“ LI BRARI ES University of Alabama at Birmingham

UAB Digital Commons

The University of Alabama at Birmingham

All ETDs from UAB UAB Theses & Dissertations

1992

Alabama Exemplary Schools, 1989-1990, 1991-1992: A Study Of
Their Characteristics.

John Michael Slivka
University of Alabama at Birmingham

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.library.uab.edu/etd-collection

b Part of the Education Commons

Recommended Citation

Slivka, John Michael, "Alabama Exemplary Schools, 1989-1990, 1991-1992: A Study Of Their
Characteristics." (1992). All ETDs from UAB. 4562.
https://digitalcommons.library.uab.edu/etd-collection/4562

This content has been accepted for inclusion by an authorized administrator of the UAB Digital Commons, and is
provided as a free open access item. All inquiries regarding this item or the UAB Digital Commons should be
directed to the UAB Libraries Office of Scholarly Communication.


https://digitalcommons.library.uab.edu/
https://digitalcommons.library.uab.edu/etd-collection
https://digitalcommons.library.uab.edu/etd
https://digitalcommons.library.uab.edu/etd-collection?utm_source=digitalcommons.library.uab.edu%2Fetd-collection%2F4562&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/784?utm_source=digitalcommons.library.uab.edu%2Fetd-collection%2F4562&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.library.uab.edu/etd-collection/4562?utm_source=digitalcommons.library.uab.edu%2Fetd-collection%2F4562&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://library.uab.edu/office-of-scholarly-communication/contact-osc

INFORMATION TO USERS

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may
be from any type of computer printer.

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins,
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate
the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand corner and
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in
reduced form at the back of the book.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly

to order.

University Microfilms International
A Bell & Howell Information Company
300 North Zeeb Road. Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 USA
313/761-4700 800/521-0600






Order Number 9302489

Alabama exemplary schools, 1989-90, 1991-92: A study of their
characteristics

Slivka, John Michael, Ed.D.

University of Alabama at Birmingham, 1992

U-M-1

300 N. Zeeb Rd.
Ann Arbor, M1 48106






ALABAMA EXEMPLARY SCHOOLS 1989-90, 1991-92:
A STUDY OF THEIR CHARACTERISTICS

by
JOHN M. SLIVKA

A DISSERTATION

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for
the degree of Doctor of Education in the Joint Program
in Educational Leadership in The Graduate Schools of
The University of Alabama and The University of
Alabama at Birmingham

BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA

1992



ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION
GRADUATE SCHOOL, UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM

Degree _Ed.D. Major Subject __ Educational Leadership

Name of Candidate John M. Slivka
rtitle Alabama Exemplary Schools 1989-90, 1991-92: A Study of

Their Characteristics

This study examined exemplary Alabama schools recognized by the Elemen-
tary School Recognition Program. School characteristics identified by the Elemen-
tary School Recognition Program and demographic factors were analyzed to deter-
mine whether commonalities existed among selected schools and whether differences
existed between selected and non-selected schools.

The sample for the study included 28 schools that applied for the Elementary
School Recognition Program in 1989-90 and 1991-92. Fifteen of the schools were
selected to represent Alabama in the program, and 13 were not selected. The
sample contained 14 city and 14 county schools.

The Alabama Judges’ Form provided data related to school characteristics,
and the Annual Status Reports from the Alabama State Department of Education
yielded demographic factors used in the study. Mean scores and percentages were
used to describe data from these two areas. Interviews of a qualitative nature
conducted with participants provided data not evident from the Alabama Judges’

Forms or the Annual Status Reports.



Results revealed that selected schools: (a) housed fewer students than non-
selected schools, (b) indicated fewer students eligible for free/reduced price meals,
(c) exhibited a lower pupil-teacher ratio, (d) received a higher percentage of financial
support from local efforts, (¢) showed a greater percentage of certified personnel
holding degrees above the Bachelor’s level, and (f) reported more computers per’
school than non-selected schools.

Results from the interviews indicated that involvement in the Elementary
School Recognition Program was time consuming, although involvement was
beneficial. Participants reported that the application process was a self-examination
process that clarified school goals, unified school staff, and provided a sense of pride

for the school community.
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CHAPTER 1
NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
Introduction
Numerous attempts have been made to improve the quality of schools over
the past decade. Programs for school improvement have focused on such variables
as teacher effectiveness, higher order thinking skills, learning styles, peer coaching,
various methods of instructional supervision, and site-based management. Schools
and school districts have adopted one or more of the improvement programs to in-
crease educational opportunities for students. State boards of education have placed
more responsibilities on schools, and various study groups such as the National Com-
mission on Excellence in Education and the Paideia Group have made suggestions
for school improvement. For many years, school improvement programs were being
implemented in schools across the country; unfortunately, most of the improvement
efforts, although founded upon good intentions, have fallen short of goals. Program
involvement and mandates were viewed by educators as quick-fixes, and the lives of
these programs were usually short and ineffective.
During this period of attempted restructuring, researchers have noted that
schools existed which did meet the needs of their clients. Rutter, Maughan,
Mortimore, Ouston, and Smith (1979) stated that what set good schools apart from

