruction from 4:30-5:30 P.M.  

The students ate dinner during the last 30 minutes, which is from 5:30-6:00 P.M. (Table 

4.6). Transportation to their homes was not provided.     

 
Table 4.6.  TEAM UP Schedule 
Activity Time 

Snacks 3:15-3:30 

Academics 3:30-4:30 

Enrichment (dance, art, computer) 4:30-5:30 

Dinner 5:30-6:00 
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On average, the TEAM UP after school program had six teachers, two per grade level.  

Third and fifth grade teachers provided reading and math instruction and fourth grade 

teachers delivered instruction in reading, math, and writing.   

Students who were not invited to attend the TEAM UP after-school program were offered 

supplemental academic services (SAI).  Unlike TEAM UP, SAI was federally funded yet was 

similar in that it also targeted struggling students. The program was not year round, however, and 

lasted only two months from January to March each school year (2007-2011).  All tutoring 

sessions ended one week before the administration of the FCAT.  

Assessments 

 The notion of accountability was key to the monitoring of instruction at This Is It 

Elementary School. The school aligned its comprehensive reading, science, math, and writing 

assessments with the district‘s focus calendar. Specifically, the district benchmark exams were 

given in October, January, and April and the school distributed its assessments in September, 

December, and February.  The school also administered FCAT simulated teacher made tests 

(referred to as scrimmages) every three weeks. In addition, the students took two state 

standardized exams, the Florida Writes in February and the FCAT in March (Table 4.7). 

 

Table 4.7.  Assessments (2008-2011) 

District Benchmark Assessments (October, January, April) 

School-Level FCAT Simulations (September, December, February) 
School-Level Mini-Assessments (Every 3 Weeks)   
State Standardized High-Stakes Tests (February-Florida Writes; March- 

FCAT) 

 

 

Trend Analysis of Past Student Performance (2007-2008—2010-2011) 

In the next section, I provided several trend analyses that covered four years of FCAT 

data (Figure 4.5).  During the school year 2007-2008, This Is It Elementary School received a 

letter grade of a C.  In 2008-2009 the school increased two letter grades (481-590) -giving the 

school an overall increase of 109 points and a two letter grade increase (from a C to an A) thus 

qualifying This Is It Elementary School for its high-performing school status.  
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In 2009-2010 This Is It Elementary School earned 493 points, two points short of earning 

a B.  From 2010-2011, the school‘s total points increased 6 points 493 to 499 earning a ―B‖ 

(under the accountability standards of the new FCAT 2.0 standardized exam). 

 

Comparison of 2007-2008 thru 2010-2011 FCAT Results 

From 2007-2008 to 2008-2009, students increased or maintained their academic 

performance in every single category of Florida‘s grading rubric (Figure 4.6). For example, the 

percentage of students proficient in reading remained 58%.  The percentage proficient in math  

moved from 48% to 73%, a 25 point increase.  The percentage proficient in writing went from 

97% to 98%, a one point increase and the percentage proficient in science went from 43% to 

46%, an increase of three points.  In 2009-2010 school year, the percentage of students proficient  

in reading remained 58%.  The percentage proficient in math was 64%.  The percentage 

proficient in writing was 89% and the proficient in science was 48%.  The following year (2010-

2011), the percentage of students proficient in reading dropped from 58% to 53%, a five point 

decrease.  The percentage proficient in math moved from 64% to 70%, a six point increase. The 

percentage proficient in writing went from 89% to 94%, a five point increase and the percentage 

proficient in science went from 48% down to 31%, a 17 point reduction.   

  

Figure 4.5.  Points/School Grade for a Four Year Period 
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Comparison of Math Learning Gains for a Four Year Period 

In order to earn learning gain points, a student had to (1) maintain a proficient score of  

Level 3, 4, or 5, (2) increase a letter grade, that is improve from Level 1 to 2, 2 to 3, 3 to 4, or 4 

to 5, or (3) obtain an appropriate number of developmental scale points within levels.  For 

example, if a student scored Level 2 and achieved a developmental scale score (DSS) of 1245,  

the current DSS of 1245 was compared to the previous year‘s DSS of (let‘s say 1345).  If the 

increase was equal to or greater than 161 DSS or (1406) points in math, the student was credited 

with producing learning gains.  A score of 1345, therefore, would not qualify the student for 

learning gains in math.  In the next sections, I provided two four-year trend analyses of math and 

reading learning gains. The FCAT data was reported by the Florida Department of Education 

(www.fldoe.org). 

Math Learning Gains 

In 2007-2008, math learning gains were 54%.  In 2008-2009, learning gains increased 

31%; going from 54% to 85%.  In 2009-2010, the school experienced a 39% decrease from 85% 

to 46%.  Without a viable replacement for the math coach, the school was unable to 

accommodate the struggling and advanced students, hence no learning gains. Many of the 

students did not maintain their Level 3, 4, or 5 statuses nor did they increase a level.  The very 

high-performing students and the very low-performing students were not given the attention they 

needed. Fortunately, in 2010-2011, This I It Elementary School increased their math learning 

gains by 17%, going from 46% to 63% (www.fldoe.org). 

 

Figure 4.6.  Percent Proficient in Core Subjects for a Four Year Period 
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Reading Learning Gains 

In 2007-2008, reading learning gains were 54 percent.  During the 2008-2009 school 

year, the reading learning gains were 66%.  This was a 12% increase.  Then in 2009-2010 they 

decreased 1% from 66 down to 65 percent.  In 2010-2011, This Is It Elementary continued to 

decease in reading learning gains, going from 65% to 55%, a 10% decrease (www.flode.org). 

                                              

Comparison of the Lowest 25% Learning Gains for a Four Year Period 

In the next section, I provided two four-year trend analyses of math and reading learning 

gains for the lowest 25% of the student population.  The FCAT data was reported by the Florida 

Department of Education (www.fldoe.org). 

Math 

   In 2007-2008, 77% of the lowest 25% of students made learning gains (Figure 4.7).  In 

2008-2009, the percentage of students making learning gains rose to 97%, a 20 percent increase.  

In 2009-2010, the scores dropped to 60%, a 37% decrease.  Then in 2010-2011, the school 

bounced back with 73% of their lowest 25% students making learning gains (www.fldoe.org). 

Reading 

In 2007-2008, 50% of students scored in the proficient range.  In 2008-2009 the scores 

increased to 67%.  In 2009-2010 and 2010-2011, the scores dropped 4% and 3% respectively 

{67% to 63% and 63% to 60%} (www.fldoe.org). 
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Figure 4.7.  Lowest 25% learning Gains for a Four Year Period 

 
 

 

http://www.fldoe.org/


104 
 

Comparison of Level 1 Reading, Math, & Science Data  
  

In addition, I also provided three trend analyses of reading, math, and science Level 1 

FCAT data for a four year period.  The FCAT data was reported by the Florida Department of 

Education (www.fldoe.org). 

This Is It Elementary School decreased the percentage of third and fourth grade students 

scoring Level 1 in reading and math and reduced the percentage of fifth grade student scoring 

Level 1 in reading, math, and science (Figures 4.8, 4.9, 4.10).  In the next section, I compared the 

percentage of 3rd-5th grade students‘ performance in 2008-2009 when the school increased two 

letter grades to school years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011--two years later to see if the practices 

were still impacting the Level 1 student performance in reading, math, and science. 

 

FCAT Level 1 Reading 

Third Grade: The percentage of students scoring Level 1 in reading decreased over the 

course of four years:  34%-19 percent (Figure 4.8). In 2007-2008, 34% of third grade students 

scored Level 1 in reading.  In 2008-2009, this percentage was reduced seven percent.  As a 

result, twenty-seven percent of third grade students scored Level 1 in reading. Two years later 

(2009-2010), 31% of third grade students scored Level 1 in reading.  In 2010-2011, this 

percentage was reduced 12 percent.  As a result, 19 percent of third grade students scored Level 

1 in reading (www.fldoe.org). 

Fourth Grade:  4th grade students‘ performance (Level 1) in reading was reduced in 

2008-2009 (23% to 16%) but has continued to increase thereafter (25%-37%).  In 2007-2008, 

23% of fourth grade students scored Level 1 in reading.  This percentage was reduced six percent 
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in 2008-2009 when only 16 % of fourth grade students scored Level 1 in reading.  Two years 

later (2009-2010), 25% of fourth grade students scored Level 1 in reading.  In 2010-2011, this 

percentage increased 13 percent.  As a result, 38 percent of fourth grade students scored Level 1 

in reading. Fifth Grade:  The trend of reducing the number of students scoring Level 1 in 

reading continued for fifth grade students in 2008-2009.  In 2008-2009, 22% of fifth grade 

students scored Level 1 in reading.  In 2008-2009, this percentage was reduced nine percent, 

leaving 13 % of fifth grade students scoring Level 1 in reading. Two years later (2009-2010), 

34% of fifth grade students scored Level 1 in reading.  In 2010-2011, this percentage increased 

three percent.  As a result, 37% of fifth grade students scored Level 1 in reading (Figure 4.9). 

FCAT Level 1 Math 

Third Grade:  Third grade students‘ Level 1 performance in math fluctuated back and 

forth over the years (e.g. 2007-2008 [23% to 9%] ------2008-2009 [9% to 21%] ----- [2010-2011-

21 % to 8%).  Fourth Grade Fourth grade students‘ Level 1 performance in math decreased 

substantially in the 2008-2009 school year (33% to 4%). Although there have been small 

increases in students scoring Level 1, the percentage of third grade students scoring Level 1 in 

math has remained under 10% over the last three years. Fifth Grade:   In 2007-2008, 20% of 

fifth grade students scored Level 1 in math (Table 4.8).  Over the years, the students‘ Level 1 

performance remained fairly stable, averaging approximately 19% (www.fldoe.org). 

FCAT Level 1 Science Data  

After the significant reduction in the percentage of students scoring Level 1 in 2008-2009 

(24% to 8%), the students did not achieve similar results in science during the subsequent years 

(2009-2010-26% and 2010-2011-31%)—a trend that warrants attention (Figure 4.10). 
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Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)  Standing (2007-2008 thru 2010-2011) 

This Is It Elementary School did not make AYP in math or reading in 2006-2007, 2007-

2008, and 2009-2010.  In 2008-2009, they made AYP in both math and reading.  In 2010-2011, 

the school made AYP in math but not in reading.  The school exceeded the mandated 95% 

testing criterion and tested 99% of its students in the 2006-2007 school year and 100% of its 

students in 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years (Table 4.8).   

 

Table 4.8.  AYP Standing (School Years 2007-2008 thru 2010-2011) 
School Year Adequate Progress in 

Math?  
Adequate Progress in 

Reading?  
Percent 

Tested  
School 

Grade 

2010-2011 Yes No 100% B 
2009-2010 No No 100% C 
2008-2009 Yes Yes 100% A 
2007-2008 No No 100% C 

 

Summary 

 I conducted this study at This Is It Elementary School whose demographics were very 

similar to the schools in my district.  The purpose of this descriptive, post hoc single case study 

was to examine the alignment between the improvement efforts and the components identified 

by Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) as integral to transforming a low performing school to a high 

performing one, as encapsulated in their model, in order to determine if the model can explain 

the transformation and could possibly shed light on the maintenance and sustainability of student 

achievement. 
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Figure 4.10.  Level 1- Science for a Four Year Period 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DATA ANALYSIS/INTERPRETATION 

 

Chapter five, data analysis/interpretation, was organized as follows:  In an effort to give 

the reader a sense of what it felt like to be at the site, I presented the perceptions of the former 

principal‘s understanding of the effective school improvement factors implemented during the 

2008-2009 academic school year. In addition to several documents reviews, the subsequent 

findings for this study were likewise based on the beliefs of administrators, instructional coaches, 

teachers and students.  I presented the findings as they related to each research question: 

(1) How did the five components of the Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school 

effectiveness model manifest themselves in school improvement efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School? I presented the findings as they relate to each of the five 

components of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s model (focus on academics, orderly 

environment, supportive and persistent teachers, continuous monitoring of student 

academic profiles, and dynamic leadership). 

(2)  What additional factors contributed to facilitating and sustaining school 

improvement efforts? 

(3) In an effort to increase student academic achievement represented by the FCAT, 

(a)what challenges were encountered by students, teachers, instructional support staff 

and administrators and (b) how did the students, teachers, instructional support staff, 

and administrators overcome the challenges? 

I presented these research questions and connected the findings with literature in the field of 

school effects, school improvement, and school effectiveness.  I interpreted the study findings in 

relation to the research questions, and reintroduced the Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) School 

Effectiveness model, comparing its foundational five component elements with the study 

findings.  Immediately following, I concluded with a summary of the findings.   

Academic Transformation:  The Turnaround 

This Is It Elementary School received a grade of "F" in 2002.  According to RP (principal 

during the turnaround—instructional coach in 2002), the district knew the school was ―in 
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trouble‖ so she actually started in early June before the school grade was published.  Because RP 

was new to This Is It Elementary School, she had no idea of the dynamics of the staff.  

The teachers blamed administration.  Administration blamed the students and the 
community blamed the district.  There was blame everywhere.   
 

RP reported that the teachers were not focused and more than 80% of them had less than 

three years teaching experience. The Superintendent made the decision to remove the principal 

and bring in an administrator that was a motivator and a manager to handle the management part 

of the school leaving the instructional coach to provide direct instructional support and 

instructional monitoring.  In 2002, the teachers began to ―understand quality instruction‖. The 

instructional coach was appointed principal the following year (2003).  

The school‘s task began with first understanding best practice and secondly implementing 

best practice (RP). Administration acknowledged that bringing about major change in a school 

was difficult but that following a strategic plan and focusing on excellence could enable change 

to happen. Their focus was quality instruction that would improve the students‘ performance.   

RP stated that moving This Is It Elementary School from an F to a C grade‖ involved many 

changes, including switching the Reading curriculum from Reading Mastery (Direct Instruction) 

to Scott Foresman.  The change allowed the teachers to use and interpret data to assist with 

modifying instruction.  Instead of relying on scripted lessons regardless of what the data about 

the students revealed, teachers started where the data indicated the students needed to be.   

Administration was responsible for hiring staff, providing weekly training for teachers, 

monitoring instruction and removing teachers who were not providing quality instruction. The 

training provided (1) the teachers with best practices in delivering small group instruction, (2) 

hands-on activities, (3) strategies for establishing and maintaining student engagement, and (4) 

guidelines for implementing differentiated instruction.  The teacher‘s collaboration during 

professional development sessions gave them time to work together to analyze student work.  

The teachers also were provided with an opportunity to learn while they were practicing their 

craft. 

All teachers were given a curriculum notebook during pre-planning in 2007-2008.  The 

curriculum notebook included the grade appropriate Sunshine State Standards and the district‘s 

learning schedule.  If the district‘s learning schedule covered information that did not correlate 

with the Standards, the school revised the learning schedule. The benchmark that was being 
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covered during instruction was always written and introduced to the students in ―kid friendly‖ 

language.  When administration completed focus walks, the question that students were always 

asked was: ―What are you working on?‖  The student‘s answer had to include the ―kid friendly‖ 

language covered in the mini lesson.  This transition, implemented in 2007-2008, was 

characterized by the principal in the following manner: 

With a new curriculum, using data to drive instruction and providing intensive training 
for teachers, our major intervention had to be on teacher focus and training.  We 
developed a training schedule where once per week for 2.5 hours I would meet with the 
teachers and provide best practice and training.  The teachers had 1.5 hours of direct 
training and 1 hour to develop their plan for how they would implement the new 
knowledge from the training.  In the following week, the reading and math coaches 
monitored the implementation of the instructional practices. 
 

Administration recruited teaches much like ―professional teams look for draft picks‖ (RP).  

Based on the data, administration knew what type of teachers they needed and started 

strategically recruiting and hiring teachers.  It took two years to establish the high quality 

teaching staff they desired. Their grade remained a C for two years but one year after the staffing 

issues were resolved, the school earned an A.   

In the 2008-2009 school year, the school went from a C to an A grade.  The educational 

factors (policies and practices) that changed over the years were changes in leadership, and 

instructional and monitoring practices.  When asked, ―What happened?‖ RP stated, ―All of our 

stars were aligned.‖   

1.  Leadership was stable. 
2.  All instructional support coaches were competent. 
3. We had drafted the ―best‖ players for the positions. 
4. Teachers provided quality instruction that they were trained on. 
5. Quality instruction was monitored. 
6. Students were assessed every three weeks to ensure mastery. 
7. Data from those three week scrimmages were analyzed and, 
8. Instruction was altered after the data were analyzed.   

 

Classroom management at This Is It Elementary School started when the students entered 

the school building.  The students came from the worst neighborhood in their area so 

administration and staff had to let them know that the ―expectations in school were different 

from community expectations‖.  An administrator stood at the door every morning to remind the 

students that they were now in a different environment.  On most days, this included staff 
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enforcing the dress code of no sagging pants. ―Boys had to have their pants pulled up or they had 

to check out belts‖.   

We believed that if they were going to learn, we had to give them a focused 
learning environment.  If it started at the door, the teachers were expected to 
continue the focus.  When students are engaged academically, they will not 
misbehave.  The teacher‘s classroom management focused on student 
engagement. By standing at the door, we created a culture of ―someone is always 
watching‖ to make sure students followed our code of Excellence.  Our students 
lived by the code of being respectful, responsible, peaceful and proud (RP).   
 

In addition, the transformation included data analysis and ongoing monitoring of student 

progress.  In the professional development training room, all student data were displayed.  After 

each scrimmage and major assessment, student improvement was indicated with arrows.  The 

arrows went up, down or remained the same.  Each teacher was invited to an individual 

discussion with administrators and instructional coaches. During the meetings, the teachers had 

to provide an explanation for his or her arrows. Immediately following the meeting, the 

administrators and instructional coaches gave the teachers specific strategies to improve 

instruction.  These strategies were monitored by the administrators and coaches for three weeks 

(until the next scrimmage). 

Findings 

Research Question #1: How did the five components of the Teddlie and Stringfield’s 

(1993) School Effectiveness Model manifest themselves in the school improvement efforts of This 

Is It Elementary School? The five components were a focus on academics, orderly environment, 

supportive and persistent teachers, continuous monitoring of student profiles, and dynamic 

leadership.  A focus on academics was realized at This Is It Elementary School as curriculum 

alignment/mapping, additional instructional time, differentiated instruction, and after school 

programs.  An orderly environment was realized at This Is It Elementary School as classroom 

management centered on social principles embedded in the International Baccalaureate Primary 

Years Program, time on task and engagement in meaningful activities, and cooperative learning 

groups.  A continuous monitoring of student academic profiles was realized at This Is It 

Elementary School as measuring student outcomes against expected performance goals and using 

data to make informed decisions about instruction, monitoring school-wide data, and monitoring 

individual student academic profiles.  Based on student interview data, teachers at This Is It 

Elementary School believed all students could learn at high levels of proficiency.  In fact, the 



111 
 

supportive and persistent teacher component of Teddlie & Stringfield (1993) School 

Effectiveness Model was manifested at the school as caring and supportive teachers who built 

positive teacher/student relationships and held high expectations for student achievement.  