average schools was the ethos, or climate, of the school. Ethos or climate in Rutter
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and associates’ context meant the tone of the school or the feeling one gets when
entering the school. Good schools possessed shared visions and common thoughts
of what was and what should be (Rossman, Corbett, & Firestone, 1988).

Goodlad (1983) stated that when people recognized schools as social organiza-
tions, they would realize that neither the methods commonly used to improve schools
were likely to make significant differences, nor were concentrated efforts focused on
single variables likely to improve schools. Through a study of 38 schools, involving
observations of 1,350 teachers and over 17,000 students,-Goedlad determined that
the most satisfying schools were those that fostered helping relationships between
students and teachers and exhibited a high degree of student ownership towards
learning. Likewise, the least satisfying schools were those that lacked these factors.
However, Goodlad’s study found the pedagogical practices to be virtually the same
in both groups of schools (Goodlad, 1983).

Upon completion of his study, Goodlad (1983) proposed strategies for the im-
provement of schools, including the following:

1. The individual school was the key unit for school improvement if ef-
forts for change were to be meaningful.

2. Dialogue concerning a clear set of expectations should be conducted
between the school staff and the administration. These expectations should be based
on established goals, and an assessment of existing programs and practices should be
performed.

3. Accountability followed responsibility and authority for improvement.
However, the measure of accountability was based on more than a single indicator,

such as the academic achievement of students. Instead, the measure of
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accountability was comprehensive and served as a long-term portrait of the school’s
progress (Frymier, 1983).

After the release of studies such as "A Nation at Risk" (National Commission
on Excellence in Education, 1983), and suggested plans of action like "The Paideia
Proposal” (Adler, 1982), the American system of education was the target for criti-
cism. In an effort to show evidence that good schools existed, Secretary of Educa-
tion, Terrell Bell, introduced the Secondary School Recognition Program during the
1982-1983 school year. During the 1985-1986 school year, Secretary of Education,
William Bennett, introduced the Elementary School Recognition Program. The pur-
pose of both programs was to identify and recognize schools that were successfully
meeting students’ needs and could serve as models for other schools. These recogni-
tion programs were based on characteristics identified by research to be correlated
with effective schools. The characteristics included: (a) leadership, (b) teaching and
student environment, (¢) curriculum and instruction, (d) parent and community sup-
port, (e) student assessment, (f) organizational vitality, and (g) outcome indicators.

Statement of the Problem

There has been much study and research directed towards a clearer under-
standing of effective schools and their characteristics. The stated purposes of the
Elementary School Recognition Program are to identify and recognize unusually suc-
cessful elementary schools and, through publicity and other means, to encourage
emulation of their practices, policies, and programs. Although the purpose of identi-
fying and recognizing these schools at the state level has been accomplished, the goal
of using the recognized schools as models for other schools to follow has not yet

been reacked. One of the reasons this goal has not been met is that no systematic
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attempt has been made to examine the characteristics of the schools chosen to repre-
sent Alabama in the Elementary School Recognition Program. Characteristics that
set apart selected schools from the rest have not been delineated. Further research
is needed for educators to have sufficient information to emulate these recognized

schools on a state-wide basis.

Purpose of the Stud

The purpose of this study was to identify selected characteristics of those
schools selected for the Elementary School Recognition Program and to determine
whether or not differences existed between selected and non-selected schools. This
study also examined the history of the Elementary School Recognition Program and

the purposes and process involved.

Research Questions

During the study of the schools selected to represent Alabama in the
Elementary School Recognition Program, data were gathered to answer the following

research questions:

1. To what extent were common characteristics in the areas of administra-
tive leadership, curriculum, instruction, teaching environment, student environment,
parent and community support, quality indicators, and organizational vitality evident
in Alabama exemplary schools?

2. To what extent were differences in the areas of administrative leader-
ship, curriculum, instruction, teaching environment, student environment, parent and
community support, quality indicators, and organizational vitality evident between

selected and non-selected schools?



5

3. What demographic factors (such as school location, socioeconomic
status as determined by free/reduced priced meal eligibility, number of students,
number of administrators, classroom teacher-pupil ratio, other support personnel,
school cluster type, school organization, percentage of local revenue available for
schools, percentage of certified personnel holding advanced degrees, average daily
attendance, and the number of computers available for students) described the
sélected schools?

4. To what extent were differences in demographic factors (such as school
location, socioeconomic status of the school as determined by free/reduced price
meal eligibility, number of students, number of administrators, classroom teacher-
pupil ratio, other support personnel, school cluster type, school organization,
percentage of local revenue available for schools, percentage of certified personnel
holding advanced degrees, average daily attendance, and the number of computers
available for students) evident between selected and non-selected schools?

Foreshadowed Question

The interviews conducted in conjunction with the study addressed the follow-
ing foreshadowed question: What impact has receiving the National Elementary
School Recognition Program Award had on the subsequent quality of schooling
received by students?

Procedures
The following procedures were used in the study:
1. A letter was written to Dr. Wayne Teague, State Superintendent of

Education, seeking permission for release of the Alabama Judges’ Rating Forms for
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the Elementary School Recognition Program (data gathering instrument number
one). A copy of this letter is found in Appendix A.

2. A letter was written to the Recognition Department of the United
States Department of Education requesting information that may have been collected
relative to the Elementary School Recognition Program (a copy of this letter is found
in Appendix B).

3. Materials were received from Dr. Frank Heatherly, coordinator for the
Alabama Elementary School Recognition Program, which included the Alabama
Judges’ Rating Forms (a copy of the Judges’ Rating Forms is found in Appendix C).

4, A follow-up telephone conversation was held with Dr. Heatherly to
gather specific information concerning the use of the rating form and the selection
of the judges.

5. A review of the literature was conducted including a further request
to United States Department of Education for additional information cited in the
literature review.

6. Contact was made with Dr. Anita Barber at the Alabama State Depart-
ment of Education concerning the availability of the Annual Status Reports (data
gathering instrument two) for the 1989-90 schools.

7. Demographic information for all schools was obtained from the Ala-
bama State Department of Education Library.

8. Socioeconomic data were obtained through communication with Child
Nutrition Supervisors from each of the school systems represented in the study.

9. Interview questions were developed for principals and teachers from

randomly selected schools represented in the study.
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10.  On-site interviews were conducted with principals and teachers. These
interviews were tape-recorded and later transcribed.
11.  An analysis of data was performed.

12. Conclusions and recommendations were made.

Significance of the Study

This study provides insight and information concerning the Elementary School
Recognition Program’s history, purposes, and procedures. The study investigated the
common characteristics of recognized Alabama schools and examined diiferences be-
tween selected and non-selected schools. Through an examination of both the com-
mon characteristics of recognized schools and the differences between selected and
non-selected schools, interested administrators will have the knowledge of the mini-
mal characteristics sought by past selection panels. Administrators not interested in
pursuing the Elementary School Recognition Program will have the characteristics
of the recognized schools for their school to emulate if they so aspire. The study
also yields pertinent data for superintendents and boards of education to use when
assessing the status of their schools compared to the group of exemplary Alabama
schools. Existing recruitment procedures, personnel needs, staff development prac-
tices, and other internal procedures may have to be altered if emulation or recogni-
tion is desired. The study’s findings may also have implications for improved school-
community relations as the community is made aware of efforts to improve local

schools.



Assumptions

The study was based on the following assumptions:

1. Commonalities existed between recognized exemplary schools in differ-
ent selection years.

2. The rating form provided by the United States Department of Educa-
tion and used by the state selection committee was valid and reliable.

3. The selection committee was knowledgeable regarding the Elementary
School Recognition Program and the criteria used in the process.

Limitations

The following limitations applied to this study:

1. Due to the narrative nature of the application submitted by each
school, selective judging could exist.

2. A limited amount of training was provided for the judges who rated the
Alabama applications.

3. Data from the 1987-88 selection were not available. Had these data
been available, they would have been of limited value because the judging process
was not consistent with the process used during the 1989-90 and the 1991-92 selec-
tions.

Methodology

A descriptive research design was used in the study to compare and contrast

the schools involved in the recognition process. Descriptive statistics of means and

percentages were used to describe the data.
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Qualitative methods were used for the interview section of the study. No at-
tempt was made to quantify the interview data. Rather, the interview data were
summarized and reported. Data are depicted in tables in Chapter IV.

Definition of Terms

The following terms were operationally defined for the study:

Administrator is a person employed in a school as a principal or as an
assistant principal.

Advanced degrees are earned degrees beyond bachelor’s level degrees.

Annual status reports are reports produced annually by the Alabama State
Department of Education. Data for this report were collected from the local
education agencies. The reports contain information on demographic factors and
performance measures related to each school system. The local school systems’
averages are compared to state and school cluster averages. In addition, certain
comparable data elements are reported for selected peer states.