Dynamic leadership was realized at the school as instructional and differentiated leadership.  The   

ability to mediate external policies was also demonstrated by administrators at the site. 

Focus on Academics 

A focus on academics was defined in this study as additional instructional time and the 

curriculum alignment of Sunshine State Standards in reading, math, writing and science to the 

reading, math, writing, and subject areas of the FCAT.  A focus on academics was realized at 

This Is It Elementary School as curriculum alignment/mapping, additional instructional time, 

differentiated instruction, and after school programs. 

Curriculum Alignment/Mapping  

The assistant principal and the instructional coaches were in charge of merging the 

―Sunshine State Standards‖ with district and school level curricula. They were also responsible 

for integrating the international standards of the Primary Years Program with the school‘s 

learning calendar.  The final product was a school-level curriculum map aligned with 

international standards. 

 The curriculum map was customized specifically for the students at This Is It Elementary 

School (Appendix J).  For example, the focus calendar was customized to fit the skills the 

students were deficient in, progressing toward, and experiencing mastery of.  Week #1 outlined 

that math skill, MAA122, be taught over the course of three days.  This skill was coded as 

maintenance- meaning that this skill was to be progressed monitored and taught on a deeper level 

with a higher level of rigor.  Week # 2-3 of the curriculum map outlined the length of instruction 

for a new math skill, MAE213, --7 days.  The length of time dedicated to this skill was based on 

a pre-test given during the last week of September (RL).  On average, the students did not score 

well on that exam, 54%, so the seven days were considered sufficient for initial instruction, 

guided instruction, independent instruction, and assessment evaluation.  During Week #4, the 

curriculum map spiraled back to the math skill MAA122 covered in Week 1.  The number of 

days dedicated to instruction for this skill this week was narrowed down to one day (enrichment). 

School Improvement Plan.  I analyzed the school improvement plan, the teachers‘ 

lessons plans, and the administrator‘s focus walk ―curriculum alignment‖ evaluation form.  All 



112 
 

of these school documents showed evidence of curriculum alignment. To begin with, the school 

improvement plan provided reading, math, science, and writing strategies aimed at overall school 

improvement. Specifically, curriculum strategies were aligned with the overarching standard in 

reading, math, science, and writing.  

There were six major goals of the school improvement plan: reading, math, writing, 

science, parent involvement and return on investment (www.fldoe.org; School Improvement 

Plan, 2010).  Each of these sections of the school improvement plan had subsections (needs 

assessment, objectives, strategies, evaluation, evidence-based, programs, professional 

development, and budget) that the school had to address.  To illustrate, for reading, the needs 

assessment section posed questions such as ―Did all students meet AYP targets?  Did the percent 

proficient increased?‖  The objective for reading was that ―65% of all 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade 

students will be reading at or above grade level.‖  The strategies, evaluation, evidenced-based 

program, and professional development categories were the driving force for implementing 

policies and practices with fidelity.  As outlined below, the strategies focused on academics. 

1. The instructional support team will disaggregate all FCAT data to determine individual 

student weaknesses, grade level weaknesses, school-wide weaknesses, and school-wide 

trends, 

2. Instructional staff will formulate research based strategies to remediate weaknesses found 

from data disaggregation, 

3. Information gathered from data analysis will be shared with teachers during weekly training, 

4. Teachers will employ Florida Continuous Improvement Model as a guide to remediate 

weaknesses, 

5. K-5 reading teachers will implement the Readers Workshop Model and deliver differentiated 

literacy instruction for at least two hours per day, 

6. Kindergarten-fifth grade teachers will develop weekly planned lessons that will reflect the 

Readers Workshop Model, specifically outlining the Mini-Lesson, guided reading strategies, 

center/workshop activities and closing activities, 

7. Third-fifth grade teachers will receive reading data for their new class to determine strategies 

for class and individual student targets, 

8. Third-fifth grade teachers will identify Level 1 and Level 2 and low 25% quartile students, 

9. Third-fifth grade teachers will identify ―bubble‖ students (students that scored within 10 
points of a level), 

10. All students that score a Level 1, Level 2, and any student that scored within 10 points up or 

down from a level 1, Level 2, or level 3 will receive at least 15 minutes of intermediate 

intensive intervention twice per week, 

11. Implement the 4 column method for short/extended response for reading comprehension 

12. Three model literacy classrooms will be established-one kindergarten, one first-second grade 

and one for third-fifth grades, and 

13. Instructional staff will conduct weekly focus walks to monitor instruction (School 

Improvement Plan, 2010). 
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Evaluation of these strategies was instrumental in the accountability process.  RP said, 

―You inspect what you expect.‖  This Is It Elementary School incorporated six 

monitoring pieces into their school improvement plan. 

1. District benchmark, DIBELS, FCAT Explorer will be used to track student progress and plan for 
remediation, 

2. Third-fifth grade teachers will be progress monitored every three weeks, 
3. Administration will use ―The Planning for Results‖ data form to track daily instruction and student, 

progress.  Data will be analyzed weekly, monthly and quarterly and will be used to plan and differentiate 
instruction, 

4. Teachers will review student work and conference with students at least once per week, 
5. Teachers will collaboratively examine student work to assist in the establishment of best practices, and 
6. Administration will use standards checklist to monitor implementation of the reading workshop model 

(School Improvement Plan, 2010). 

Professional development to support the selected programs as outlined in the school 

improvement plan was implemented and monitored at the site (RP, RL, EV). 

1.  All teachers will attend 2.5 hours of weekly training with instructional coaches to gain knowledge on 

appropriate strategies to use during differentiated instruction, 

2. Instructional coaches will attend monthly meetings to gain more insight on research based strategies, 

3. District standards coach will participate in focus walks with other instructional coaches and provide 

feedback for strategies, 

4. Three model classrooms will be established for other teacher to visit during their weekly training block, and 

5. Planning:  During pre-planning administration will review all reading data with faculty to determine 

priorities for the year.  Delivery:  After reviewing the data, the reading coach will conduct training for 

language arts teachers and the entire school on a regular basis.  Follow Up:  Monthly training for 

implementation of instruction materials is offered through the district for reading teachers throughout the 

school year.  Evaluation:  The District standards coach will be invited to facilitate one school level training 

session per nine weeks to evaluate the school‘s program (School Improvement Plan, 2010). 

The process of addressing the six monitoring areas was repeated within the school improvement 

plan with economically disadvantaged students as well. 

Lesson Plan.  The third grade lesson plan revealed the results of thematic teaching 

(Appendix K).  All the standards were thematically integrated into all of the subjects.  There was 

a section for reading¸ math¸ drama, and science centers.  In other words, one third grade teacher 

planned lessons that reviewed skills the students had learned in all subjects.  For example, the 

theme for the lesson plan (Appendix K) was ―Valentine‘s Day‖.  The lesson was divided into six 

sections, one for each center: (1) history/reading/word making center, (2) science/reading, (3) 

reading/drama, (4) writing center, (5) math center, and (6) science/Valentine snack.  In addition, 

there was a review of matter section that included a culminating activity for the lessons. Each 

center had a planning section that contained specific standards and corresponding activities.  

There were performance tasks and reflection activities at each center.  Continuing, the third 
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grade lesson plan contained sections for (1) student directions and a rubric, (2) I.B. (international 

baccalaureate) profile trait (thinker, leader, etc), and (3) performance task for group work or 

individual analysis.  As documented in one third grade teacher‘s lesson plan, each learning 

activity was aligned with the state standards (Appendix K).  For instance, the history/reading 

section of the lesson plan documented Standard 2 and 3--―getting the meaning/reading habits‖ 

and the writing/language section was coded with Standards 2 and 3--―providing language and 

conventions‖.  Each center activity contained specific directions and a rubric for assessing the 

quality and completion of the assignment.   

Focus Walk.  The focus walk ―curriculum alignment‖ document contained 

accountability details in that it provided feedback to teachers and identified a targeted focus for 

administrators.  There were four main sections of the focus walk document (Appendix L): (1) 

student orientation to work, (2) curricula decision points, (3) instructional decision points, and 

(4) evidence of results.  The student orientation to work section of the form was used to evaluate 

whether or not students were on task or engaged.  This section documented collaboration and the 

teachers‘ ability to facilitate learning.  The curricula decision points section of the focus walk 

evaluation form also recorded whether content was aligned with standards, if teaching tools were 

available, the degree to which students were aware of objectives, and whether or not the lessons 

were organized around concepts and/or were connected to previous experiences.   

In addition to incorporating an aligned standards-based curriculum map, school 

improvement plan, and lesson plan, This Is It Elementary School improvement efforts were 

facilitated through the infusion of standards-based language into classroom instruction (Figure 

5.1, Photo #1). For each subject area, the teachers posted standards on the board each morning.  

Each standard was aligned with a corresponding ―Question of the Day‖ (Figure 5.1, Photo #1). 

 

(Figure 5.1, Photo #1: Posting of Standard/Question of the Day) 
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Interviews showed that 3rd, 4th and 5th grade students knew what they were supposed to 

be learning in their classes (BA, CK).  

Student BA:  We‘ve been drawing conclusions and adding details to the story and, 
you know, inferring to the story. 
 
Student CK:  My math teacher was teaching us prime factorization, fractions, 
composite numbers, prime numbers, the greatest common factor, least common 
multiple.  My science teacher was teaching us about strand A and measurement 
tools in science.  We also learned strand F where we had earth and science.  We 
covered tilt and rotation.   
 

Three teachers reported that the students‘ keen sense of standards and learning outcomes was 

primarily responsible for the increase in their academic performance on Florida Writes, the state 

essay exam. Several students reported that ―You have to have crafts‖ to perform well on the 

writing exam (Figure 5.2, Photo #2). Crafts were strategies used by fourth grade students in their 

narrative and expository writing samples.  Examples of writing strategies included the use of 

similes, idioms, sensory details, flashbacks, exaggeration, and ―50 cents‖ words or adjectives 

(Figure 5.2, Photo # 2). 

 

Student BA:  We use our crafts…some of the crafts are like, similes--as skinny as 
a toothpick.  
 
Student TA:  Like you need to have an engaging beginning and more similes.  

 
 

 
(Figure 5.2, Photo #2-Got Crafts? Writing strategies) 
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Additional Instructional Time 

In addition to the three enrichment teachers that provided additional reading, science, and 

math instruction during the school years 2007-2010, the students also received remediation and 

differentiated services during the school day.   These services were not available in 2006-2007. 

 

Remediation 

Remediation activities were provided for struggling students.  The after-school 

coordinator stated, 

I break it down, and I use smaller vocabulary words.  I go back to the previous 
skills, and I make sure they have the background knowledge.  The work is 
cumulative, and if you don‘t know the prerequisite skills, and if you don‘t have 
the background, you‘re not going to learn (the harder stuff) and it‘s hard to add 
and subtract if you don‘t know the numbers. 
 

Two students reported, 

PJ:  They try to work on the things that we need help on, and they say they know 
we‘re smart, and we can do better the next time, and they try to help us a little bit 
more. 
 
JT:  Because I didn‘t do well on a test like Friday, she gave me like a practice 
sheet so I can get better. 
 

The students were also given chances to re-take exams. 

Student BS:  on a scrimmage, if you do bad, she‘ll give you one more chance to 
do better on it...It‘s the same test, so if you -- she‘ll just help you a little bit more, 
and then you do the test again. 
 
Coordinator KLC:  Again, I start with where they are, and if they‘re performing at 
30 percentile, then the goal is thirty-five percentile, and I reward them (and I find 
out what they like) really like.  And a lot of my children, they need immediate 
feedback, so once they finish a test or assignment, I try to assess it right then. 
And if they do well, then we go over, a testing strategy form which includes basic 
testing strategies and basic understanding.  So, they check what they did; what 
strategies they used and [that] they did understand, and then they look at that 
compared to their grade.  So, if you got a 35 percent, then there‘s something there 
you‘re not doing, and maybe I didn‘t understand the question; I didn‘t understand 
the text.  So, the next time they‘re able to do better, so I think increases -- even 
small increases are valuable. 

 
One teacher even had a ―workroom‖ where she provided second chances for struggling students 

to catch up on missed assignments. 
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Student WD:  One room is when you don‘t do your work at night when you have 
homework, and the other room is when you do your homework so you get to go to 
another thing, and the people in the other room don‘t have to see you and get 
distracted. 
 
In general, remediation services were provided for students who were on grade level yet 

had severe deficits in learning skills.  Some students, however, were given a chance to be doubly 

promoted at the end of the school year through the school‘s STAR class (previously retained 

third grade students).  The assistant principal explained that STAR was a chance for students 

who have been retained in third grade two times to receive instruction in a small setting with the 

opportunity to be promoted to fifth grade at the end of the school year if they mastered third and 

fourth grade learning outcomes in one academic year. 

 Part of the school‘s second chance procedures and policies included student conferences.  

The teachers had conferences with students in an effort to understand why the students missed 

certain questions.  HL, a fourth grade teacher stated, 

Well, I try to -- I try a different way to explain it to them.  I give them a second 
chance, and I talk to the students and ask them why do you think that you didn‘t 
get this?... maybe if you go back and look at what they‘ve done, and maybe you 
can understand, you know, that they need to do something different. 
 

AJ, one of HL‘s students added, 

She makes me to go back and try to find the questions I missed, and she tries to 
make me understand why I missed them and everything. 
 

Differentiated Instruction 

The teachers at This Is It Elementary School utilized differentiated instruction.  All of the 

teachers, instructional coaches, and administrators believed student achievement could be 

achieved through taking into account student learning styles with differentiated instruction. The 

exceptional student education (ESE) instructional coach reported that ―[I] usually start at the 

bottom level, and assess their abilities, and ask them questions that make them think outside the 

box.‖ She followed up by saying, 

A lot of our children will read, and they won‘t explore other things.  They‘re so 
segmented in their thinking, so it‘s just the way you ask a question and what you 
have them do with the information.  I encourage research, individual research, and 
for them to read and discover reading, and if they have a particular interest, I get 
them to read more on that topic which can lead to other topics. 
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Then continued, 

 I think about accommodations and modifications on how children learn 
differently and compare it to the standards.  I give it to them in a different way; I 
break it down, and I use smaller vocabulary words.  I go back to the previous 
skills, and I make sure they have the background knowledge.  
 

 Some teachers had resource blocks or differentiation instruction stations in which 

they ability-grouped the students and provided instruction accordingly. 

Teacher GL:  So, my station is called learning land, so they (the students) rotate 
twice a week and they‘re selected based on their assessments, they‘re grouped 
according to the benchmarks that they had difficulty with.  
 

Differentiated instruction took place in whole group sessions when the classes were 

departmentalized (4th and 5th grades). 

Teacher HL:  As I plan, I try to think about each group and what I‘m going to 
teach; what‘s the most important for this particular group, the middle group.  
There are some things that I‘m not going to have to even [go over] -- I don‘t 
assume that they know it, but it would bore them if I go over it.  And so, I think 
about the make-up of the group that I teach and their needs. 

 

In self-contained third grade classrooms in which the students did not change classes, 

differentiated instruction took place in centers/stations. 

Teacher WJ: Sometimes they‘ll research on the computer.  And so they‘re reading 
in a variety of different ways besides just reading a story.  And I try to make sure 
that a lot of their activities have -- somewhere have a moment of independence 
too. So that I can see what your ability is, because I want to make sure they got it.  
 
During reading workshop, I may work with a small group or I may work with a 
single child.   
 

The staff also provided enrichment for advanced students. 

WJ:  I‘ve already planned activities that are for my advanced students, so when 
they finish, and I know they‘re done, they‘re able to move on.  

 

In addition, the students received tutorial sessions through two after school programs: (1) 

TEAM UP, a partnership sponsored tutoring program and (2) Supplemental Academic 

Instruction (SAI), a federally funded intensive remediation initiative. 
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TEAM UP After-school Program 

 TEAM UP was an after school program designed for academic support and 

socialization in a structured environment (VE).  TEAM Up started immediately after 

school at (3:15P.M.) and ended at (6:00 P.M.) on Monday through Friday. TEAM UP 

was sponsored by the YMCA and it was free for targeted students.  The after-school 

coordinator explained the selection process as follows: 

Well, at the beginning when we first do our enrollment drive we stick with the 
bubble students, students that need that academic remediation. Then we hit those 
heavily.  We try to get them all, you know, but some can‘t stay for various 
reasons.  And then once all those slots are filled up, then we allow other students 
to come in who are not bubble students.   
 

Bubble students were students who were several points from becoming proficient (Level 

3) or who are on the verge of scoring in the next Level of academic achievement.  In 

other words, a bubble student could have scored a Level 2 yet be 10 points away from a 

Level 3 or score a Level 4 with an opportunity to become a Level 5.  The first scenario 

helped with increasing the overall percentage of students that were proficient. The second 

situation helped with learning gains on the FCAT.  

 The program had six teachers, two per grade level.  Third and fifth grade teachers 

provided reading and math instruction and fourth grade teachers delivered instruction in 

reading, math, and writing.  These teachers used data to make decisions about future 

instruction. 

Coordinator KLC:  We have an hour of academics, and during that hour we 
concentrate on the academics that the kids are doing throughout the day, it kind of 
carries over. It‘s an extension of what they‘re doing throughout the day.   It could 
be remediation; it could be a new skill depending on what ….. their day teacher 
does with them.  

  

The school used the prior year‘s data to develop the after school curriculum.  The after 

school coordinator explained: 

[We had] no science this year. No science. The reading area is an area that we‘re 
really trying to hit hard, so we just chose to do reading. 
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Supplemental Academic Instruction (SAI) 

Students who did not attend TEAM UP were offered supplemental academic services 

(SAI).  Unlike TEAM UP, SAI was federally funded but was similar to TEAM UP in that it also 

targeted struggling students.  For example, 

Assistant Principal VE:  Any students that were having problems in class, the 
scrimmage scores were low or any that the teachers recommended, we added 
them to the list to be able to come and get this intensive tutoring.  It will be our 
final little push to make sure they‘re getting, you know, the skills that they need to 
get. 
 

The SAI program was only scheduled to run for two months-from January to March. All tutoring 

sessions ended one week before the administration of the FCAT.  

Summary 

At This It Elementary School, there was a clear focus on academics and an alignment of 

specific grade level learning goals in the school‘s curriculum with content items on state 

standardized exams. Research has shown that curriculum alignment increases students‘ academic 

performance and teachers are generally motivated to emphasize the standards (Carter, 2000; 

Johnson & Asera, 1999; Schragel, Thacker, & Bell, 2007; Ward, 2004). Proponents of 

curriculum alignment argue that if the delivery of standards is guided through pacing guides and 

curriculum maps, teachers as well as principals will receive timely feedback on specific learning 

outcomes.  This is significant because the data on students‘ performance give teachers insight 

into their effectiveness (Ogawa, Sandholtz, Martinez-Flores, & Scribner, 2003). Moreover, by 

providing a common set of skills to be taught in a predetermined amount of time, curriculum 

alignment can ensure high-quality instruction through state regulated standards-based content 

and thereby reduce the achievement gap for low-performing high-poverty students. 

No Child Left Behind has a provision for additional instructional time for struggling 

students (Section 1001).  The Act has created pressure on school systems to increase students‘ 

performance on state accountability exams.  If districts fail to do so for three consecutive years, 

they are forced to use their Title I dollars to fund tutoring services (most commonly referred to as 

supplemental educational services-SES).  Many districts are using SES to address unsatisfactory 

student performance (Hanlon et al., 2009). 

Scholars propose that students who receive additional instruction in after-school 

programs are more likely to score higher on standardized exams (Fleming-McCormick & 
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Tuchnet, 1996; Hamilton & Klein, 1998; Hanlon et al, 2009; Huang et al., 2000; Lamare, 1997; 

Weinbaun, 1996). This Is It Elementary School had policies and procedures in place for 

struggling students.  The school established additional instructional time throughout the school 

day and the staff gave the students additional opportunities to complete assignments, finish 

homework, and re-take exams.  Resource teachers provided additional reading, science, and math 

instruction and there were also opportunities for the students to receive after school instruction.  

Specifically, the students received additional assistance through TEAM UP, an after-school 

tutoring program, and SAI, a federally funded intensive remediation after-school initiative. 

Orderly Learning Environment 

For this study, an orderly environment was defined as a learning setting that is based on 

clear guidelines (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993). Time-on-task and engagement in meaningful 

activities are characteristics of an orderly environment. In identifying Teddlie and Stringfield‘s 

orderly environment component, I looked for evidence of classroom management (rules and 

guidelines) and engaged learning (cooperative learning). An orderly environment was realized at 

This Is It Elementary School as classroom management centered on social principles embedded 

in the International Baccalaureate Primary Years Program, time on task and engagement in 

meaningful activities, and cooperative learning groups. 

Classroom Management 

Classroom management was centered on the social principles embedded in the 

International Baccalaureate Primary Years Program (PYP).  This program targeted children from 

the age of three through the end of their elementary school days, at age 12.  PYP focused on 

nurturing the whole child, and the principles of pride, respect, peace, and responsibility were put 

in place to develop the physical, social, emotional, and academic needs of the students.  The four 

elements of the school‘s comprehensive school-wide discipline plan  (respectful, responsible, 

pride, and peaceful) were enlarged, framed and displayed on a bookshelf located in the hallway 

close to the front door opening to the school. Laminated copies in English and in Chinese were 

also posted horizontally across the hallways (Figure 5.3, Photo #3).   
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(Figure 5.3.  Photo #3-Primary Youth Program Creed in Chinese) 

 
The principal at This Is It Elementary School remarked: 

When you talk to our boys and girls, they will tell you I have to be respectful, 
responsible, peaceful and proud...proud means you don‘t come in with your pants 
hanging down.  We‘ll hook you up with a drawstring when you go to class, and 
when you go home, if you cut them off that‘s fine, but here …your pants have to 
be pulled up.  I don‘t know what -- how you answer your -- anyone in the 
neighborhood, but here … you say yes, ma‘am and no, ma‘am.  Responsible 
meaning you are responsible for your own behavior and your own learning.  You 
are. We discipline around those four principles, and we build and give rewards 
around those four principles, and so it‘s like an underlying culture.  
 
Students who were given leadership positions such as safety patrol officers received a 

chance to guard the hallways and help the adults with discipline.  They were responsible for 

making sure other students were ―quiet and orderly‖.  The safety patrols usually assisted the 

teachers before school, after school, and during lunch time (when the traffic in the hallways was 

the heaviest). Blue linoleum tiles were located in the center of the hallways (Figure 5.4, Photo 

#4). When asked if the intent of the architectural blue line was to help with discipline and  

 

 
(Figure 5.4. Photo #4- ―Blue Line‖ for controlling traffic) 

 

order in the hallway, one teacher said, ―I don‘t know, but we use it for that.‖ Overall, guidelines 
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for behavior were established and consistently enforced.  This contributed to the smooth 

transitions between classes, the minimal number of classroom disruptions, and organized 

monitoring activities. 

Engagement 

 In an orderly environment, time on task and engagement in meaningful activities 

take place (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993).  This Is It Elementary School achieved increases 

in academic achievement by delivering and engaging the students in fun learning 

activities. To begin with, active engagement took the form of sharing sessions.  A fourth 

grade teacher reported,  

HL:  So I stop and make time for the ones that want to share.  Anything that they 
do, you know, I let them know that it‘s important, and it takes a little bit of time, 
but just to see that they want to share, and they‘re proud of what they‘ve done. 
 
Illustrated incidents from 12 students confirmed that students were engaged in learning 

activities. 

WD:  The last time when we went in the other room, we learned about the heart 
when it was almost Valentine‘s Day, and we had to practice for our play, and we 
played the play; it was really fun, but it was still educational.  
 
MD:  Like, in science, she put the projector on and she typed on her computer.  It 
was eighth-grade work, and we had to figure out how we can tell they‘re lying on 
there, because like -- like it‘s -- like being a sleuth for science.   
 
BF:  I like when we do group work, because I love working with people. We went 
outside and we observed plants and trees.  
 
TA: We act like detectives and we go outside and observe things, our 
surroundings.  We play games dealing with what the benchmark we‘re working 
on. 
 
BA:  We‘ve been looking at the human body, and well, we laid down, and we 
drew our human body, and we have like a skeleton.  We have a digestion system.  
We had all the systems that we wrote down. I love science.  I really do love 
science. 
 

In addition, the students reported the following, 
 

JC:  I like when we do like games, but they‘re pertaining to our subject that we‘re 
doing.  Like we did this parachute thing in my math class, and it‘s like -- was a 
survey thing to see how many times you dropped one. 
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LH:  I like making a solar system and doing Valentine projects with math. 
 

PJ:  She (the teacher) has gotten us to do something that I really like which is 
poetry, she has us working on poetry and the different types.  We were learning 
the different types of like music and names of songs. 
 
In art she talks to us about still life and photographers and the history of art; oh, 
and different artists.   
 
I think that centers are fun because she has us work in groups, and we can talk to 
each other.  If we don‘t understand something, you can ask your classmate before 
you ask the teacher.  We do like games, like learning games, and so that makes it 
fun. 
 

Continuing, four other students reported,  
 

AJ:  She pulls out the math games and the reading games and let us play with 
those, and it still is like she be making us do comprehension with the reading and 
stuff, and the math, it‘s like you roll it -- the little drops, and whatever number it 
lands on she asks us math questions and if we get the answer right we can move 
so many blocks. 
 
CK:  It‘s like detective, and we had to find out who did it, and had to find out an 
explanation of why they did it.  We played board games in reading. 

 
CWK:   We bring in mixtures or solutions.  You bring in one -- either one you 
wanted.  Like if you brought in like a little food type, she‘ll let you eat it, and that 
was fun, but we also learned about what are mixtures and solutions. 
BS:  Here‘s a little center.  It‘s like you can pull a board out and pull cards out in 
the subject and you can do multiplication, addition and fractions. 
 

Cooperative Learning Groups 

 Cooperative learning groups were viewed by teachers as an effective teaching tool that 

was used to increase engagement (GL).  Photograph (Figure 5.5, Photo #5) showed students 

participating in one of several science experiments.  The fifth grade students planned, 

collaborated, investigated, and conducted experiments at least once a week. 
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(Figure 5.5, Photo #5-Cooperative learning during a science experiment) 
 

The after school coordinator recounted, 

Everybody has a little part, and everybody has to do something, and that student 
that doesn‘t talk that much is able to contribute something.  You know, you have 
a voice, and it should be heard.  You know, there‘s nothing wrong with speaking 
out …and letting people know how you feel. 

 

Cooperative learning was not as pronounced in third or fourth grade.  Since fifth graders 

took the science portion of the FCAT, cooperative learning was an integral part of 

everyday instruction.   

Summary 

Expectations for student classroom behavior need to be clear (Payne, 1996; Weinstein, et 

al, 2003). Most teachers believe classrooms need to be under control before learning can take 

place. When rules and procedures are not clearly established, it may lead to unnecessary 

disciplinary reprimands, referrals to administration, or antagonism (Delprit, 1996). 

Teachers need to be explicit about their expectations and model the behavior they want 

from their students (Weinstein, et al., 2003). Burnett (2003) found a correlation between 

increased student achievement and a decrease in disruptive behavior when rules are clearly 

established and students are engaged. This Is it Elementary School’s Primary Years Program and 

the rules and guidelines embedded within it established a culture of good behavior in the 

classroom and ensured that the student‘s social, emotional, and academic needs were being met.   
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An expected outcome of schools that set high expectations is student engagement in 

meaningful learning activities (Barr & Parrett, 2002; Bernard, 1995; Slavin, et al., 1992; Taylor, 

1990; Thayer-Bacon, 2006).  The incorporation of hands-on activities and group learning creates 

a community of engaged learners (Barr & Parrett, 2002; Schragel et al., Stormant, 2007; Thayer-

Bacon, 2006).  As scholars suggest, teachers‘ roles include providing meaningful activities that 

enable students to succeed (Bondy & McKenzie, 1999; Diamond & Spillane, 2004; Freiberg, 

1983, 1989; Johnson, 1997; Schragel, et al., 2007). Hands-on learning activities that the students 

perceived as fun were instrumental in sustaining student engagement and cooperative learning at 

This Is It Elementary School.  

Ladson-Billings (1995) and Delprit (1996) point out that minority students have learning 

styles, behaviors, values, and language discourse patterns that differ from those of the dominant 

culture.  Banks (2001) believes therefore that schools should accommodate the preferred learning 

styles of students.  At This Is It Elementary School there was a balance of direct instruction and 

cooperative learning. 

Cooperative learning has been used in school-wide instruction with significant results 

(Emmer & Gerwels, 2002; Slavin & Madden, 2001) and is one of the best educational strategies 

for teachers implementing hands-on learning designed to generate dialogue, inquiry, and 

interaction (Johnson, 2006).  Cooperative learning results in ―greater transfer of what is learned 

(i.e., more high-level reasoning, more frequent generation of new ideas and solutions), greater 

transfer of what is learned in one situation to another (i.e., group to individual transfer), and more 

time on task than is achieved with competitive or individualistic learning‖ (Johnson, 2006, p. 

507). An interactive instructional technique, such as cooperative learning was favored by the 

students at This Is It Elementary School.  Students preferred working in groups and in interviews 

they regularly referenced their interest in learning stations, workshops, and centers. This was also 

evident at This Is It Elementary School in the cooperative stations set up in the fifth grade 

teacher‘s classroom.  Initially only 6% of the students passed the science portion of the FCAT. 

After the incorporation of the cooperative learning, 43% of the students passed.  Both 

administration and the fifth grade teacher attributed the increase in science scores to hands-on 

engaging activities (attributes of cooperative learning). 
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Continuous Monitoring of Student Academic Profiles 

I adopted Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) definition of the continuous monitoring of 

student academic profiles which they define as using data to drive instruction. Teachers collect 

student assessment data in three stages to (1) establish students' existing understandings and 

achievements (2) track students‘ responses to moderate challenges; and (3) measure their 

outcomes against expected performance goals. A continuous monitoring of student academic 

profiles was realized at This Is It Elementary School as measuring student outcomes against 

expected performance goals and using data to make informed decisions about instruction, 

monitoring of school-wide data, and monitoring of individual student profiles. 

Assessments 

The continuous monitoring of student academic profiles at This Is It Elementary School 

involved measuring student outcomes against expected performance goals and using data to 

make informed decisions about instruction.  Over the course of the four academic years, the 

principal and instructional coaches administered frequent district and school level FCAT 

simulated quizzes.  Specifically, the district benchmark exams were given in October, January, 

and April and the school distributed its assessments in September, December, and February.  The 

school also administered reading, math, and science FCAT simulated teacher made tests 

(referred to as scrimmages) every three weeks (Appendix M, N, O). The mock reading FCAT 

comprehensive simulation exam was a continuous improvement model assessment document. 

The scrimmage contained four reading passages with 15 multiple choice questions.  The exam 

was regarded by two teachers who spoke about it as being rigorous in ―problem-solving‖ 

strength and high in diagnostic quality (HL, GL). Likewise, the mock math and science FCAT 

comprehensive simulations were continuous improvement model assessment documents.  The 

FCAT simulated scrimmages contained 20 multiple choice questions.  This exam was also 

regarded (by the same two teachers) as being rigorous in problem-solving strength and high in 

diagnostic quality.  In addition, the students took two state standardized exams, the Florida 

Writes in February and the FCAT in March (Table 5.1). 
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Table 5.1. Assessment Table 
Month Activity 

August School Begins 
September School level FCAT Comprehensive Simulation (Scrimmage), Mini-assessments 
October District Benchmark Assessment, Mini-assessments 
November Mini Assessment 
December School level FCAT Comprehensive Simulation (Scrimmage), Mini-assessments 
January District Benchmark Assessment, Mini-assessments 
February School level FCAT Comprehensive Simulation (Scrimmage), State standardized 

Exam-Florida Writes, Mini-assessments 
March State standardized Exam-FCAT, Mini-assessments 
April District Benchmark Assessments, Mini-assessments 
May School Ends 

 

The teachers documented assessment data in their grade books as they tracked students‘ 

progress.  They documented the results of their data analysis by using test results to develop their 

differentiated learning groups and used assessment data to drive future instruction.  To hold 

teachers accountable, administration used a ―Planning for Results‖ checklist (Table 5.2), a 

formative instrument which served as a documentation tool for teacher growth.   

 

Table 5.2.  Planning for Results Checklist 
Documentation Met Criteria 

Grade Book Yes                          No 

Evidence of Intensive Instruction  

Evidence of data to plan instruction  

Evidence of data to plan groups  

Evidence of Current Data  

Comments:  

                  Great things:  

  

     Area(s) to Improve:  

  

 

The Planning for Results checklist (Appendix P) focused on providing comments and identifying 

the pros and cons of each teacher‘s implementation of using data to drive instruction.   Each 

targeted area (grade book, evidence of intensive instruction, evidence of data to plan instruction, 

evidence of data to plan groups, evidence of current data) was evaluated with either a ―Yes‖ or a 

―No‖ and there was a comment section for ―great things‖ and ―areas to improve.‖ Frequent 

assessments led to differentiated instruction, remediation, and school-wide data analysis. In 



129 
 

addition to classroom data-analysis, the staff at This Is It Elementary School monitored student 

achievement data on two other levels: (a) school-wide achievement results and (b) individual 

student profiles. 

Monitoring of Student Achievement Data:  School-Wide Results 

 Administration monitored school-wide achievement data.  School-wide test 

results were used to evaluate the prior year‘s school improvement efforts.  The former 

principal explained, 

If it was a green light, then those were the things that we had in place, and it 
worked well, and all of the data and the evidence showed that it worked well, so I 
didn‘t touch it.  I also had my cautions.  My cautions were those things that we 
had put in place that did not work as well as we thought, but didn‘t necessarily 
hold us back.  
 

Professional development was developed and continued to be built around the analysis of school-

wide results.  The former principal continued, 

We looked at the data, and based on that data -- during the summer -- right after 
FCAT scores came out, I pretty much had a system, and that system started with 
red flags. What do we see from the new data that sticks out; that caused us from 
getting what we wanted. Whatever is in the way is a red flag, and that‘s what I 
kind of built all of my training around, all of my goals around.  So we worked on 
the red flags and the cautions, and all of the trainings were geared directly around 
red flags and cautions (RP). 
 

Data-driven decisions carried over to the after-school curriculum as well.  The after-

school coordinator commented, 

KLC:  Whatever the data tells me, that‘s what I do, whether it‘s math or reading, 
you know, but if I feel like if they‘re too low in math this week, then my lessons 
are going to be in math, and if it‘s too low in reading…I‘ll hit some target skill 
that they all had trouble with.  [….] For example, on one of our scrimmages 
everybody missed (elapsed time) questions. So we spent our days working on 
that; it just depends on the data.  

School personnel developed a data wall to compare the prior year‘s data with ongoing 

current data (Figure 5.6, Photo #6).  They analyzed the results for the Florida Assessment 

for Instruction in Reading test (FAIR-a state-wide reading assessment) and FCAT results 

in reading, math, science, and writing.   
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(Figure 5.6, Photo # 6- School-Wide Data Wall) 

 

The staff color-coded student performances. Red indicated failing-50% or below, yellow 

indicated below average- 60%, blue was equated to average-70% or higher, and green was the 

target, proficiency, 80% or higher.  The data wall, ―Excellent XXXX Flight Plan‖, was located 

immediately across the hall from the principal‘s office on a bulletin board in the conference 

room. 

 In 2007-2008, administration and the instructional coaches met weekly to discuss 

comparative data.  The current principal reported, 

I got an opportunity to look at some comparative data; you know, where we are 
now compared to where we were last year this time...and where we were last year 
this time was much stronger than where we are. 
 
So they (the students) walked in 88% proficient and they can‘t pass the 
scrimmage.  The data ---  Oh, my god, so, you know, that kept me up at night, and 
I did some key moves that wasn‘t very popular, Those are my fours and five 
students that are now performing at Level one, Level two. 

 
As far as where we were last year till now, and when I looked at that comparative 
data, I was so far in the dumps it‘s not even funny.  Our low quartile wasn‘t 
moving, and that was our strength.  Our science scores were in the dumps, and 
that was, you know, our strength last year, and I had to say what is happening 
here… 
 
And I came back, and I started it right before we went to break because I needed 
to give to some people some food for thought …you know, before they left on the 
break, and when we got back in January, it was just a whole new feeling on what 
the work was…and what the work required.  We (administration) made the 
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change; I made the ---change extremely early. My whole Christmas break was 
right here in this room, and it was like what are you going to do? 
 
 I came back mid-year with a plan, and my toughest group is my fifth-grade 
group, and I told my coaches you don‘t have to deal with them; I will deal with 
them.   
   

 The current principal changed the instructional support for the fifth grade students 

twice. When asked why the changes occurred during the middle of the year, she said, 

―Because the data was so low.‖ Since the two-letter increase, administration has 

continued to meet weekly to discuss ongoing school-level data as well as statewide 

FCAT data. 

Monitoring of Student Achievement:  Individual Student Academic Profiles 

 In addition to monitoring school-wide achievement data, school personnel at This Is It 

Elementary School monitored individual student academic profiles (Figure 5.7, Photo # 7).   

 

 

(Figure 5.7, Photo #7-Individual Student Profile Collage) 
 
 

The instructional support team (instructional coaches, principal, and assistant principal) met 

weekly.  The principal called this ―roll call.‖  Using current assessment data, the principal asked 

each instructional support team member to report on each of the students‘ progress.  For 

example, the principal stated that they targeted their students.  She said, ―I‘m like okay, here‘s 

Herman- Herman has not moved --What is Ms. Webb doing in that class?  Shanteria scored a 50 

on your scrimmage.  Where did she remediate her?‖ 

 Administration critiqued FCAT grade level reading, math, and science scrimmage exams. 