Average daily attendance (ADA) is the average number of students in
attendance daily.

Demographic factors are data drawn from the Annual Status Reports that
provided information relative to school size, location, teacher-pupil ratio, socioeco-
nomic status as determined by free/reduced priced meﬂ eligibility, school cluster
type, the school’s organization, number of students, number of administrators and
other support personnel, percentage of local revenue available for schools, percent-
age of certified personnel holding advanced degrees, average daily attendance, and

highest degree and certification held by the administrator.
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Effective school research is the body of research which identified schools that
exceeded achievement expectations. The literature also identified factors which con-
tributed to high achievement levels.

Elementary school refers to any school containing a minimum of three grades
from kindergarten through eighth grade, and includes K-12 and 1-12 schools.

Elementary School Recognition Award is the award given to a school which

is chosen as a national winner in the Elementary School Recognition Program.

Elementary School Recognition Program is a federal program implemented
during the 1985-86 school year with the goal of locating and recognizing schools
identified as outstanding.

Local education agency refers to a city or county school district.

Local support refers to the financial suﬁport a school system receives from the
local community in addition to public funding.

Percent average daily attendance refers to the percent of students in

attendance compared to daily enrollment.

Quality indicators are 10 indicators that compose the category, quality
indicators, from the Elementary School Recognition Program judges’ form. The 10
indicators included: school philosophy/goals, school organization, school leadership,
curriculum, instruction, student outcomes, character development, school climate,
school-community relations, and efforts to maintain high-quality programs and/or to
make improvements.

School characteristics were eight characteristics identified in the Elementary

School Recognition Program that included administrative leadership, curriculum and
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instruction, teaching environment, student environment, parent and community
support, quality indicators, organizational vitality, and special emphasis.

School cluster type relates to the way a school is classified (rural, large central

city, mid-size city, suburban, large town, or small town), as determined by the
Elementary School Recognition Program nomination form.

School improvement refers to efforts to make the educational endeavors of
a school more effective in terms of student performance, school climate, parental
assistance, and curriculum and instruction.

Secondary School Recognition Program is a federal program implemented by
Secretary of Education, William Bell, during the 1982-83 school year to identify and
recognize schools which were achieving beyond expectations. This program served
as the basis for the Elementary School Recognition Program.

Site visitors are those individuals selected by the United States Department
of Education to conduct the site visits as a part of the Recognition Programs.

Site visits are 2-day visitations by knowledgeable people to assess the accuracy
of the information provided by schools on the narrative forms.

Organization of the Study

The study contains five chapters. Chapter I provides a global description of
school improvement efforts and the beginnings of the Secondary and Elementary
School Recognition Programs. From the global description, a statement of the prob-
lem and the purpose of the study is explained. Next, research and foreshadowed
questions are posed, along with the significance of the problem. Included in the

chapter are limitations and important assumptions made prior to conducting the
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study. A brief summary of the methods and procedures follows. The organization
of the study and an operational definition of terms complete Chapter L

Chapter II presents a review of the literature, beginning with a description of
studies related to the effects of schooling, followed by a review of effective school
research. Chapter II closes with a description of the Secondary and Elementary
School Recognition Program, including the history of both programs and their com-
ponents.

In Chapter III, the general design of the study is described, following a re-
statement of the purpose and research questions. Chapter III concludes with a de-
scription of the data collection instruments and the methods used for the study.

The results of the study are presented in Chapter IV. The characteristics of
selected schools are compared with those of non-selected schools. The data also
examine the demographic characteristics relative to those selected schools to provide
a portrait of those schools and to determine whether differences exist between
selected and non-selected schools based on this demographic information.

The study is summarized in Chapter V and conclusions drawn from the results
are offered. The primary focus of the conclusions is the commonality of characteris-
tics of selected schools, how selected schools were found to differ from other schools,
and feedback relative to strengthening both the individual school applications and
the state selection process. Recommendations for further research conclude the

study.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

The review of literature included articles from professional journals, books,
and publications from the United States Department of Education and the General
Accounting Office. The organization of this review was developed as follows: (a) a
perspective of studies relating to schooling, (b) effective school research, and
(c) United States Department of Education Recognition Program.

The question of the effectiveness of the nation’s educational system is a ques-
tion which has been asked many times. Unfortunately for educators, effectiveness
has been judged using many different standards. Student academic achievement,
drop-out rates, teacher turnover, school climate, and parental involvement have all
been utilized to judge school effectiveness in the past decade.