In essence, data were also used to oversee student performance on scrimmages/mini-assessments 

(Figure 5.8, Photo # 8).  The former principal stated, 
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But the district, this year, came up with the learning schedule and progress 
monitoring assessments to go with those, but we have been doing scrimmages -- 
you know, taking whatever teachers had taught during that time, and the coaches 
would get together, and they would create their own little scrimmages and give to 
the teachers for the teachers to then administer, and then they‘d come back in that 
training block and score them and look at the data and do next steps (PR). 
 

 
(Figure 5.8, Photo #8-Quarterly Scrimmage Results Poster) 

 

The next step included customizing learning plans for students scoring 69% and below, 70-79%, 

80-89% and 90-100%.  Students in each category received an individual pacing plan with 

activities to match their current level of performance (remediation, maintenance, enrichment).  

This practice continued from 2008-2009 to the present spring 2011 semester. 

Summary 

This Is It Elementary School established data analysis monitoring policies and procedures 

that contributed to an increase of two letter grades in academic achievement. The school 

monitored school-wide data as well as individual student academic profiles. Students rarely go 

from non-proficient to proficient over the course of one semester but over time they grasp and 

progressively understand concepts that lead to skill mastery. In the context of accountability, 

ongoing classroom assessments are an essential component of an effective monitoring system. 

Stiggins and Duke (2008) point out that ―When used effectively as a teaching tool - that is, to 

support learning- classroom assessment has proven its ability to greatly enhance (not merely 

monitor) student learning‖ (p. 288).  Researchers conclude that frequent classroom assessments 

inform the teacher, student, and principal of students‘ academic deficiencies prior to the annual 

state standardized exams (Bernhardt, 2003, 2004; Brimijoin, 2002; Stiggins & Duke, 2008). The 

data from classroom exams are used to guide teachers in preparing future instruction that will in 

turn strengthen identified deficiencies (Brimijoin, 2002).   



133 
 

Teachers collected a comprehensive range of data from a variety of assessments as all 

three levels were needed to ensure that the needs of all students were met. This Is It Elementary 

School used assessments at the classroom level (scrimmages/three week mini-assessments), at 

the school/district level (FCAT simulated teacher exams) and at the state level (standardized 

exams – the FCAT). The classroom assessments provided data that allowed administration and 

instructional coaches to see which classroom or grade levels needed improvement, and 

school/district and state assessments documented the effectiveness of the school as a whole.  

 Ford (2008) points out that teachers need an objective way to identify learners that are at 

risk of academic failure. In other words, they need a systematic approach to address the students‘ 

learning deficits.  Without baseline data and ongoing reference checks on student progress, 

instruction will not be effective. Effective teachers know the strengths and weaknesses of their 

students (Gearhart & Saxe, 2004).  Data collection enables teachers to assemble such 

information, not annually as standardized exams do, but frequently throughout the year, as 

students move toward mastering standards (Stiggins & Duke, 2008). In tracking student 

achievement, data collection is one of the most effective instructional tools available to high-

poverty low-performing schools (Stiggins & Duke, 2009).  At This Is It Elementary School, staff 

collected annual data (FCAT results), quarterly test results (district exams), and monthly (school-

level scrimmage data). 

 Numerous studies link data-driven decision making to improved student performance 

(Carter, 2000; Dillihunt, 2005; Freiberg, 1993; Johnson & Asera, 1999).  Differentiation is a 

conceptual approach that integrates student learning goals, frequent exams, and instructional 

interventions based on student data (Schlechty, 1997).  Teachers, who modify instruction by 

utilizing the results from data, increase the likelihood that students will receive instruction 

appropriate to their learning capabilities.  Brimijoin (2002) suggests that once teachers make this 

change, students are more likely to engage with the content, develop a deeper understanding of 

the skills and thus be able to transfer the knowledge during testing. The staff at This Is It 

Elementary School provided remediation and advanced lessons by differentiating instruction.   

Supportive and Persistent Teachers  

For this study, I defined supportive and persistent teachers as educators who (1) set high 

expectations for students and guide them in meeting those expectations (Teddlie & Stringfield, 

1993), (2) believed all students can learn (Delprit, 1996), and (3) established and nurture trusting 
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relationships with their students (Wilson & Corbett, 2001). I found teachers at This Is It 

Elementary School to be supportive and persistent with high expectations for student 

achievement.  In fact, the supportive and persistent teacher component of Teddlie & Stringfield 

(1993) model was manifested at the school as caring and supportive teachers who built positive 

student/teacher relationships and held high expectations for academic excellence. 

Caring and Supportive Teachers 

All of the students interviewed reported that their teachers cared about them.  A fourth 

grade student commented, 

BA:  I like how my teacher treats me.  And if it‘s very important, she will listen, 
and even if it‘s not important.  If I‘m talking and someone else is talking, she will 
listen to me.  
 

This student continued, 

They‘re excellent.  They‘re just -- they tell us great job; they give us hugs.  They 
do like tricks.  They tell the whole class how good we‘ve been doing.  They -- it‘s 
like they just can‘t stop.   
 
I got an A on a test and I was the only one in the class and she would hug me so 
tight.   
 

 The student reported that the teachers used kind words and complimented them 

often.  Two third grade students and a fifth grade student shared their experiences during 

the interview.  A third grade student remarked, ―My teacher, she says touchdown‖ which 

means the students performed very, very well.  Another third grade student commented, 

―She sometimes says good job, and she smiles then we know that we did -- we‘re doing a 

great job, and she tells us that -- she gives us a good compliment.‖  A fifth grade student 

commented that the teachers chanted, ―Good job, good job; keep up the good work…she 

says G, double O, D, J, O, B.  Good job, good job, and then she‘ll say (making noise) like 

WHOOOP… and she also says to keep up the good work.‖   

 Several of the students reported in the interviews that the teachers also treated the 

students as if they were their own children and that the ―mothering‖ made the classroom 

environment fun and inviting.  Similarly, a student told me that the teacher ―jokes around 

with us and makes us laugh.  She treats us like she -- like we are her children whenever 

we do good.‖ 
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 Care was also expressed in staff members monitoring the progress of student 

academic performance, providing transportation on the weekends for school projects, and 

acknowledging special days in the students‘ lives.  Specific examples were mentioned by 

the assistant principal, and two teachers. 

 
Assistant Principal EV: I go around and check monthly report cards.  You know, I 
want to see what your grades are and, you know, just try to keep the 
communications going with them. 
 
Teacher GL:  Like this Saturday we went to the library as part of their project, and 
I went and picked some of them up. 
 
Teacher HL:  And she kept my telephone number, and she called me during 
vacation to tell me that it was her birthday, so I sang happy birthday to her.  So 
they see the other side of me.  You know, not just the teaching side. 

 

Student Appreciation for Teachers 

Students showed appreciation for their teachers‘ efforts in helping them achieve 

academic excellence.  For example, three students expressed their gratitude for their teachers. 

BA:  She helps me so much, and it‘s unbelievable. I went from a B to an A.  I was 
so happy. I wouldn‘t have had straight A‘s if it wasn‘t for her…because I 
would‘ve still had that same B that I had for about four years now.  Yeah, she did 
that….those books I had.  I didn‘t like it; it was extra work, but it helped. 
 
AJ:  Our teachers, they have to work like a lot, -- they should have like a -- 
something, a celebration.  We should have a celebration for them because ---they 
are the ones that really worked hard and taught us the stuff that we need to know 
so that we can pass.   
 
JT:  I have like great teachers.  They are not always nice; they are very strict 
because they -- you know they want you to learn and want you to have a better 
future. They want us to get an education, and that‘s what it all boils down to in 
life. 
There were several incidents that revealed student appreciation for the principal as well.  

For example, on one busy morning, the principal stopped and answered a student‘s question.  

The student told me the principal ―answered my question, and she smiled at me, and she just 

went on with her business.  She did not run off, and she did not push me.  She did not run.   I 

mean, she just walked away gently, calmly and went to make the morning announcements.  And 

she was late, but I just appreciate that because no one‘s ever did that to me.‖  
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Relationships 

Reciprocal, positive, respectful interactions between caring and supportive 

teachers and appreciative students cemented positive student/teacher relationships.  

Student interviews revealed that 3rd, 4th and 5th grade students believed that their teachers 

listened to their ideas. The teachers, instructional coaches, and administrators reported 

that they believed student achievement could be improved through close personal 

relationships between students and teachers.   

One of the instructional coaches explained the importance of social relationships 

to the academic development of students.  She said, ―When students know that you‘re 

sincere about what you do, they tend to absorb more from you, and they tend to be more 

comfortable around you, so they‘re willing to open up and willing to accept what you‘re 

giving them‖ (KLC).   

Student BA:  That means all thoughts of thinking that everybody will hate me for 
making the best grade in the class; that it wouldn‘t -- it just would all -- it would 
all pay off.  But since they taught me how to -- they just say I know you are smart.   

 
She knew me for two years now.  She said I know you are smart.  Now‘s the time 
to tell everybody that you‘re smart.  You‘ve got to just let everything in your 
mind just flow, but don‘t flow inside; flow outside. 
 

 An increased completion rate of assignments was one of the reported benefits of 

spending time with students.  HL, a fourth grade teacher shared: 

The time that we have together working in the afternoons paid off….she worked 
better during the day, because I sat with her one on one, and she gets a chance to 
talk to me about her family or something that‘s going on with her, and just having 
that time to talk with me is important to her because the very next day, for 
example, she came in and she told me she had all of her homework, and she told 
me that she was going to do all of her work today. 
 

Another example of the benefits of spending quality time with one child was given by 

JW, a teacher who told me:  

I have a little boy here that was missing school a lot and I had his mother come in, 
and she said well, he says he doesn‘t feel good, and I say well, -- send him to 
school, and let me decide if he‘s sick. And I said and if he‘s sick, I‘ll call you, I 
said, but you send him to me every day.  And then I said, and I‘m going to keep 
him with me, and when I leave school, I‘m going to bring him home; is that okay?   
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She said that‘s fine, so I take him home every day.  He stays with me.  Because I 
felt like I needed to get on top of him. And I couldn‘t do it with him being in and 
out; I was just losing him, and I saw ability, but the ability was being lost because 
he wasn‘t stable. He was bouncing in and out.  And I -- you know, I‘m sure there 
were other reasons that was happening, but I knew the only way for me to get a 
little bit of control of that was if I could take him. So I take him home every day. 
 

To summarize, the building principal stated, ―It is that relationship piece.  I don‘t believe that 

you can be a building principal in an urban [school] and not build a relationship with your 

children. They have to understand that you care. You don‘t feel sorry for their situation; you just 

teach them how to survive.  And live through their situation.  And then when they come here, 

they [the students] have to perform (LR). 

High Expectations: Persistent Teachers 

 The staff at This Is It Elementary School strongly encouraged academic 

excellence. The assistant principal acknowledged that there were differences in students, 

but that was no excuse for lower standards.  Persistent teachers showed they cared for 

students when they displayed an attitude of ―I am not going to give up on you‖.  For 

example, a fifth grade student stated, ―They [the teachers] help us learn, and when we 

don‘t get it, they try to help us get it, and they don‘t give up on us.‖ Another fifth grade 

student, reported that ―If you don‘t understand something, they‘ll try to help you 

understand, and if you don‘t do good, they‘ll just say, ―Try better next time, and if you 

don‘t get it, let me know so I can help you out‖. 

 Students reported that they knew that very good work was expected of them at 

their school.  Many times the students were instructed to start over or resubmit their 

work.  When a third grade student was experiencing difficulty with providing details for 

an extended response question, she recounted, 

HL:  She just like makes us start it over. Well, because she -- that she always tells 
me to write stuff over. 
 

Another third grade student confirmed this when she said, ―She tells me to go over it, so 

if I get it wrong, I won‘t -- she won‘t take that grade.  She tells me to go over what I 

missed and try it again.‖   

 One teacher explained to me how she teaches the students to self-reflect and take 

ownership of their work.   
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JW: I always say to them take pride in your work, or put love in your work.  
Sometimes I‘ll look and I‘ll say oh, did you -- did you give that paper some love?  
And they‘ll go -- they know exactly [what I am talking about]… 
 
Or they will go back and color it in nicely or do something to it, you know…and 
try to get them to understand that, you know, try to make your work better than 
good. They know, and they would come and hand it to me like this, and I‘ll say is 
that for me?  Can you tell me what‘s wrong with it?  
 
The teachers stressed long range goals. A fourth grade student shared that his science 

teacher told him ―you all think this is going to hurt me, but it‘s really going to hurt you in the 

end.  And she said -- because if you all keep playing and talking while I‘m talking – [you] are 

not going to learn nothing.  You are not going to pass, and you‘re not going to get a scholarship.‖ 

Another fourth grade student vividly recalled her experience being challenged to be the best. 

You know how some kids are lazy at the beginning of the year and want to do 
some things that they shouldn‘t do? That‘s how I was at the beginning of the year.  
And my teachers, they pushed me.  That‘s why I actually got all A‘s. 
 

A third grade teacher referred to persistent demands of soliciting academic excellence as 

the ―process of learning.‖ 

JW:  You just keep doing it over and over.  And I explain to them that you may 
not get it the first time, but you listen, and you do your best, and then we‘ll work 
on it again tomorrow.  And a lot them accept oh, boy, I‘m not good at this one, 
you know.  So they can understand that it‘s a process of learning.  
 

This teacher also scaffold instruction as a means to show students what excellence looks 

like.  She emphasized the difference between being average and becoming outstanding. 

JW: Well, [I] show them what is good…what is outstanding work compared to 
the work that is done… and it‘s good, but what‘s the difference between work that 
is excellent. You know, that‘s when we talk about meeting the standard; yes, you 
do this for you me, and you met the standards, so I‘m going to give you a C.  
Now, do you want to exceed it?  This is what exceeding it looks like.  So they can 
really tell the difference, but sometimes they think just cause it‘s done, I should 
get an A.  
 

This teacher moved the students beyond general knowledge by infusing higher order 

questioning in her delivery of instruction.  On her exams, she encouraged multiple 

perspectives through written explanations. 

JW:  I think critical thinking is very important.  I don‘t like anything baseline; I 
don‘t.  I like to have them working on the higher levels Bloom‘s taxonomy or the 
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application level.  Explaining things like -- you know, math, and I‘ll say well, 
how did you do that; explain it to me.  What did you do first, and what did you do 
next?  So, I like for them to always talk back to me in their writing. And I do that 
a lot.  I have them explain themselves …my questions are usually never just one 
answer. You‘ve got to write -- you‘re got to write pretty much an essay.  I always 
tell them if you didn‘t give me two or three lines, you know, you didn‘t do it well 
-- a good job explaining yourself.  So they know what that means.  That means 
give me details.  
 

In essence, the teachers at This Is It Elementary School wanted each student to reach their 

full potential. A fourth grader reported, 

They just keep pushing, and they don‘t yell at me or anything, but they‘ll just 
keep pushing me and telling me you‘ve got to work harder; you‘ve got to do 
everything you can and just -- to just make that goal.  You‘ve got to set that goal 
and you‘ve got to make it to that goal.  I mean, they just teach me more.  They go 
over the subject they‘re teaching me and what I did wrong, and they tell me why I 
got -- if I get a bad grade, they tell me why I got the bad grade, … sometimes they 
even give me private talks, and they just take me to a second area, and she -- they 
would like tell me, like how did you get this wrong if you‘ve been working on it.   
 
The struggle…I really, really had; not reading but math, and she is my math 
teacher.  She helps me so much, and it‘s unbelievable.  I mean, I had a B and I 
went to an A.  I was so happy, and she…I wouldn‘t have had straight A‘s if it 
wasn‘t for her…because I would‘ve still had that same B that I had for about four 
years now.  I didn‘t like it, but it helped me.  Those books I had.  I didn‘t like it; it 
was extra work, but it helped. 

   

Summary 

The teachers were caring, supportive, and persistent.  They provided student conferences, 

stressed the importance of long range goals, the learning process, and quality work.  They 

encouraged self assessments, demanded that students take ownership for personal growth, 

pushed for academic excellence, integrated high order thinking skills into their daily lessons, and 

demanded that students think, write, and explain.  

The school recruited caring and demanding teachers with high expectations.  Students at 

This Is It Elementary School valued genuine relationships with teachers who were sincere and 

trustworthy. The teachers engaged in conversations with the students (sharing sessions), gave 

them responsibility (safety patrols), and treated them with respect (PYP principles).  Caring 

teachers demonstrate support through their actions, by conveying trust and unconditional love to 

students (McMillian & Reed, 1994).  Higgins (1994) writes of caring teachers that they have a 
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―quiet availability,‖ ―fundamental positive regard,‖ and ―simple sustained kindness‖ (pp. 324–

25). Caring at This Is It Elementary School was displayed in terms of one-to-one bonding, praise 

(g-o-o-d j-o-b—good job good job), words of encouragement (you can do it), a written note 

(notes in student planners), a smile, a warm greeting (endless hugs), or a simple touch on the 

shoulder. Showing respect, accepting students for who they were and treating them as equals in 

value and importance, was extremely important in building student/teacher relationships at This 

Is It Elementary School. The students at This Is It Elementary School received all of the caring 

characteristics of supportive and persistent teachers.  This finding substantiated the emphasis in 

the literature (see for example, Pianta et al., 2008) that teacher-student relationships and not just 

instruction are key to student achievement.   

With regard to educational expectations, principals at high-poverty schools might 

consider focusing on school-wide plans that promote high educational expectations. The 

promotion of high educational expectations appears to be even more of a necessity at high-

poverty schools.  Delpit (1996) defines a persistent teacher as one who sees the possibilities in 

students.  In examining the impact of persistence on student/teacher relationships, one of the 

students in Delprit‘s study recounted ―They [teachers] held visions of us that we could not 

imagine for ourselves‖ (Delprit, 1996, p. 199). Students must be given the message that they can 

master the materials they are currently studying and that their teachers and principal expect them 

to do that. The students in This is It Elementary School, a high-performing, high-poverty school, 

came to view their teachers as the adults pushing them to succeed. 

Dynamic Leadership 

Dynamic leadership involves being able to make decisions based on the demands of the 

school (Duke et al., 2007), mediating school priorities with external mandates from the district, 

state, and federal government (Rorrer & Skrla, 2005), and engaging in instructional supervision 

practices (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993).  In identifying to what extent Teddlie and Stringfield‘s 

dynamic leadership component was present in school improvement efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School, I looked for (1) evidence of instructional leadership through the monitoring 

of teachers‘ performance/classroom through classroom walkthrough/evaluation and feedback and 

(2) evidence of contextual decision making and the mediation of internal/external policies 

through the balance of site based needs and external pressures.  Dynamic leadership was realized 
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at the school as instructional leadership, differentiated leadership, and school leader‘s mediation 

of external policies. 

Instructional Leadership 

Administration conducted frequent walkthroughs and monitored the delivery of 

instruction on a daily basis.  Faculty meetings, data meetings, and ongoing staff development 

became the cornerstone of their accountability system. 

Our daily focus walks began at 8:40 each morning.  We did not want to waste one 
minute of instructional time, so we started walking after morning 
announcements.  My assistant principal and I met every Friday afternoon to 
determine our focus for the week.  We decided what grade and subjects would be 
observed and the instruments we would use.  All focus walks and observations 
were pre-determined and documented (RP). 

The administrators at This Is It Elementary School held monthly faculty meetings and weekly 

trainings.  Their trainings focused on best practices and data chats which included reviewing 

individual data and then comparing that data to other teachers, other similar schools, and to all 

schools in the district.  Administration used numerous forms to document the delivery of 

effective instruction.  A review of these forms revealed two-way, interactive ongoing feedback, 

reflection, and re-teaching/assessment.  For example, the instructional decision section of one of 

the focus walk instruments documented alternative strategies such as cooperative learning or 

peer tutoring.  It recorded whether discussions were engaging and if high order cognitive 

understanding were occurring.  One section of the form also evaluated if the lesson was 

grounded in conceptual understanding.  Another section contained evidence of results checks for 

tracking logs, the use of formal assessments, and the application of test data to guide instruction.  

Also on the form was a section that documented whether teacher expectations were high, if 

assessments were regular, and if performance tasks were included. 

Differentiated Leadership/School Leader’s Mediation to External Policies 

In an effort to increase student academic achievement represented by the FCAT, the 

administrators contextualized their leadership decisions and buffered and mediated external 

pressures. Among them were (a) being accountable for using the district math curriculum, (b) 

negotiating contracts that represent incompetent staff members, (c) being accountable to outside 

agencies, and (d) being required to interact with parents using specified district guidelines.  The 

administrators overcame the curriculum challenges from the district by purchasing supplemental 

math workbooks that replaced the mandated curriculum and using ―code‖ words to protect 
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themselves from consequences when visitors arrived on campus (that is, warning the staff that 

district personnel was arriving on campus and that they should put away the school‘s chosen 

math supplement (Measuring Up) until district personnel was longer on site), making creative 

―chess moves‖--(strategically placing school personnel), modifying PYP classroom assignment 

requirement (supplemented self-contained classrooms mandate with departmentalized 

instruction), and conducting home visits and establishing neighborhood contacts that allowed 

them face to face contact with the community.  

District Math Curriculum 

The district adopted Math Investigations as their new textbook, but the former and 

current administrators were dissatisfied with the district‘s selection.  Although they agreed that 

Math Investigations used a lot of hands-on activities to teach math concepts, they thought that 

the textbook did little to align learning outcomes with FCAT performance tasks.  The current 

principal‘s response to the district mandated text was ―that‘s what it‘s going to say on the 

Internet...but when you come into my classroom --we plug in the holes with a curriculum called 

Measuring Up.‖  Although an effort was made to improvise in order to comply with the district 

mandated curriculum, the former principal sought outside expertise and found ways to improve 

math test scores with an additional math program.   

I needed to bring in someone that was outside of [..] County -that had a different 
look on that… The first year we implemented it in Ms. EG‘s class because she 
was familiar with it. We purchased it.  We looked at her scores, and the teachers 
just kind of played with it.  When her results came back (95% of her students 
scored proficient) there was no more playing. We merged the two math programs. 
We were able to marry the curriculum [Measuring Up] with the district‘s (RP).   
 

 The former administrator, RP received inquiries about the school‘s 

noncompliance in implementing the Math Investigations curriculum.  She rhetorically 

asked, ―So, did I get phone calls when they found out we were doing it?[Measuring Up]‖ 

She explained that the Superintendent was ―just sold on Math Investigations and 

emphasized that—―this is the program, and this is the only program that I want you to 

use.‖ Despite the phone calls and the Superintendent‘s bias toward using the district 

mandated curriculum, the former principal used the Measuring Up math supplement 

workbook. When they had visitors on campus, the staff used a code to warn teachers to 

discontinue the use of Measuring Up.  RP did what she thought was best for the students.  
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Yes, we still did it [used Measuring Up] and last year saw the fruit of it and we 
ended up with 100 percent of our low-quartile children showing gains in math this 
year, one hundred percent and that had not happened, EVER. 
 
The highest in the fourth grade was always lower than 50 percent.  Math 
proficiency scores in fifth grade up until this year -- this past school year had 
never broken higher than 28 percent proficiency until last year and it ended up 
being…but it was 50 or so, and our fourth-grade math went from 26 to 88.  It was 
a 62 point increase … the highest in the district. 

 
Going against the district mandates benefited students in 3rd-5th grades. According to the 

principal, the school ―had never had anything higher than 42% proficiency in math‖ in all of the 

FCAT tested grades (RP).   

Contract Obligations/Hiring Procedures 

  The schools in ABC County had a strong teachers‘ union.  The former principal reported 

that it took meticulous documentation, professional development, and time to terminate an 

incompetent teacher.  New teachers, competent or not, were locked into their assigned schools 

for three years unless they requested a transfer.  Many times administration would convince 

underperforming teachers to choose a lower grade or persuade them to request a transfer to 

another school.  If a struggling teacher refused to request a transfer, administration provided 

progressive action plans and offered professional development.   

In urgent situations, FCAT testing grades for example, procedures normally used to 

reassign or develop an incompetent teacher became a hindrance.  The former principal recounted 

asking one struggling teacher, ―Do you want me every day in your classroom?‖  She then said, ―I 

had to convince her that life was going to be very hard for her.‖  She explained, ―It was a chess 

game for me, and I needed different people at different times. When their season was up, I was 

able to convince them that they could take that talent somewhere else.‖ 

 The former principal further described hiring teachers as a ―draft‖ and making ―chess 

moves.‖ 

For everyone that exited, it had to be the right person coming in. And that‘s how I 
ended up with EG my math coach, because I knew without question that what we 
needed her to help take us to that next level -- someone that was strong in math. 
And I just kind of mentioned to someone that the next person that we bring in this 
building; I don‘t care where the holes are, they have to be strong in math 
first,…and she was my number one draft choice for that year.   
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And in one year our science scores were so bad.  Oh, god, they -- I think we were 
the worst -- I thought we were the worst in the county, and I knew I needed to 
make a move there, and it became, again, a chess game in convincing that science 
teacher that she needed to go.  
 

She referred to the reassignments of teacher as ―quarters‖ (in a football or basketball game). 

And then bringing in someone that could at least get us to a point where we could 
start understanding science, so there we had a quarter; here‘s what we‘re looking 
for.   
 

Every move was deliberate. 

You know, we don‘t care who comes in the door, who may sound good; what 
they think they can do.  If they‘re not strong in this area, and they can‘t do this, 
and they can‘t do that, then we didn‘t want them.   
 

She also hired strong instructional coaches to substitute for or to accommodate subpar 

instruction. 

I always hired coaches that were academically strong and could teach.  So, if it 
came down to it, and the teacher wasn‘t able to give me what they…what I 
thought they could on paper, I always had a coach that could go in there and do it 
too.  But it was just strategically placing and interviewing for the right spots.   
 

Competence in delivering instruction was important but the personality of the teacher, the 

―fit,‖ was also valued. 

And sometimes it wasn‘t all about academics; I brought in some people because 
they had the ability to motivate you.  And at that time that was what I needed.  
Because if I can get them to believe in themselves and get someone to put it in 
their ears every day, then I can also then put in a strong teacher over here that will 
give them what they need academically . 
 

On several occasions it took creative maneuvering to replace staff that had been promoted or 

transferred to another school. 

RP:  Fourth grade writing teacher-- and that was an interesting thing.  That was a 
chess move too, because the person that had taught writing the year before; we 
had 97 percent, and everybody in the district; oh, what are you doing?   
 
And I knew they were going to pull her to be a coach at another school, and I 
couldn‘t afford to lose her, so I made my instructional coach my math coach. 
And then that created a vacancy for her to be an instructional coach.  But what I 
did -- then it became like who do I put in writing, and this lady had 97 percent; 
who do I put in writing?  So I looked at the entire faculty -- you know that chess 
game again.  
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I found the person that had the most submissive spirit in the building; that this 
person would tell them exactly what to do, when to do it, how to do it, and they 
would have the spirit to shut-up and do it.  And I remember when I met with my 
instructional support team…., and I told them who would be doing the writing, 
and all of them looked at me and said why her?  Because we actually had 
someone there that had a master‘s in journalism.  And I knew she could write. 

  

 The principal‘s awareness of the fit and the fact that she knew the staff members‘ 

capabilities to motivate others to give students their best was what secured the writing 

teacher‘s position over someone with a master‘s degree in journalism. 

Outside Agencies 

The State of Florida requires that low-performing schools have an outside agency provide 

assistance. Another potential challenge could have been partnering with outside agencies. RP 

explained, 

They knew that they had to fit in the plan, not the other way around… and I‘ve 
got to admit we were one of the schools that actually had a really good 
relationship with the outside agency.   
 
A lot of schools kind of saw it as an inconvenience, or, you know, they were in 
the way, but when you don‘t have a plan, and you can‘t articulate it, and you 
don‘t stand firm on that plan - someone will come in and take over (PR). 
 

Because the former principal had her own vision for the school and was able to articulate the 

direction of the school, this was not a problem at all. In fact, the outside partners became allies. 

I said when you come in, here‘s what I want you to do, and here‘s who I want you 
to work with and for the most part in all the years that I was there I never had any 
problems with them saying no, I don‘t want to do that.  Even if it meant we are in 
a tight spot, and I need you to pull some students, they had no problem.   

 

 In addition, the International Baccalaureate Primary Years Program came with a set of 

rules and regulations that sometimes interfered with class and staff assignments. 

I do believe that there are times that it gets in the way just simply because PYP 
have their set way that they want the curriculum run and certain things that they 
don‘t believe in, and when you are an inter-city struggling school, sometimes you 
have to do what it takes to make things work. Now, the PYP curriculum does not 
believe in departmentalization.  They believe in self-contained classes and 
teachers being able to teach all subjects.   
 

When This Is It Elementary School was confronted with teachers that were not competent 
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to teach all subject areas, the former principal had two options (1) to departmentalize 

classes by subject area or (2) to deliver instruction through self-contained classrooms (per 

PYP guidelines).  In the end, administration incorporated both options.  PR kept the third 

grade classrooms self-contained and departmentalized fourth and fifth grade classes. 

Parent Communication per District Guidelines 

 The district required the school to send out letters and postcards letting all the 

students know who their teachers were going to be in the upcoming school year. This 

posed a problem for administration at This Is It Elementary School. Written 

communication between the school and home was difficult because of the high mobility 

rate within the same neighborhood/apartment complex. 

Former Principal: Well, in those apartments the kids -- they never left the 
community and had been in apartment 2, then, you know, they rent here.  Now, 
they can‘t afford to go anywhere else, so the mama over in apartment 62 would let 
everybody move over with them. So, they were still right there but not in the same 
apartment complex, and the new people in 2, they know they went over to 62, but 
they‘re not going to give them their mail. 
 

As an alternative, administration set up a communication station within the neighborhood. With 

parents announcing the principal‘s visit and protecting her presence, she established 

communication with the students‘ parents. 

So we -- I just decided, you know, I‘m going to save my postage, and every 
summer I would take all of the cards, and we would -- I would put my signs up, 
Ms. RP‘s coming 12 o‘clock on Friday, and we would have backpacks with all 
their school supplies, so when they got their card that told them who their teacher 
was going to be, they got their backpack with all of their supplies, so all they 
needed to do was come to school.  And we did that for four years (PR). 
 

The commitment and willingness to go into the neighborhood led to home visits and ongoing 

two-way communication between the parents and the school.  All decisions facing the school 

were made on the basis of what was in the best interest of the students. 

Summary 

School principals‘ engagement in the form of instructional support through classroom 

observation and reflective sharing sessions provides teachers with an effective feedback venue 

(Engels et al., 2008).  Principals use their time in classrooms to offer organizational support for 

increasing student achievement. In efforts to ensure a quality education for all students, the staff 

at This Is It Elementary School took responsibility for the effectiveness of teacher instruction. 
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This involved monitoring classroom instruction, observing whether teachers were implementing 

the best educational practices, and making sure the standards were taught, assessments used, and 

data analysis undertaken in order to implement school improvement initiatives (GL, HL). In 

alignment with Engels et al (2008), administration at This Is It Elementary School used 

classroom walkthrough observations to monitor school improvement efforts and to observe 

effective and ineffective examples of teaching on a daily basis.  They gave teachers regular 

feedback on their performance (WJ, HL, GL).   

The monitoring of teachers was evident in school documents such as the focus 

walkthrough forms, the observation instruments, and the evaluation/feedback checklist. 

Classroom walkthrough observations facilitated a change in teachers‘ instructional practices at 

This Is It Elementary School. As suggested by Young (2006), the monitoring of classroom 

instruction was characterized by such factors as ―answering teachers‘ questions and guiding them 

in accurately interpreting evaluation reports and translating plans into action by charting 

teachers‘ progress on expected reforms, reassessing the effectiveness of supports and resources 

available to teachers, and establishing professional accountability for instructional changes that 

address identified concerns‖ (p. 540).   

Effective principals use data from classroom observations to ensure targeted skills are 

receiving priority (Dillihunt, 2006; Freiberg, 1993; Gray, 1999; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Ward, 

2004).  They observe and monitor instruction, provide feedback, and monitor the school‘s overall 

progress (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008).  Effective principals monitor the delivery of instructional 

standards and are therefore likely to have a indirect impact on student achievement.  

Principals are policy mediators within accountability focused environments (Spillane, 

Diamond, Burch, Hallet, Jita, & Zoltners, 2004).  They redefine the meaning and integration of 

external mandates (Rorrer & Skrla, 2005).  These leaders are committed to reshaping the culture 

of their schools by developing new values that support increasing student achievement outcomes.  

In addition, school leaders who buffer and mediate external mandates within a high-stakes 

accountability system merge the goals of federal and district requirements with the school‘s 

vision for improving student achievement (Rorrer & Skrla, 2005). 

 Low-performing schools are challenging environments to work in because of 

accountability mandates and pressures to raise student achievement (Duke & Salmonowicz, 

2010).  Duke, Tucker, Salmonowicz, and Levy (2007) found that turning around low-performing 
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schools requires a specific set of skills which they described as differentiated leadership. Staff at 

effective schools implements different strategies for creating and maintaining effectiveness based 

on the schools‘ socioeconomic status context.  Important context issues include the school‘s 

geographic location, student population, and teacher competence (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993).  

All these factors affected school improvement efforts that This Is It Elementary School adopted. 

The results of case studies in high-performing, high-poverty school have many 

implications at the school level.  As principals develop school improvement plans, they should 

take into account the school‘s context and make adjustments to produce the best school possible. 

The principal at This Is It Elementary School applied this practice.  She implemented 

departmentalization and made changes within and across grade levels and subject areas. The 

former principal took into account staff characteristics when staffing her school. In fact, she 

referred to grade assignments as ―draft picks.‖ The responsibility of turning around a persistently 

low-performing school is a challenge for some principals and a burden for others because they 

find that they have to base their decisions not only on school level staff needs and district 

personnel initiatives, but  on federal mandates as well (Johnson & Asera, 1999; Robinson, Lloyd, 

& Rowe, 2008; Rorrer & Skrla, 2005; Spillane, 2002).  This requires them to balance their desire 

to cede authority to district and state personnel with the desire to accommodate the needs of the 

students at their school sites (Donaldson, Cobb, Mayer, 2010).   

 Principals who differentiate leadership decisions are skilled in mediating external 

pressures, using them as mechanisms to show that although there are various components of 

school improvement some are more important than others. They also recognize that without 

clearly articulated goals, teachers‘ efforts and district mandates may differ. Conflicting priorities 

over the course of the school year will diminish the achievement of school goals (Robinson et al., 

2008).  Such principals are able to effectively manage the distractions that threaten to override 

the goals for their school.   

Additional Factors 

 Beside the five components in Teddlie and Stringfield‘s School Effectiveness Model 

(1993), there were additional factors that facilitated school improvement efforts and sustained 

students‘ academic achievement. 
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Research Question #2:  What additional factors contributed to facilitating and sustaining school 

improvement efforts? 

 

This Is It Elementary School increased and sustained increases in academic achievement 

as represented by student scores on the FCAT by rewarding students for high academic 

achievement and engaging students in creative test preparation activities.  Test-taking tips and 

the ―American Idol‖ were two of the most reported influential preparation avenues.  

 

Rewards for High Academic Performance 

This Is It Elementary School used many incentives to reward students for high 

performance (money, food/treats, free time, notes, recognition events {morning announcements, 

school newsletter, awards program}, and a field trip to the local theme park/Adventure Island).  

Money 

 The fifth grade teacher used a ―touchdown‖ incentive chart to promote high 

academic achievement in science, reading, and math (Figure 5.9, Photo #9).  Every time a 

student scored over 70% on an exam, they received the opportunity to move ten yards 

down the football field.  The first student that made it to the touchdown mark earned fifty 

dollars.  Therefore, fifth grade students had the opportunity to earn up to one hundred 

fifty dollars.  One fifth grade teacher passed out ―eagle‖ bucks to her homeroom class for 

          
(Figure 5.9, Photo # 9:  Touchdown Incentive Chart) 

 

 making proficiency or for showing learning gains in science.  In other words, the eagle 

bucks were given to students who made A‘s or B‘s on a test.  Students also received eagle 
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bucks if they showed improvement from one exam to the other.  ―If they made a 70 and 

then on the next scrimmage or a test they made a 71 -- they get something {eagle bucks-

fake money that had purchasing power}to keep them motivated‖ explained one teacher. 

The students used the eagle bucks to purchase items from the teacher sponsored incentive 

store. 

 Food/Treats 

The students were given candy, gum, chips, and parties for high academic 

performance. One teacher commented, 

And since it was about Helen Keller being blind, I had a little necklace, and when 
you finished the test and you passed it with a C or higher, you got a necklace with 
an eyeball. And then you got an eyeball bubble gum. 
 

 A fifth grade student bragged that ―We get to go to celebrations and get treats.‖  

In similar fashion, a fourth grade student reported that when they ―wrote narratives and 

got a five, we get an ice cream party for it.‖  Three other students reported similar 

experiences: 

Student HD: Well, most of the time she will give us like a treat, like sometimes 
she‘ll give us McDonald‘s or like if she can‘t give us McDonald‘s, she‘ll give us a 
McDonald‘s gift card.   
 
Student JT: All the girls are on one team and all the boys are on one team… and 
whoever [has] the most people have an ice cream party or just have a regular 
party. 
 
Student CK: Like, they tell you like good job and stuff like that, and like 
sometimes when we‘re good, they will give us like a treat or something…like a 
piece of candy or a bag of chips. 

Free Time 

There was no recess at This Is It Elementary School so the students viewed the 

opportunity to go outside and play as a treat and a bonus for their efforts.  Two students burst 

over with excitement as they reported, 

Student TA: When we do well on our class work, they take us out to play 
kickball. 
 