As the standards of effectiveness changed, so, too, did the focus of schools
and school districts. Programs which were once thought of as innovations were soon
seen as passing fads. However, through the work of effective school researchers and
those individuals concerned with the restructuring of schools, it has been noted that
the combination of variables, rather than a single variable, was the measure of school
effectiveness. The combination of identifiable variables has been used to identify

quality schools of today.

13



14

Study of Schooling
Over the past 40 years, researchers have studied the effects of schooling. A

study conducted by Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfield, and
York (1966) assessed the distribution of educational resources in the United States
after the passage of the Civil Rights Act in 1964. Coleman and his colleagues sur-
veyed the achievement of 645,000 students in 4,000 elementary and secondary schools
and found that resources available to both black and white students were compar-
able. The findings suggested a more evenly matched resource distribution than was
thought possible at the time. Coleman et al. (1966) also found that, in spite of simi-
lar resources, black students continued to perform poorer than white students on
standardized tests. As a result, the notion that family background was the factor pri-
marily responsible for the educational attainment of the students was proposed.
Coleman and co-workers also drew similar conclusions regarding the performance
differences between poor and affluent students. They concluded that the quality of
schools had little to do with students’ overall educational attainment (Coleman et al.,
1966).

In 1972, Jencks and a group of Harvard researchers published Inequality: A
Reassessment of the Effect of Family and Schooling in America. The work culmi-
nated 3 years of research conducted at Harvard University’s Center for Educational
Policy Research. The research reviewed the 1966 report of Coleman and associates
as well as other studies relating to schooling. Educational inequalities addressed in-
cluded schools, cognitive skills, educational attainment, occupational status, income,
and job satisfaction (Jencks, Smith, Ackland, Bane, Cohen, Gintis, Henys, &

Michelson, 1972). They suggested that an increased emphasis was placed on
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education in the 1960s to provide everyone entering the job market with comparable
skills. The rationale was that schools could equalize cognitive skills and equalize job
potential, thereby eliminating a system where any individual ended up economically
poor. The increased emphasis on education was based on three assumptions:

1. Reducing or eliminating poverty could be accomplished by assisting
impoverished children to rise out of poverty.

2. The primary reason poor children failed to escape poverty was that
they lacked cognitive skills necessary to obtain and keep a job.

3. The best system for ending the cycle of poverty was educational reform
(Jencks et al., 1972).

However, the study of Jencks et al. (1972) reported:

1. Although children born into poverty had a higher than average chance
of remaining poor, statistics indicated that economic mobility existed in any genera-
tion and that economic inequality existed even within the same household.

2. There was no evidence that educational reform substantially reduced
the extent of cognitive inequality. "We cannot blame economic inequalities on the
differences between schools since differences between schools seem to have very
little effect on any measurable attribute of those who attend them" (Jencks et al,,
1972, p. 8).

Jencks et al. (1972) concluded that:

1. Equalizing the amount of schooling might reduce cognitive inequality
by 5 - 15%.

2. Equalizing the quality of elementary schools would reduce the cognitive

| inequality by 3% or less.
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3. Equalizing the quality of high schools would reduce cognitive inequality

by 1% or less.

4. Eliminating racial or socioeconomic segregation in schools might
reduce the gaps in test scores by 10 - 20% between black and white and rich and
poor students.

5. Additional school expenditures were unlikely to increase achievement,
and the reallocation of resources would not reduce test score inequality (Jencks et
al.,, 1972).

According to Jencks et al. (1972), the development of cognitive skills was not
the only effect of schooling. Noncognitive traits, however, could not be measured
as well as cognitive traits. Jencks and associates believed that the noncognitive
effects of schooling were likely to be more important than cognitive skills, but they
failed to identify specific noncognitive effects and concluded that differences between
schools had little effect on students’ educational attainment.

Effective School Research

After Coleman and his colleagues released their report, Equality of Educa-
tional Opportunity (1966), educators and researchers disagreed with the report’s find-
ing that family background was the primary factor responsible for determining school
achievement. Investigators such as Weber (1971), Brookover and Lezotte (1979),
Rutter et al. (1979), and Edmonds (1979) examined and identified characteristics of
successful schools. These researchers believed that schools could make a difference
in student achievement. The identification of successful schools and their character-

istics was known as effective schools research.
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Researchers stated that effective schools research refuted the earlier studies
of Coleman et al. (1966) and Jencks et al. (1972). However, effective schools re-
searchers agreed with the findings of Coleman et al. (1966); Stephens (1967); Averch,
Carroll, Donaldson, Kiesling, and Pincus (1972); Jencks et al. (1972); Murnane
(1980); and Hanushek (1981) that easily measured differences between and among
schools, such as class size, teacher salary, teacher experience, books in the library,
school organization, and other demographic factors, had little effect on student
achievement. Over the past 20 years, hundreds of studies have been conducted to
determine the factors related to school achievement. The primary comparison in the
research was between "high-scoring" schools and "low-scoring" schools. The greatest
debate concerning the findings of effective schools studies was the assumption that
if low-scoring schools took on the same characteristics as high-scoring schools, stu-
dent achievement would increase in the low-scoring schools (Purkey & Smith, 1982).
This aspect of effective school research was further fueled by the research of Jencks
and associates (1972). They estimated that if the bottom fifth of the schools
improved to the level of the top fifth, student achievement would increase approxi-
mately 3% or less.