Student JC: The best thing she‘s done is Friday fun day…on Fridays when we go 
out, and we have a good time outside and play for an hour and 30 minutes, and I 
love playing; I love running around, and I just love it. 
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Physical education was limited to 45 minutes of structured fitness activities so the 

students valued free time, a chance to run around and be ―free.‖   

Notes to Students and Parents 

 The students received notes on their papers and in their student planners for doing 

well on their class work.  The after-school coordinator stated, 

I stroke them and give them praise and give them personal attention, and let them 
be line leaders.  I give them responsibility, and sometimes I just make a smiley 
face on their paper and just let them know that we‘re proud of you for giving your 
best.  

A fourth grade teacher reported, 

And when they‘ve done something special, I might write a note to their parents 

and let them know they had a good day.  

Two 4th grade students added, 

Student BA: Well, most of the time I do well on my work, so I don‘t ask for 
anything special or something, but once in a while -- like, we had this reading test 
on a computer, and I got a 93, and she like gave me like a box of candy and said 
good job and wrote it in my planner and said get this signed tonight. 

 
Student MK: When we do well on our class work, she‘ll like write a good note in 
our planner. 

 

Recognition Events 

 The students were also recognized in the school newsletter, during awards 

programs, and on the ―morning announcements.‖  The morning announcements were 

daily recordings of school news, updates, and events.  At This Is It Elementary School, 

the students ran the broadcast, and the principal and her designees were hosts and 

delivered news to the student body.   

Student MD: Both of us had made a 92 on the scrimmage, and that was the 
highest in reading, and then we had -- went on morning announcements. 

 

Field Trip 

 Many of these students had never visited a theme park so the opportunity to do so was a 

great incentive.  Teachers administered three comprehensive FCAT simulated scrimmages 

during the school year.  If third through fifth grade students scored 75% or higher on the exams, 

they got their names placed on a large school bus mural that asked ―Are you getting on the bus?‖  
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After the FCAT, the students earned a trip to Adventure Island, a water park with a variety of 

games.  The park has laser rooms, golf, and go-carts. ―Are you going to get on the bus?‖ was the 

most popular question on campus (Figure 5.10, Photo #10).  

 

(Figure 5.10, Photo #10:  Are you getting on the bus? mural) 

Most of the students were recognized for good work.  The students were recognized at 

public recognition via awards programs, on murals, and on morning announcements.  They also 

received private recognition in the form of notes on their work and in their student planners.  

Individually the students were given treats, candy, food, or an opportunity to go on a free trip to 

a local theme park. Collectively, as a class, students were given free time and parties. 

Test-Taking Tips 

 Teachers at This Is It Elementary School taught students test-taking tips.  First, they 

encouraged the students to identify key words in the passages. 

Teacher GL: When I collected the scrimmages, I looked at them.  I was 
specifically looking to see if they underlined key words. So, if they know those, 
nine times out of ten they‘ll get the question right. 
 

Students were instructed to read all of the directions and to show their work (show how 

they came up with the answer) on simulated exams as well as on the actual state 

standardized test.  

Student BS:  She say[s] show your work -- show your work, check over your 
work which means to check and see if you missed any.  Oh, and read everything 
in your passage, even the title. She gave us scrimmages, about two scrimmages, 
and she gave us tests that are almost like the FCAT, but it‘s not the FCAT. 
 

Teachers also emphasized time management.  They told us to ―always watch the clock, 

slow down and take your time‖ reported one student.  Another elaborated, 



153 
 

Take your time, but not take too much time.  If it -- if a question‘s too hard, skip it 
-- skip it and finish the easy questions because if you‘re spending all your time on 
that; you‘re not going to get a score on it (FCAT), and like -- and my teachers also 
tell us not to stay on one question all the time.  
 

In addition, the teachers taught the students mnemonic devices, For example, to help the 

student formulate a quality extended response in reading, the statement, evidence, and 

reason (SER) strategy was used by fourth grade students. 

Teacher GL:  SER is -- you have to have an explaining statement, you have to 
have evidence and have to have a reason.  
 

The teachers also allowed the students to paint visuals.  

Student CK:  We painted this sign to help us…it told what to do without actually 
using words---like a check for check your work. 

 
American Idol 

 The fourth grade teachers used the format of a primetime TV show, American 

Idol, to teach the students the six traits of writing. After students wrote their essays, they 

were judged by their classmates on organization, word choice, supporting details, 

conventions, flow, and voice.  Students read their essays on stage and a panel of judges, 

which consisted of their classmates, evaluated them on three traits- voice, word choice, 

and supporting details.  The students were allowed to vote on how well they like the 

writing samples.   

 Overall, the teachers were creative in helping students ―unlock‖ the mysteries of 

the FCAT.  They not only provided the students with opportunities to practice test-taking 

tips throughout the year (American Idol), but also gave the students strategies to apply 

during the exam (test-taking tips). 

Summary 

Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) report that students at high-poverty schools need more 

tangible rewards for mastering basic skills than students at more affluent schools.  A major 

difference between effective low socioeconomic and middle socioeconomic schools in providing 

rewards is the overtness of the display.  At This Is It Elementary School, public displays of 

individual academic achievement were everywhere (hallways, classrooms, school newsletter, 

morning announcements). Such overt postings of academic achievement are typically not found 

in middle socioeconomic schools, partly because principals rely on the home to provide 
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incentives for achievement (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993). The principal at This Is It Elementary 

School expended a lot of energy developing and sustaining tangible reward programs because the 

school served as the primary source of reinforcement of student achievement.  Administration 

rewarded students with food, treats, money, recognition events, free time, and field trips.  

Principals in a similar context might also consider socioeconomic characteristics when planning 

school-wide reward programs and establishing procedures for promoting high expectations.  The 

promise of rewards motivated the students to learn. 

Creative test preparation activities were a part of everyday instruction at This Is It 

Elementary School.  In criticizing testing, Lee (2003) writes, ―Teachers become primarily 

managers of packaged programs and textbooks that require little intellectual engagement, and 

students are left with few strategies for creative thinking, problem solving, or the development of 

conceptual understandings‖ (p. 450) yet he contends that this approach has shown that it is 

effective in increasing student achievement.  

Popman (1995) also believes that relying on mock standardized testing material is not 

sound educational practice. Critics of curriculum alignment do not base their argument on skill 

alignment per se, but contend that when the excessive use of test preparation dominates 

classroom instruction, it sends the message to students that doing well in school is equivalent to 

mastering the ―tricks of the trade‖ rather than relying on their intellectual abilities to think and 

reason (McColskey & McMunn, 2000). Students at this high-poverty high-minority school 

reacted positively to this type of scaffold problem solving and the tools accelerated the learning 

of many minority students.  

Challenges  

Research Question 3:  In an effort to increase student academic achievement represented by the 

FCAT, (a) what challenges were encountered by students, teachers, instructional support staff 

and administrators and (b) how did the students, teachers, instructional support staff, and 

administrators overcome the challenges? 

The major challenge encountered by teachers, instructional coaches and administrators 

was the implementation of the district mandated curriculum map.  The teachers and 

administrators overcame this challenge either through improvising or buffering the demands 

from external pressures.   
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Curriculum Alignment 

The principal reported that the biggest challenge in their efforts to increase student‘s 

performance was implementing the mapping of the district‘s curriculum map.  The staff at This 

Is It Elementary School addressed the challenge of maintaining the pace of the district mandated 

curriculum map by revamping the mandated curriculum map and customizing the pacing to 

match the progression of their students‘ performance.  

Teachers, instructional coaches, and administrators believed student achievement could 

be enhanced through teaching to state standards.  Before the administration of the FCAT, the 

teachers lacked the flexibility to decide when and in what order the standards would be taught.  

The county implemented a learning schedule that specified when and how long specific skills 

were to be taught and assessed.  This Is It Elementary School utilized the district‘s curriculum 

map and made modifications to the pace of instruction as the year progressed.  The current 

assistant principal stated, ―We started off the year using the district mandated curriculum map 

but the scope and sequence of the skills did not match our kids.‖  Periodically throughout the 

year, administration revised the curriculum to fit the needs of the students.  They administered 

school-level mini assessments every three weeks and adjusted the curriculum map accordingly.  

The former principal recounted, 

And with the learning schedule, people that may have been out of the classroom 
for a while who may not necessarily understand all of the bigger pieces that are 
involved in moving a school here, and they came up with the learning schedule 
for the whole year.  It‘s 180 days.  On day one you‘re going to teach this.  On day 
two you‘re going to teach that and to help teachers out they even put together 
abbreviated lesson plans.  Well, some teachers just thought well, then, okay, that‘s 
it, so I‘ll just print, and I‘ll just do what‘s on here. 
 

 A disadvantage to this approach was that the mandates were applied to the whole 

district and were not context specific. 

Former Principal RP: That was a hindrance because it was not data driven.  Every 
school and every red flag is different, sometimes schools were just following that 
learning schedule and not taking into account I need to stop because my students 
aren‘t getting it.  

 
 The former principal went on to say that ―when you are an inner city school, there 

are really a lot of times when they don‘t mind saying you need to close the door and do 

what you need to do.‖  So in faculty meetings, administration intervened and stressed the 
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need to accommodate the students despite the curriculum mandates. 

Former Principal RP: So what I did when I closed the door…. Yes, we needed to 
have an idea that you know, FCAT‘s coming at a certain time, and here are all of 
the things that we need to have taught before that day comes, so we will take 
theirs, and we‘ll know where they say we are supposed to be and also know where 
we have to be. 
 
That was a really, really big problem especially when you have new teachers and 
when…you know, between one and five years of experience, and they see 
something like that, and all they have to do ---print on a computer, and that‘s what 
a lot of them wanted to do, and I had to tell them you‘re not going throw out your 
educational sense.  

 

This administrator did what she thought was best for the school.  

So having the freedom to at least have the reputation that if they leave me alone I 
will do what I need to do really helped me….but yes, they did, and that was one 
of the advantages that I had being an inner-city school.  We [the staff] could kind 
of modify it and readjust as we saw fit (RP). 

 

Summary 

Some studies of curriculum alignment have shown that the emphasis on subject areas that 

will be tested has unintended side effects such as the neglect or elimination of non-tested 

learning outcomes and the overuse of test preparation resources that emulate state test questions 

(McColskey & McMunn, 2000). Some claim that this teaching approach and the monitoring of 

student assessment data are difficult in school environments where classroom instruction is 

uniform for all students rather than customized for individual students (Gunzenhauser, 2003).  

When test results indicate deficient learning that requires re-teaching or differentiated 

instruction, some teachers believe they lack the flexibility to decide what action to take (Kerr, 

Marsh, Ikemoto, Darilek, Barney, 2006).  In fact, many do not deviate from the curricula used in 

most low-performing, high-poverty schools, and feeling pressured to stay on course they do not 

adapt their teaching based on the data about student achievement levels.  

Gauzenhauser (2003) argues that the impact of aligning learning goals to the pace of 

instruction has not always been effective.  Critics claim that the practice of curriculum alignment 

leads to a philosophy of education that ―holds in high regards a narrow bundle of knowledge and 

skills‖ (Gunzenhauser, 2003, p. 51).  In explaining his view on curriculum alignment, 

Gunzenhauser (2003) claims that curriculum alignment is a scripted scope and sequence 
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handbook for teachers.  The negative consequences of this practice are that skills normally taught 

at the end of the year are taught prior to standardized exams which leads in turn to the  

―cramming‖ of course content (Diamond, 2007) and adherence to pacing guides even when the 

students have not exhibited proficiency on a skill. He argues that the testing system underlies 

curriculum alignment and is so intertwined with accountability that a cluster of skills drives the 

curriculum, stifles instructional creativity, and prohibits schools from developing their own 

values and priorities.   

Gunzenhauser (2003) describes the prioritizing of specific skills as the default position of 

education.  Because of the politics that associates student performance with teacher 

effectiveness, teachers in low-performing high-poverty schools generally engage in instructional 

practices that are in conflict with their vision of themselves and engage in such practices as 

drilling students on mock exams, de-emphasizing untested subjects, or teaching to specified 

benchmarks on exams.   

McColskey & McMunn (2000) argue that curriculum alignment will lead to inflated test 

scores,  In other words, increases in students‘ test scores outpace (or are not in alignment with) 

the students‘ actual learning gains. Central to this criticism is the belief that narrowly focused 

curriculum alignment makes classroom tasks inauthentic (Nicaise, Gibney, & Crane, 2000).  

Nicaise et al., (2000) writes, ―Most classroom learning activities are structured around artificial 

contexts for learning, and students only engage in tasks and remember information at superficial 

levels‖ (p. 79).  According to Stigler and Herbert (1999) depth over breadth of content coverage 

should be the curriculum focus for student proficiency.  This creates a context in which the value 

of many teachers‘ philosophies of education cannot be implemented without the mandate of 

standardized testing taking precedence (Gunzenhauser, 2003).  As a result, the possibilities for 

school improvement and innovation are limited. This Is It Elementary School on the other hand 

applied aligned curriculum maps which ensured that more attention was devoted to the 

standards-based curriculum. There was greater consistency across the school in terms of what 

was being taught and when, and there was more support for low-performing students.   

Teachers, instructional coaches, and administrators reported that they believed the level 

of student achievement could be raised through teaching to state standards.  However, before the 

administration of the FCAT, the teachers did not have the flexibility to decide when and in what 

order the standards would be taught.  The county implemented a learning schedule that specified 
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when and how long specific skills were to be taught, delivered and assessed.  This Is It 

Elementary School utilized the district‘s curriculum map and made modifications to the pace of 

instruction as the year progressed.  The assistant principal stated, ―We started off the year using 

the district mandated curriculum map but the scope and sequence of the skills did not match our 

kids.‖  To counter this, periodically throughout the year, administration revised the curriculum to 

fit the needs of the students at the school.  They administered school-level mini assessments ever 

three weeks and adjusted the curriculum map accordingly.  

Gunzenhauser‘s (2003) reference to curriculum alignment as a narrow bundle of skills is 

misinterpreted by many educators as referring to a substandard curriculum. The standards that 

are included in curriculum alignment are common grade level learning outcomes that are deemed 

appropriate by legislators (Florida Department of Education, 2008) to adequately prepare 

children to be productive citizens.  Gunzenhauser (2003), Carter (2000) and Ward (2004) are 

correct in asserting that an aligned curriculum map is a paced scope and sequence tool that 

controls which standards are taught and for how long.  The argument that curriculum alignment 

forces some students to move on before they have mastered prior skills is based on the 

misperception that students have to master all of the standards with 100% proficiency. The 

Florida A+ Plan does not require or emphasize 100% mastery of all of the skills.  In the state of 

Florida, proficiency is defined as 70 percent. Proficiency or encouraging students to score 70% 

or higher on all of the skills is conveyed to teachers in the State of Florida.  

Conclusion 

 The five elements of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness Model were 

evident at This Is It Elementary School.  A focus on academics manifested itself as curriculum 

alignment of the standards-based skills to standardized state exams. It also manifested itself as 

additional instruction during and after school.  An orderly environment involved engagement in 

meaningful activities and cooperative learning.  Cooperative learning was more pronounced in 

fifth grades where the student participated in frequent hands-on science experiments.  The 

classroom management aspect of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) definition was a factor in 

enhancing student achievement at This Is It Elementary School as well.  Classrooms rules and 

guidelines were set by administration through its Primary Years Program social guidelines for 

discipline (respect, pride, peace, responsibility), which led to minimal classroom disruptions.  
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Perhaps this can be attributed to the school-wide integration of the principles of the PYP 

(respect, pride, peace, responsibility) into the social climate of the school. 

Monitoring student academic profiles, supportive and persistent teachers, and dynamic 

leadership were clearly in evidence, and were extremely influential in facilitating school 

improvement increases in students‘ academic performance. The school‘s culture was centered on 

accountability by students, teachers, and administrators. Test preparation was an additional factor 

that increased student achievement.  The students rose to the challenge and were rewarded (food, 

treats, money, field trip, special recognition events).  

In an effort to create and maintain increase in student achievement, a focus on academics, 

an orderly environment, the continuous monitoring of student academic profiles, supportive and 

caring teachers, and dynamic leadership were integrated with two additional school improvement 

initiatives (rewards for high performance and test preparation activities) at This Is It Elementary 

School. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

 

Many high-poverty, high-performing schools have facilitated improved academic 

performance of their students (Acker-Hocevar & Touchton, 2002; Barr & Parrett, 2000).  What 

is less well articulated, however, is how educators in these previous low-performing schools 

have achieved and maintained this improvement.  Many educators are unsure about where to 

start, which strategies to use, how to move from average to high-performing and how to maintain 

a level of academic excellence.  Understanding the policies and practices in high-performing 

schools provided a unique resource for comparing strategies across schools. It also provided 

insight on the factors to consider when designing and implementing school improvement 

initiatives, and generating stories on how to reverse the low-academic performance of students.  

Finally, this understanding reinforced the significance of restructuring school procedures, 

policies and practices in an effort to increase the level of achievement of all students in low-

performing schools. 

The story of This Is It Elementary School was described as a single case that represented 

a unique environment.  Specific criteria were set and justified before commitment.  This study 

took place in a high-performing, high-poverty public elementary school.  The study‘s research 

questions were: 

(1) How did the five components of the Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) school  
effectiveness model manifest themselves in school improvement efforts at This Is It 

Elementary School?  
(2) What additional factors contributed to facilitating and sustaining school  

improvement efforts? 
(3) In an effort to increase student academic achievement represented by the FCAT, (a)  

what challenges were encountered by students, teachers, instructional support staff 
and administrators and (b) how did the students, teachers, instructional support staff, 
and administrators overcome the challenges? 

 
The purpose of this study was to understand the process involved in implementing school 

improvement efforts at This Is It Elementary School.  I wanted to uncover the ―story‖ of how an 

average (and before that, low-performing) school had been able to significantly increase and 

sustain the academic achievement of students in grades 3, 4 and 5, as measured by the Florida 
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Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) scores. I used qualitative methods and several data 

sources to collect information for this single case study.  I observed the school facilities 

(including the taking of photos), conducted semi-structured interviews with administrators, 

instructional coaches, teachers, and students, and analyzed school documents and school 

academic records.   

Teddlie and Stringfield’s (1993) School Effectiveness Model 

Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness Model identifies the following 

components as key to a high performing school: a focus on academics, an orderly environment, 

the continuous monitoring of academic profiles, supportive and persistent teachers, and dynamic 

leadership (Table 6.1). This study found that This Is It Elementary School demonstrated all these 

components.  The school‘s focus on academics involved aligning the curriculum, restructuring 

instructional time, and providing additional instruction during and after the regular school day.  

The orderly environment component was also observed at the school during this study. The 

classroom management aspect of Teddlie and Stringfield‘s (1993) definition was perceived as a 

factor in enhancing student achievement at This Is It Elementary School.  That is, there were 

minimal classroom disruptions. The social guidelines established in its Primary Years Program 

provided classroom rules and guidelines for discipline (respect, pride, peace, responsibility). 

There was also a school-wide commitment to incorporate the principles of the PYP (respect, 

pride, peace, responsibility) into the social climate of the school.   