During the past two decades, many individuals have identified effective
schools and their characteristics. An early study was conducted by Weber (1971),
who attempted to disprove the theory that inner-city students’ reading achievement
was predictably low because of the lack of federal funding or because of family back-
ground. Weber tested students in the middle and latter part of the third grade for
their reading achievement. Through his visitations to four inner-city elementary

schools and through his interviews with staff members, Weber concluded that in



18

addition to the schools’ success in reading achievement, he identified eight effective
school characteristics that were missing from most inner-city schools: (a) strong
leadership, (b) high expectations for students, (c) good school atmosphere, (d) a
strong emphasis on reading, (e) additional reading personnel, (f) use of phonics,
(g) careful examination of pupil progress, and (h) individualization (Weber, 1971).

Klitgaard and Hall (1974) used regression analyses to control for different stu-
dent socioeconomic factors. Based on the regression equation, an expected mean
achievement score was derived for each school and the expected mean was then sub-
tracted from the actual achievement score. The residual score determined the
school’s effectiveness or ineffectiveness. They constructed histograms to examine
these residuals over a period of time and found that schools exhibiting a series of
positive residuals over a period of years to be unusual and deserving of another
examination to explain the distribution.

Klitgaard and Hall (1974) recommended comparing schools that exhibited
positive outliers with average schools. Effective school research contrasting effective
and non-effective schools has been criticized. Critics have argued that the inability
of schools to make quantum leaps toward improvement make the comparison of
exceptional schools with poor schools of little value.

Edmonds (1979) was one of the pioneers of effective school research. He be-
lieved that effective schools were those that raised poor children’s minimal mastery
to the basic skills achieved by minimally successful middle-class students. Edmonds
believed that all children were educable and that the behavior of schools was critical.
His Search for Effective Schools group examined the relationship between family

background and school effectiveness. By analyzing matched schools, Edmonds found
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that family background neither helped nor hindered student progress. He identified

six correlates (characteristics) of effective schools: (a) a climate of expectation,
(b) strong administrative leadership, (c) an orderly school atmosphere, (d) acquisi-
tion of basic skills as the school’s highest priority, (¢) frequent monitoring of student
progress, and (f) clearly communicated goals (Edmonds, 1979).

In 1979, Brookover and Lezotte studied eight Michigan elementary schools
and identified 10 characteristics that differentiated improving schools from other
schools in fourth-grade reading achievement:

1. Goals and objectives were used to guide the academic programs.

2. Improving schools held a belief that all children could master basic
objectives.

3. A high level of expectations existed.

4. Teachers assumed the responsibility for teaching basic skills and dem-
onstrated a high level of commitment.

5. Teachers spent a majority of their time on direct instruction.

6. The principal was the leader of the school.

7. The staff exhibited a high degree of acceptance towards accountability.

8. Staff members of improving schools were not content with their present
situation.
9. A higher level of parent-initiated involvement existed in improving

schools, although overall parental involvement was about equal.
10.  Regular teachers in improving schools were not responsible for placing

students in compensatory education programs.
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A study by Rutter et al. (1979) examined 12 inner-city secondary schools in
London over a 5-year period. They identified processes that contributed to a positive
school climate and had a positive relationship to in-school behavior, attendance, test
scores, and delinquency. The processes they identified included: (a) academic
emphasis, (b) teachers’ actions in lessons, (c) rewards and punishments, (d) pupil
conditions, (e) responsibilities and participation (of students), (f) staff organization,
and (g) skills of teachers.