Several other factors in this study were influential in facilitating increases in students‘ 

academic performance – namely, monitoring student academic profiles, recruiting supportive and 

persistent teachers, and providing dynamic leadership. The posting of student work and the 

implementation of the PYP attributes (peace, pride, respect, and responsibility) extended the 

original definition of an orderly environment. In addition, This Is It Elementary School used 

frequent assessments during instruction. This Is It Elementary School‘s high-stakes testing 

environment incorporated systems to help struggling students through second chance policies. 

There was continuous monitoring of student achievement data.  In addition to the school using 

data to monitor instruction, the school monitored student progress by reviewing individual 

student academic profiles. The school‘s acquisition of supportive and persistent teachers that 

were caring and demanding led to the establishment of high expectations for student 
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achievement.  Dynamic leadership was observed as instructional and differentiated leadership. 

Dynamic leadership was also documented through interview data as the principal‘s ability to 

effectively mediate external policies. 

 

Table 6.1. Definitions of Constructs 
Components/

Constructs 

Definitions of Constructs (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993) Study Findings 

 Focus on 

Academics 

 Focus on academics aligns specific grade level 
learning goals in the school‘s curriculum with 
content items on state standardized exams (p.39).  

 Curriculum 
alignment/mapping 

 Additional instructional 
time 

 Differentiated instruction 
After school programs 

An Orderly 

Environment 

 Learning atmosphere where set routines are 
established and rules are consistently enforced  

 Time on task and engagement in meaningful 
activities (p.36). 

 Classroom management 
centered on social 
principles embedded in the 
International Baccalaureate 
Primary Years Program 

  Time on task and 
engagement in meaningful 
activities 

 Cooperative Learning 
groups 

Continuous 

Progress 

Monitoring of 

Student 

Profiles 

 Frequent monitoring of student progress 

 Using student achievement data to make informed 
decisions about instruction (p. 36). 
 

 Measuring student 
outcomes against expected 
performance goals and 
using data to make 
informed decisions about 
instruction 

 Monitoring of school-wide 
data  

 Monitoring of individual 
student profiles. 

Supportive and 

Persistent 

Teachers 

 Caring teachers 

 Teachers set high expectations and corresponding 
guidelines for helping students reach those goals 
(p.37). 

 Caring and supportive 
teachers 

 Appreciative students 

 Building of relationships 

 High expectations 

 Demanding persistent 
teachers. 

Dynamic 

Leadership 
 Having the ability to manage and impact 

educational change through instructional leadership 

 Differentiated leadership-use of different strategies 
based on the socioeconomic status of the school 
setting (p. 36). 

 Instructional leadership 

 Differentiated leadership 

 School leader‘s mediation 
of external policies. 

 

Expansion of Teddlie & Stringfield Model:  Other Factors 

This Is It Elementary School exhibited two additional characteristics not highlighted in 

the model that were instrumental in improving student achievement:  rewards for high academic 

performance and creative test preparation activities (Table 6.2).  
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Table 6.2.  This Is It Elementary School (2008) Additional Components 

Factor Description 

Rewards for 

High Academic 

Performance 

 Rewarded students with tangible and intangible items (money, free 
time, treats, parties, school newsletter, morning announcement) 

Creative Test 

Preparation 

Activities 

 Test-taking practice 

 Games and events that incorporated teat-taking techniques 

 
 

Test preparation increased student achievement because the school‘s culture was centered 

on accountability by students, teachers, and administrators. The students met the challenge, and 

were rewarded with such things as food, treats, money, field trips, and special recognition events. 

Test-taking strategies facilitated the students‘ understanding of learning outcomes.  This Is It 

Elementary School commenced this practice during the 2008-2009 year and continued into the 

2010-2011 school year.   

There is conflicting research on teachers using test-taking strategies to intentionally 

improve student achievement scores.  Some studies of curriculum alignment have shown that the 

emphasis on subject areas that will be tested has unintended side effects such as the neglect or 

elimination of non-tested learning outcomes. In fact, many teachers do not deviate from the 

curricula used in most low-performing, high-poverty schools and because they feel pressured to 

stay on course they do not adapt their teaching based on the data about student achievement 

levels. Gunzenhauser (2003) describes the prioritizing of specific skills as the default position of 

education.  Teachers in low-performing high-poverty schools often engage in instructional 

practices that are in conflict with their vision of themselves as teachers and engage in such 

practices as drilling students on mock exams, de-emphasizing untested subjects, or teaching to 

specified benchmarks on exams.   

According to Stigler and Herbert (1999) depth over breadth of content coverage should 

be the curriculum focus for student proficiency.  This creates a context in which many teachers 

are forced to compromise their personal philosophies of education to meet the mandate of 

standardized testing taking (Gunzenhauser, 2003).  As a result, the possibilities for school 

improvement and innovation are reduced. This Is It Elementary School by comparison used 

aligned curriculum maps which ensured that more attention was devoted to the standards-based 

curriculum. There was therefore greater consistency across the school in terms of what was being 

taught and when, with more support for low-performing students.   
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Rewarding student performance was a key motivator in improving student achievement 

at This Is It Elementary School.  The staff gave the students chances to earn money, free time, 

treats, parties, and a field trip. Green and Lepper (1974) observed, ―If rewards provide a student 

with new information about his ability at a particular task, this may bolster his feelings of 

competence and his desire to engage in that task for its own sake‖. They added that if a ―child 

does not possess the basic skills to discover the intrinsic satisfaction of complex activities such 

as reading, the use of extrinsic rewards may be required to equip him with these skills‖ (54).  

Years later, B.F. Skinner (1982) said that learning increases in a responsive environment and that 

anyone (e.g., in this study, teachers) who praises or rewards specified performances provides 

such an environment. Chance‘s (1993) view on using rewards in the classroom focused on 

feedback that was in direct alignment with performance.  For example, if a student at This Is It 

Elementary School scored 70% or higher on three consecutive mini-scrimmages, they would 

meet the criteria for a field trip to a local theme attraction.  Morgan (1984) adds that when 

rewards are used to verify quality or to confirm and relay the message to people that there is a 

sense of satisfaction for meeting specified targets, such rewards generally enhance intrinsic 

motivation.  The students at This Is It Elementary School were also acknowledged on the daily 

morning announcements and in the monthly school newsletter.  This practice continues today 

(2010-2011).   

Discussion 

Since its low-performing status of an ―F‖ (FCAT score in 2002), This Is It Elementary 

School has achieved and maintained a school grade of ―C‖ or above.  The school made its most 

significant academic improvement in 2008-2009 when it improved two letter grades in one 

academic year.  The following year, the school earned a C, earning a score of 493, two points 

short of earning a B status. During the current school term (2010-2011), This Is It Elementary 

School has achieved a grade of ―B‖.  The school grade of ―B‖ is a noteworthy achievement in 

isolation but earning the ―B‖ the same year the state of Florida changed the state exam from 

FCAT to FCAT 2.0 is a remarkable accomplishment. 

What did This Is It Elementary School do to continue to achieve a high test scores in the 

years following the 2008-2009 academic transformation?  They continued with the 

departmentalization practice in grades 4 and 5 and maintained a focus on academics. The school 

continued to provide a structured environment with high-staked testing language and test-taking 
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strategies and to monitor individual and whole-school student achievement data.  One change 

made in 2010-2011 year concerned the content area training of teachers.  LR had devoted much 

of the 2010 staff development budget to training grade chairpersons who were responsible for 

leading their respective departments.  This way the school had layers of instructional leadership 

at the site: (1) principal, (2) the assistant principal, (3) instructional coaches, and (4) master 

teachers. 

Darling-Hammond (2004) and Ladson-Billings (1995) believe that teacher quality is the 

foundation upon which the ―house‖ of school reform is built.  Without quality teachers, the 

educational system disintegrates. Numerous studies have concluded that school systems need to 

staff every classroom with a competent teacher before educators can increase student 

achievement and promote school reform (Bondy, Ross, Gallingane, & Hambacher, 2007; Ellison, 

Boykin, Towns & Stokes, 2000; Howard, 2003). Because teacher capacity is a key determinant 

of student achievement (Borko, Wolf, Simone, and Uchiyma, 2003), school systems need to 

invest in recruiting and retaining quality teachers if they are to raise and sustain educational 

achievement (Ingersoll, 2002).  

 A common theme in high-performing, high-poverty schools is ongoing site-specific 

professional development designed by school personnel to support student achievement (Wang, 

1997).  Darling-Hammond, Bullmaster, and Cobb (1995) suggest that professional development 

encourages a ―profession of teaching committed to ongoing inquiry and invention in support of 

student success‖ (p. 104).  Langer (2000) investigated the link between professional development 

and student learning.  His sample included 44 middle and high school teachers in four states in 

20 schools that had attempted to raise reading scores.  At the conclusion of the five year study, 

Langer concluded there was a direct link between the professional lives of teachers and increased 

student achievement.  These findings suggest that providing teachers with professional 

development will in turn produce high achieving students.   

 The administrators at This Is It Elementary School considered staff development as 

essential to the success of school improvement efforts. Implementing weekly training sessions 

and reflecting on teaching through walkthrough forms and planning for results checklists 

enhanced the site specific professional development.  Darling-Hammond (2004) supports this 

practice she commonly refers to professional learning communities.  She reports that making 

time for horizontal and vertical planning and reflecting and assessing teaching and learning are 
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critical components of building teacher pedagogy.  Fullan (2000) declares that effective school 

reform is found in schools that have formed a professional learning community, focused on 

student work (through assessment) and modified their instructional strategies to increase student 

achievement.  Professional learning communities increase the collective academic power in 

schools.  In terms of shared content knowledge, increased motivation to engage in school 

improvement, and additional resources (collaboration, professional development), the 

establishment of collaborative work cultures make a positive difference in how well students 

perform (Fullan, 2000). 

 Learning communities evolve from teachers and administrators sharing on a regular 

basis.  Teachers should share pedagogical knowledge, track student academic progress through 

differentiated instruction and data and change instructional practices accordingly.  Teachers and 

administrators need to reflect on best practices and keep a running record or journal on what 

worked, what did not work, and the factors influencing specific outcomes.  In other words, 

monitoring student progress, engaging in data analysis and modifying instructional strategies are 

less effective without reflection and dialogue.  An atmosphere of collegiality, professionalism 

and reflection is the cornerstone of effective professional learning communities (Darling-

Hammond, 2004). 

In this study teacher quality served as a catalyst to efforts to increase academic 

achievement and thus facilitate and sustain school improvement efforts.  Teddlie and 

Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness Model is limited in its approach to teachers‘ 

competence so an analysis of teacher quality is worthy of attention when conducting future 

research on high-performing, high-poverty elementary public schools.  Future research could be 

undertaken to investigate the sustained execution of the five components of Teddlie and 

Stringfield‘s (1993) School Effectiveness Model by competent teachers to see if the components 

in fact eventually change the learning environment and thereby increase and maintain academic 

outcomes.   

This was a single case study of one high-performing, high-poverty elementary school in 

ABC County, Florida.  The study‘s major contribution was to inform practice in Florida for 

teachers, instructional coaches, assistant principals, and principals in low-performing, high-

poverty elementary schools and to provide school improvement strategies that enhance the 

transformation of theory into practice.  To build on the contribution of this study, future research 
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should include additional high-performing, high-poverty elementary schools and/or high-

performing, high-poverty schools from the middle or high school levels within and outside of the 

State of Florida. 

Implications for Future Research 

The implication of this study for research on school reform initiatives  as it relates to the 

larger view of school improvement in high-poverty, high-performing schools, involves but is not 

limited to the following foundational supports:   

(a) Establishing learning communities so teachers can share best practices in action, 
(b) Implementing ongoing site-specific professional development for enhancing teacher 

competence and program implementation, and 
(c) Cultivating teacher leadership as a layer of support for sustaining student achievement 

(Howard, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Stormant, 2007; Thayer-Bacon, 2006). 
 

Based on the data generated from this study, future research could be undertaken to test other 

possible factors that the staff at This Is It Elementary School perceived were instrumental in 

increasing and maintaining student achievement.  Specifically, areas such as succession 

planning, the principal‘s role in mediating district policies, adaptation to mandated curriculum, 

parent outreach, providing professional development that builds content expertise in teachers and 

the coordination of after –school with in-school programming are worthy topics for future 

research.  Future research could focus on professional learning communities that enhance 

teachers‘ efforts to sharpen their pedagogical skills and in turn contribute to higher levels of 

student achievement.  In addition, research could include more elementary schools in Florida and 

in other states. The addition of middle and high schools in Florida as well as in other states is 

also worthy of further research.  Research that includes K-12 schools (elementary, middle, high) 

could strengthen the entire public school system on all levels. 

Studying school improvement strategies in high-performing, high-poverty schools can 

assist educators by allowing them to take advantage of stories from similar settings (Cicchetti, 

1993; Cicchetti & Toth, 1992). The study‘s potential implications for policy and practice involve 

changing perceptions and administrative paradigms regarding student achievement.  Specifically, 

practitioners can use results from this study to modify curriculum development and 

implementation procedures.  In short, implications involve insight into school improvement 

practices; taking theory and transferring it into action.   
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APPENDIX A 

ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

Name_______________________________  Date_____________________________ 

Title______________________________________ 

Demographics:  Length of Service_____________ Years of Experience___________________ 

Education: 

 

Instructions:  Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. The purpose of this interview is to 
gain in-depth insights from administrators regarding beliefs about school improvement efforts and the 
role of educators in helping students academically.  It should take approximately 30 to 45 minutes to 
complete. You may choose not to answer any of the questions and may withdraw from the interview at 
any time.  

The interview will be audio-taped. Approximately 3 weeks after the interview you will receive a 
transcript of your interview which you may edit for accuracy and completeness. You will not be identified 

in these summaries. Pseudonyms will be used in any publications of the findings of this study to 
ensure confidentiality.  

1. Tell me a little about yourself. 

a. administrative experience  

b. previous jobs 
2. Tell me about the journey toward This Is It Elementary School grade of -- “A, C/B, B). (a. 

FA, c. OE) 
a. Probe:  What practices were in place in 2006-2007 and are also in place (variation or 

extension) now? (a. FA, b. DL, c. OE, d. CMSAP) 
3. Tell me about the transitions that were implemented over the last three years (a. FA, b. DL, 

c. OE, d. CMSAP) 
a. Probe:  What practices were implemented? (a. FA, b. DL, c. OE, f. Other) 

4. In the 2008-2009, 2009-2010, and 2010-2011 school years, the school received an A, C/B, B 

grade.    How do you think happened?  
a. Probe:  What educational factors (policies and practices) were utilized over the years? (a. 

FA, b. c. OE, d. CMSAP) 
5. What was/is your role in improving and sustaining student performance? (DL) 

a. Probe:  How do the programs you have in place contribute to the academic increase and 
maintenance of achievement of the students? (OE, FA) 

b. Probe: How do your teachers incorporate the Sunshine State Standards into everyday 
instruction? (FA) 

c. Probe:  What classroom management strategies do/did they use? (OE, SPT) 
d. Probe:  Tell me about your school-wide approach (es) toward discipline.  (OE) 
e. Probe:  What continues to be the major focus of this school? (Other, FA, OE, CMSAP) 
f. Probe:  How did/do you track or monitor student performance? (SPT, CMSAP) 
g. Probe:  How are/were data used to improve student performance? (CMSAP) 
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APPENDIX B  

TEACHER/INSTRUCTIONAL COACH INTERVIEW 

PROTOCOL 

Title______________________________________ 

Demographics:  Length of Service_____________ Years of Experience___________________ 

Education: 

Instructions: Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. The purpose is to gain insights from 
teachers regarding beliefs about school improvement efforts and the role of educators in helping students 
excel academically.  It should take approximately 30 to 45 minutes to complete. You may choose not to 
answer any of the questions and may withdraw from the interview at any time.  

The interview will be audio-taped. Approximately 3 weeks after the interview you will receive a 
transcript of your interview which you may edit for accuracy and completeness. You will not be identified 
in these summaries. Pseudonyms will be used in any publications of the findings of this study to ensure 
confidentiality.  

1. Tell me a little about yourself. 

a. teaching experience  

b. previous jobs 
2. Tell me about the journey toward This Is It Elementary School grade of -- “A, C/B, B). (a. 

FA, c. OE) 
a. Probe:  What practices were in place in 2006-2007 and are also in place (variation or 

extension) now? (a. FA, b. DL, c. OE, d. CMSAP) 
3. Tell me about the transitions that were implemented over the last three years (a. FA, b. DL, 

c. OE, d. CMSAP) 
a. Probe:  What practices were implemented? (a. FA, b. DL, c. OE, f. Other) 

4. In the 2008-2009, 2009-2010, and 2010-2011 school years, the school received an A, C/B, B 

grade.    How do you think happened?  
a. Probe:  What educational factors (policies and practices) were utilized over the years? (a. 

FA, b. c. OE, d. CMSAP) 

5. Tell me about the instructional leadership at this school. (b. DL) 

6.  What was your role as an educator in improving student performance? (SPT) 

a. Probe:  How do/did you show your students that you believe they can learn? (SPT) 
b. Probe:  How do/did you encourage students to achieve academic excellence? (SPT) 
c. Probe: How do/did you encourage all students to be active learners? (SPT) 
d. Probe:  What classroom management strategies do you use? (OE, SPT) 
e. Probe:  How do/did you track or monitor student performance? (SPT, CMSAP) 

 
6.  Tell me about your teaching strategies. 

a.     Lesson planning  b.     Curriculum Maps   c.  Aligning standards 
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APPENDIX C 

STUDENT INTERVIEW PROTCOL  

 

Instructions: Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. The purpose is meeting is to find out 
more about what goes on in your classroom.  The interview should take approximately 25 to 30 minutes 
to complete. You may choose not to answer any question that you do not feel comfortable with. 

So that I won‘t forget all of the good things that I know you all are going to say, I will be recording us. 
When I share this information with others, I will not use your name.  I will use a fake name. Do you have 
any questions? 

 

Questions 

 

1. Tell me a little about yourself (family, age, hobbies, what things do you like to do?). 

2. What do you like best about your class? (OE, SPT) 

Probe:  When you are in class, what do you like the most? (OE) 

Probe:  Tell me about the learning activities in your class that you think are fun. (OE) 

3.  Tell me about the classroom rules at this school. (OE) 

Probe:  Tell me what happens when students misbehave or do not follow classroom rules.  (OE) 

4.  Tell me how your teacher encourages you to do your best work. (SPT) 
Probe:  What does your teacher do when you do well on your work?  
Probe:  What does your teacher do to help you with your school work?  When you have a hard 
time with a lesson, what does your teacher do to help you? 
 

5.  How does your teacher prepare you for the FCAT? (FA, SPT) 

Tell me about the types of assignments, activities, or class work you do right before you get ready 
to take the FCAT. (FA) 

 Tell me about the TEAM UP after school program that you are involved in. (FA) 

Tell me about the SAI after school program that you are involved in. (FA) 

6.  What else would you like to tell me about your school? 
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APPENDIX D 

TEACHER/INSTRUCTIONAL COACH/ADMINISTRATOR 

CONSENT FORM 

 
You are invited to be in a research study exploring student improvement in elementary schools.  
You were selected as a possible participant because you are a faculty member at a high-
performing school.  I ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may have before 
agreeing to be in the study. 
 
This study is being conducted by me, Ida Walker, of the Department of Leadership and Policy 
Studies in the College of Education at Florida State University. 
 
Background Information: 
The purpose of this study is to understand how to improve student performance in elementary 
schools.  It is also designed to find out what factors in a high-performing school contribute to 
positive learning outcomes for students.   
 
Procedures: 
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to do the following things: 

 You will be asked to participate in a semi-structured interview to discuss classroom 
practices and procedures.  The interview will last approximately 30-45 minutes.  It will 
take place at a time and location that are convenient for you.  As I conduct the interview, 
I will audio tape the session to ensure accuracy.  Pseudonyms will be used to ensure 
confidentiality and to protect your privacy.  Three weeks following the interview, you 
will receive a copy of the audio transcripts.  You may elaborate on or omit any 
information. 

 
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: 
This study has minimal risks to participants.  The benefit to participation is that this study 
provides you with an opportunity to reflect on and share school policies and practices that have 
contributed to your school‘s success. Besides that, findings from this study will provide a 
comprehensive scenario of perceptions about student achievement and may have the potential to 
assist neighboring counties with school level improvements. 
 
Compensation: 
Your school will receive a $50 gift card from Barnes and Noble. 
 

Confidentiality: 
The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law.  In 
any sort of report that I might publish, I will not include any information that will make it 
possible to identify a participant.  Research records will be stored securely and only I will have 
access to the records. Electronic versions of the interviews will be stored on my computer in a 
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password protected file. The hard copy of the interview responses as well as the taped recordings 
of the interview will be kept securely in a locked cabinet in my office for three (3) years after the 
study ends.  When three years expire, the files will be shredded and discarded. 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not 
affect your current or future relations with the University.  If you decide to participate you are 
free to withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships. 
 

Contacts and Questions: 
I am the researcher in this study.  You may ask any question you have now.  If you have a 
question later, you are encouraged to contact me via cellular phone 

 You may also contact Dr. Linda Schrader at Florida State University, 850-644-
7777, lschrader@fsu.edu. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 
other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact FSU IRB at 2010 Levy Street, Research 
Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL  32306-2742, or 850-644-8863, or by email at 
humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu. 
 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent:  
I have read the above information.  I have asked questions and have received answers.  I consent 
to participate in the study. 
 

________________________________  ______________________________ 

Signature     Date 
 
 
 
________________________________  ______________________________ 

             Signature of Investigator                Date 
 

 

mailto:lschrader@fsu.edu
mailto:humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX E 

ASSENT LETTER FOR MINORS 

 

My name is Ida Walker.  I am a doctoral student at Florida State University.  I am asking you to 
take part in a research study to find out what classroom activities contribute to good grades and 
good test scores. 
 
If you agree to be in this study, you will also be asked to respond to 10 interview questions about 
your school and your teacher. Succeeding in school is a great accomplishment.  This study will 
assist principals and teachers learn better ways to help students do well in school. 
 
Please talk this over with your parents before you decide whether or not to participate.  I have 
asked your parents to give their permission for you to take part in the study.  But even if your 
parents say ―yes‖ to this study, you can still decide not to take part, and that will be fine. 
 
If you do not want to be in this study, then you do not have to participate.  This study is 
voluntary, which means that you decide whether or not to take part.  Being in this study is up to 
you and no one will be upset in any way if you do not want to participate or even if you change 
your mind later and want to stop. 
 
You can ask any questions that you have about this study.  If you have a question later that you 
did not think of now, you can reach me at  or ask me the next time we meet. 
 
Signing your name at the bottom means that you agree to be in this study.  You and your parents 
will be given a copy of this form after you have signed it. 
 
 
Name of Student__________________________________________ (please print) 
 
Signature of Student_______________________________ Date____________________ 
 
 
 

*Please return the form to your teacher no later than Friday. 
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APPENDIX F 

PARENT PERMISSION FORM 

 
My name is Ida Walker.  I am a student researcher from the Educational Leadership and Policy 
Studies Department at the Florida State University.  Your child is invited to be in a research 
study about what factors contribute to improved student achievement.  Your child was selected 
for this study because he/she attends a high- performing elementary school and because your 
child is part of the age group that I am studying. Please read this form and ask any questions you 
may have before agreeing to allow your child to take part in this study. 
 
The study: The purpose of this study is to understand improved student performance in 
elementary schools.  It is also designed to find out what factors in your child‘s learning 
environment contribute to positive academic outcomes.  If you agree to allow your child to take 
part, your child will also be asked to respond to ten questions in an interview.  Your child will be 
asked to describe their classroom environment and their perception of their classroom teacher. 
The interview will take about thirty (30) minutes to complete. 
 
Risks and benefits:  There are very limited risks to participants.  I will be asking questions 
about your child‘s school and teachers, and if your child has had a negative experience there is a 
possibility that he/she may find some of the questions somewhat sensitive.  The benefit of 
participating is that this study provides students with an opportunity to share how they feel about 
their school environment and their learning process.   
 
Compensation:  Each child will receive a $10.00 gift card to Wal-Mart as a token of 
appreciation for participating in the study.  Your child will receive the gift even if he or she stops 
before finishing the interview. 
 
Confidentiality:  The information collected in this study will be kept confidential to the extent 
permitted by law. Names will be removed and fictitious names will be used in any published 
work.  The hard copy of the interview responses as well as the taped recordings of the interview 
will be kept securely in a locked cabinet in my office for three (3) years after the study ends.  
When three years expire, the files will be shredded and discarded. 
 
Voluntary Participation:  Your child‘s participation in this study is completely voluntary.   
Your decision as to whether or not to allow your child to take part will not affect your current or 
future relationship with Florida State University or with your child‘s school.  If you decide to 
allow your child to take part, he or she will be free to not answer the interview questions, skip 
any questions, or stop at any time.  You will be free to withdraw your child at any time without 
affecting your relationship with the University or your child‘s school. 
 
You may reach me at or at .  Please feel free to ask any questions 
you have now or at any point in the future.  If you have any questions or the concerns about your 
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child‘s rights as a research subject, you may contact the FSU Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 
(850) 644-8633 or you may access its website at http://www.fsu.research.edu.   
 
You will be given a copy of this consent form for your records. 
 
Please enter your child‘s name, sign and date below if you give consent for your child to 
participate in this study. 
 

 
My child_______________________________ MAY or MAY NOT participate in the above  
  (Print name)    (Circle one) 
mentioned study. 
 
_______________________________________  ________________________ 
 (Parent/Guardian Signature)     (Date) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.fsu.research.edu/
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APPENDIX G 

DOCUMENT REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 

 

DOCUMENT FORM       Site: _____________ 
         Document:  _______ 
 
 
 
Name of description of document: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Event or contact, if any, with which document is associated:   
 
 
 
 
Significance or importance of document: 
 
 
 
Summary of contents: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IF DOCUMENT IS CENTRAL OR CRUCIAL TO PARTICULAR CONTACT (Make a copy 
and include with write up.  Otherwise, put in document file.) 
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APPENDIX H 

REQUEST TO CONDUCT RESEARCH APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX I 

IRB APPROVAL LETTER 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 2/1/2011 
To:   
 
Address: 
Dept.: EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
High-Poverty, High-Performing Schools 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
research proposal referenced above has been reviewed by the Human Subjects Committee at its 
meeting on 01/12/2011. Your project was approved by the Committee. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 1/11/2012 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, 
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federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Linda Schrader, Advisor [lschrader@fsu.edu] 
HSC No. 2010.5586 
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APPENDIX J 

CURRICULUM MAP 
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APPENDIX K 

THIRD GRADE LESSON PLAN 
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APPENDIX L 

ELEMENTARY MATHEMATICS FOCUS WALK 
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APPENDIX M 

THIRD GRADE READING SCRIMMAGE 
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APPENDIX N 

FIFTH GRADE SCIENCE SCRIMMAGE 
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APPENDIX O 

FIFTH GRADE MATH SCRIMMAGE 
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APPENDIX P 

PLANNING FOR RESULTS CHECKLIST 
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09/97  Florida State University  Educational Leadership &      Master of Science 
       Supervision 
 
12/94  Mississippi State University    Elementary Education with    Bachelor of Science 
       Reading Endorsement 

 
 

PROFILE 
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 Plethora of in-services/workshops 
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 Effective communication/interpersonal skills 

 Data analysis/application experience 

 Coaching/team building skills 

 National Board Certified Teacher 

 Extensive mentoring of National Board Candidates 
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Gadsden County School               April/2011-Present 

Race to the Top Grant Coordinator-Gadsden County School District 

 Coordinate a federal grant 

 Monitor the implementation of lesson study, content area reading and science communities 

 Monitor the budget 

 Prepare reports and deliverables 

 Provide professional development on teacher and principal evaluations 
 

Gadsden County School                        October/2010-March 2011 

Math Coach 

 Monitored lesson plans, data walls, workshop stations 

 Monitored the implementation of math lessons 

 Provided professional development to 3rd-5th grade teachers 
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Consultant-Gadsden County School District 

 Used current research, performance data, and feedback from students, teachers, parents, 
and community to make decisions related to improvement of instruction and student 
performance 

 Managed and administered professional development 
 

Florida State University                     August/2008-Present 

Graduate Assistant/Introduction to Elementary Education 

 Orchestrated weekly classes according to procedures specified by syllabi 

 Evaluated student written work, tests, and final examinations 

 Disseminated and interpreted current trends and research related to curriculum, instruction, 
technology, and related areas 

 

Gadsden County School               July/2007-June 2008 

Principal-George W. Munroe Elementary School 

 Provided instructional leadership and supervision for student achievement- Raised the 
school‘s grade from ―F‖ to a ―C‖  

 Established and coordinate procedures for student, teacher, parent, and community 
evaluation of curriculum 

 Facilitated the horizontal and vertical articulation of curriculum within the school, as well 
as between the school and its feeder system 
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Principal-St. John Elementary 

 Provided instructional leadership and supervision for student achievement- Raised the 
school‘s grade from ―C‖ to a ―B‖  

 Established procedures for an accreditation program and monitor accreditation standards 
at the assigned school 

 Facilitated a program of family and community involvement 

 Served as a member of the Superintendent‘s District-Wide Leadership Team 
Gadsden County School             January/2005-June 2005 

Assistant Principal-St. John Elementary 

 Assisted in gathering, analyzing, and interpreting data related to student performance 

 Assisted teachers in developing professional development plans and activities 

 Ensured that the school‘s discipline policy is consistently and fairly administered 

 Identified needs or potential for improvement and took appropriate action 

 Used appropriate interpersonal styles and methods to guide individuals and groups to task 
accomplishment 

 

Gadsden County School        June /2004-December/2004 

Assistant Principal-Gadsden Elementary Magnet School 

 Assisted in the development, implementation and evaluation of the instructional program, 
including the use of technology 

 Assisted in the coordination of the school‘s in-service program 

 Assisted in supervising and monitoring the accurate and timely completion of data 
collection and reporting requirements 

 Assisted in coordinating schedules for extracurricular activities 
 

Gadsden County School                    June/2001-May 2004 

Lead Teacher-Gadsden Elementary Magnet School 

 Developed and selected instructional activities which foster active involvement of 
students in the learning process 

 Established and maintained effective and efficient record keeping procedures 

 Ensured that student growth / achievement were continuous and appropriate for age 
group, subject area, and student program classification. 

 

National Board                    June/2001-July 2001 

National Board Assessor 

 Used assessment instruments (rubrics) to score portfolio entries 
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Teacher-St. John Elementary 

 Selected, developed, modified, and  adapted materials and resources which support 
learning objectives and addressed students‘ varying learning styles, backgrounds, and 
special needs 

 Maintained instructional momentum with smooth and efficient transitions from one 
activity to another 

 Communicated, in understandable terms, individual student progress knowledgeably and 
responsibly to the student, parents, and professional colleagues who needed access to the 
information 

 Provided quality work for students which focused on meaningful, relevant, and engaging 
learning experiences 

 

Crossroad Academy Charter School                   August 1998-December1998 

Curriculum Coordinator 

 Planned with teachers and instructional leaders to develop and implement the school‘s 
curriculum 

 Defined goals and objectives for the assigned curriculum, program, or service assignment 

 Revised curriculum, program, and service delivery based on annual assessments. 

 Assisted teachers in establishing routines and procedures and worked with students on 
consistently following them 

 

Florida State University                    August 1998-April 1999 

Graduate Assistant/Introduction to Elementary Education 

 Orchestrated weekly classes according to procedures specified by lead professor 

 Evaluated student written work, tests, and final examinations 

 Provided accurate and timely information to students and lead professor 

 Disseminated and interpreted current trends and research related to curriculum, instruction, 
technology, and related areas 

  
Gadsden County School              January 1996-July 1998 

Teacher-Stewart Street Elementary 

 Developed and used assessment strategies (traditional and alternative) to assist the 
continuous development of learners 

 Interpreted and used data (including but not limited to standardized and other test results) 
for diagnosis, instructional planning, and program evaluation 

 Provided accurate and timely information to parents and students about academic and 
behavioral performance of students 

 Provided a positive environment in which students were encouraged to be actively 
engaged in the learning process 
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Gadsden County School                     May 1996-July 1996 

Teacher-Migrant Program 

 Planned and prepared a variety of learning activities considering individual student‘s 
culture, learning styles, special needs, and socio-economic background 

 Used ongoing assessment to monitor student progress, verified that learning was 
occurring, and adjusted curriculum and instruction 

 Fostered student responsibility, appropriate social behavior, integrity, valuing of cultural 
diversity, and respect for self and others, by role modeling and learning activities 

 

 

PRESENTATIONS  

Year              Location     Program               Topic 

11/2009 Anaheim, California   UCEA               Resilience 
                                   
01/2007 Gadsden County School Board SACS CASI              Accreditation  
                                 Standards 
 
10/2006 Gadsden Elementary   Continuous Improvement       8 Step  
                                                                         Model                                      Implementation 
 
12/2005 St. John Elementary   District Leadership Team School Action  
           Plan  
   
1998  Carter Parramore Academy  Scope & Sequence   Science 
 
         

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Year Location  Program        Topic 

2010 Online  Nvivo      Data Analysis  
2007 Tallahassee FCIM                    Continuous Improvement  
2007 Orlando Just Read Florida    Reading Practices 
2007 Orlando Evaluation Database Conference  School Grading  
2006 Sneads  SACS Accreditation    School Accreditation  
2006 Tallahassee National Board    Candidate Support  
2006 Quincy  School Grade Correction   Data Entry   
2006 Quincy  Continuous Improvement Model  Student Achievement 
    Action Plan Workshop   Assessment 
2006 Orlando Just Read Florida    Reading 
2006 Tallahassee Reading First, Reading    Leadership 

Academy Leadership Conference  School Culture 
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2006 Orlando Reading First for Education   Reading 
2006 Quincy  Writing for the Elementary   Writing 
2006 Quincy  School Improvement Template  Student Achievement  
2006 Panama City Continuous Improvement    Data Analysis 
2006 Quincy  Continuous Improvement   Assessment 
2006 Quincy  Performance Portfolio                          Differentiation 
2006 Chipley STAR Appraisal Training   Appraisals 
2006 Tallahassee Candidate Support Training   Mentoring  
2006 Tallahassee National Board Entry Review Training Scoring 
2005 Tallahassee Reading First For Education   Phonics & Fluency 
2005 Orlando Just Read Florida     Reading  
2005 Tampa  Council for Education Change  Leadership 
    Florida Leadership Academy   Culture 
2005 Quincy       Leadership Academy     Leadership 
2005 Quincy  Snap Shot Training    Technology 
2005 Quincy  Walk-Through Training for    Classroom 

Administrators    Observations 
2005 Quincy  SRA Training      Comprehension  
2005 Quincy  ePDC for Administrators   Staff Development 
2005 Quincy  TESA-Teacher Expectations    Student Achievement 
2003 Quincy  School Guidance Training    Guidance 
2003 Quincy  SRUSS & ERDA Training   Diagnostic Testing 
2003 Chipley Customer Relations      Leadership 
2002 Quincy      Electronic Teacher                Collaboration 
2002 Quincy      (HRMD) Administrative training     Leadership 
2001 Quincy      Technology Institute         Technology 
2001 Tallahassee Open Court Reading    Reading 
2001 Quincy      SRA Corrective Reading   Reading 
2001 Daytona Guiding Adult Learners   Mentoring 
2000 Tallahassee National Board Certification        Standards 
 
 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

 Consultant, 8 Step of the Continuous Improvement Model, November 2009 

 Consultant, Process Writing, May, 2009 

 Consultant, Acaletics, August-December, 2008 

 Trainer, Snapshot, June 2008 

 Trainer, Retaining Teachers, July 2008 

 Steering Committee Member, District SACS (School Accreditation Council) Team,  
April 2006-Present  

 Facilitator, Instructional Leadership Team, January 2007 

 Consultant, 8 Step of the Continuous Improvement Model, November 2006 

 Member, Sneads Elementary SACS Accreditation Team, November 2006 

 Assessor, National Board, June-July 2001, June-July 2002 
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HONORS/AWARDS 

 

Date     Honors/Awards    Purpose 

2009    Barbara Jackson Scholar   Mentoring 
2009    Dissertation Grant    Research 
2000    National Board Certified Teacher  Quality Instruction 
2000    Teacher of the Year    Effective Instruction 
1999    Teacher Assistantship               Career Advancement 
1998    Nominated Teacher of the Year  Effective Instruction 
1997    Dean Scholar-Graduate   3.86   G.P.A 
1996    Cum Laude-Graduate    3.867 G.P.A 
1994    Cum Laude-Graduate    3.46   G.P.A 
1994    CIS3 Scholarship Award   Research 
1993    NCAA Completion Award   Extended Studies 
1992    Bulldog Honor Roll    Academics 
1992    SEC Honor Roll    Academics 
1991    GTE Academic All-American  Academics/Sports 
1990    Black Awareness Honor Roll   Academics 
1988    National Honor Society        Leadership 

 

TEACHING INTERESTS 

Curriculum Development (All Levels)   Program Evaluation 
Educational Leadership     Data Analysis/Application   

  
GROUP AFFILIATION 

GROUP                     PURPOSE     INVOLVEMENT 

Association for Supervision       Professional Knowledge       Member 
And Curriculum Development 
  
Phi Lambda Theta        Professional Knowledge       Member 
 
Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority, Inc.         Community Service                      Volunteer Work 
 
Mount Olive Freewill Baptist Church Serving God         Church Member 
 

Girl Scouts     Youth Guidance                    Girl Scout Leader 
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COMMUNITY SERVICE 

 Coach, AAU Quincy Heat Traveling Basketball Team, 2010 

 Coach, Gadsden County Recreation Department, 2002 to 2009 

 Motivational Speaker, St. Elizabeth Church, February 2005 

 Assistant Coach, East Gadsden High School Girls Varsity, 2006 
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