Research in the areas of program evaluation and school safety has also pro-
vided further imsight into school effectiveness characteristics. Armor, Conry-
Osequera, Cox, King, McDonnell, Pascal, Pauly, and Zellman (1976); Trisman,
Waller, and Wilder (1976); and Doss and Holley (1982) evaluated successful reading
programs across the United States. The researchers examined factors which contrib-
uted to the success of the programs. The Michigan Department of Education con-
ducted three studies from 1973 - 1978 in an attempt to determine the type of schools
that developed effective compensatory programs (Hunter, 1979). The results of
these large studies were consistent with the findirgs of Edmonds (1979), Weber
(1971), and Brookover and Lezotte (1979). Most of the successful schools had the
following characteristics:

1. High expectations from the school staff;

2. Significant input by the school staff in instructional decisions;

3. Leadership from the principal or another instructional figure;

4, Evident school goals; and

S. A sense of order and discipline.



_ 21
In 1978, the United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

conducted the Safe School Study. The study sought to identify elements which made
schools orderly, learning environments. Even though the study did not examine stu-
dent achievement or school characteristics directly, the findingswere consistent with
other studies related to school climate. Results indicated that school governance was
a critical factor in creating a safe school and that the principal was the key figure in
school governance. The Safe School Study also indicated a strong relationship be-
tween the school’s structure of order and academic success (United States Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1978).
Debate Over Research Results

In spite of the large number of studies conducted over the past two decades,
discrepancies exist in various findings of the effective school research. In 1974, the
New York State Department of Education conducted three studies using regression
analyses of school mean achievement (the same method used by Klitgaard and Hall,
1974). Even though the methodology was similar in all three studies, the results
were not. The first study indicated that the methods of reading instruction were sig-
nificantly different between high-achieving and low-achieving schools (New York
State Department of Education, 1974). The second study conducted in the same
year found opposite results from the first study--reading instruction methods were
not the primary factor affecting student achievement (New York State Department
of Education, 1974). The third study conducted in 1976 once again found significant
differencesin classroom instruction between high-achievingand low-achieving schools

(New York State Department of Education, 1976).
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Another example of contradictory results from school effectiveness studies was
found in the results of studies conducted by Austin (1978) and Spartz, Valdes,
McCormick, Myers, and Geppert (1977). In a 1978 Maryland study, results indicated
that effective schools had strong instructional leaders (Austin, 1978). However, the
study conducted by Spartz and associates showed that effective schools’ principals
emphasized administrative tasks.

Perhaps the greatest debate in the effective school research has centered on
the topic of overlapping correlates and their operational definitions. According to
D’Amico (1982), the models proposed by Edmonds (1979), Brookover and Lezotte
(1979), and Rutter et al. (1979) each contained different correlates. Although
correlate overlap existed in the models, confusion remained over the operational
definitions of the correlates.

In Table 1, three models and their respective definitions of effectiveness are
presented. Table 1 shows that Brookover and Lezotte (1979) viewed school effec-
tiveness as an increase or decrease in fourth-grade reading and mathematics test
scores. Edmonds (1979) linked effectiveness to sixth-grade students’ performance
on a verbal aptitude test. Rutter et al. (1979) viewed effectiveness in broader terms,
using attendance, student examination scores, behavior, and delinquency rates to de-
fine effectiveness.

Even though each model] in the table used student achievement as an indica-
tor of effectiveness, the operational use of achievement differed among the studies.
Brookover and Lezotte (1979) used a simultaneous increase or decrease in reading
and mathematics scores; Edmonds (1979) used a verbal aptitude test to measure

effectiveness; and Rutter et al. (1979) used a national examination for their study.




Table 1

Effective Schools Models and Definitions*

Terms

Improving schools Effective schools Schools that differ
(Brookover & Lezotte, 1979)  (Edmonds, 1979) (Rutter et al., 1979)

Definitions
A school which between A school where ¥ of Schools thatwere dif-
1974 and 1976 indicated the sixth-grade stu- ferent in terms of
an increase of 5% or more dents scored at or student exam success,
of the fourth-grade above the 75th per- attendance,behavior,
students who could master centile on a verbal and delinquency
a minimum of 75% of the aptitude test. rates.

objectives tested by a
mathematics and reading
test while at the same
time the school also
indicated a 5% decrease in
students who could only
master less than 25% of
the same objectives.

*(D’Amico, 1982)

Although none of the models or the correlates proposed by Edmonds,
Brookover and Lezotte, or Rutter was more suited for use, implementation seemed
to lean towards either Brooker and Lezotte’s model or Edmonds’ model (Schmitt,
1989). Ralph and Fennessey (1983) credited the popularity of Edmonds’ model to
the evangelical sense that Edmonds provided to the effective schools movement.

Through all the confusion and contradictory information found in the effective
schools studies, critics seemingly have agreed that the academically effective school
is distinguished by its culture. All the other factors identified were part of a cumula-

tive effect on student achievement. Purkey and Smith (1982) cautioned educators
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to resist easy solutions for the creation of effective schools. Instead, they suggested
that a school’s efforts be focused on achieving long-term changes in that school’s cul-
ture.

Effective Schools Research in Practice

Through the efforts of Edmonds (1979), Brookover and Lezotte (1979), and
others, school effectiveness models were implemented across the nation. For exam-
ple, in 1979, 18 schools in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, were directed to improve student
achievement and did so by Project RISE. Project RISE attempted to implement
research-based school and teacher effectiveness findings. In the project, schools
established a shared vision, using school effectiveness findings as a framework for
establishing a plan. Then the schools implemented their plans in a systematic
manner. The schools’ desired gains in studeﬁt achievement occurred over a S-year
period from 1979 - 1984 (McCormack-Larkin, 1985).

Another model was established in Jefferson County, Kentucky, where a man-
date was issued from a new superintendent directing schools to improve and to
increase student achievement. The school district used Creating Effective Schools
(Brookover et al., 1982) as a basis for inservice training. This training used three
clusters of characteristics of effective schools:

1. Ideology of each school. This cluster referred to the general beliefs,
norms, expectations, and feelings that characterized the school’s social system.

2. Organization of the school. This cluster contained information on the
school’s organization, which insured that each student was defined as a high
achieving learner. The teacher’s role in the cluster was defined as an instructor for

all students.
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3. Composition of instructional practices. Within this cluster were the
practices of effective instruction, reinforcement practices, student team learning,
assessment, and time on task.

Brookover stated that no one characteristic or any combination of two or
three characteristics were responsible for producing students who learned at high
levels; rather, the total complex of characteristics interacted to produce an effective
learning environment.

Although no two schools approached problems in the same manner, signifi-
cant gains in student achievement were documented after the first year. These
schools involved in the Effective Schools Project realized reading achievement gains
equal to five times that of the other schools in the district. Mathematics
achievement gains were equal to four times that of the other schools. The pilot pro-
ject’s schools began their efforts substantially behind other schools in the district both
in reading and mathematics achievement. After their initial involvement in the pro-
ject, these schools either had caught-up with, or gone ahead of, the other schools in
mathematics achievement. In reading achievement, the schools were still slightly
below the district average, but the differences were minimal (McCormack-Larkin,
1985).

Edmonds (1982) stated that three types of school improvement programs had
resulted from the research conducted on effective schools. The first type of program
was organized and implemented in local schools or school districts. Although no
singular program design was preferred, there were several generic observations made
concerning all school-improvement programs for the school and district levels.

1. The change included teachers and administrators.
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2. The program implemented was evaluated using changes in student
achievement data and observable changes in the organization based on the behavior
of teachers and administrators.

3. Successful changes at the school level only included those changes that
the school controlled. Any change dependent on changes in board policy or adminis-
trative regulations was likely to fail because of the untimely implementation of such
a change.

The second type of school improvement program involved state education
agencies that provided technical assistance to schools and districts and rewarded
innovation with funding assistance. The third type of school improvement program
occurred in universities because they were the agencies responsible for disseminating
knowledge gained from the research. Additionally, universities provided technical
assistance (Edmonds, 1982).

As effective school programs increased across the country, federal funds were
made available for the districts which implemented these programs. The Hawkins-
Stafford Elementary and Secondary Improvement Amendments of 1988 (P.L. 100-
297), as cited in Gainer (1989), authorized Chapter 1 compensatory education funds
and Chapter 2 educational improvement block grant funds to be used for funding
school programs. These amendments cited five characteristics that effective school
programs should exhibit: (a) strong and effective administrative leadership,
(b) emphasis on the acquisition of basic and high-order skills, (c) a safe and orderly
environment, (d) a climate of expectations where virtually all children can learn
under appropriate conditions, and (e) continuous assessment of students and pro-

grams to evaluate the effects of instruction (Gainer, 1989).
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In September, 1989, William Gainer, Director for the Education and Employ-

ment Issues, sent Augustus Hawkins, Chairperson of the Committee on Education
and Labor, a report entitled, Effective Schools Programs: Their Extent and Charac-
teristics. The report’s findings were representative of 16,000 local school districts
across the country. The report found that 41% (6,500) of the nation’s school districts
had effective school programs in operation in approximately 48,000 elementary and
secondary schools in 1987-88. An additional 17% (4,300) school districts had effec-
tive school programs in 27,000 schools that used teams as the opportunity for
teachers and administrators to plan and monitor the schools’ progress. The schools
had written plans for improving school effectiveness. Upon adding the criterion of
analyzing achievement data through a separation of ethnicity and socioeconomic
status, only 13% of the districts (approximatély 2,100) met this criterion. Effective
school programs were more likely to be found in large districts but were common to
urban as well as non-urban areas. Half of the schools with effective school programs
were required by the district to participate. Effect school program implementation
usually began with the school staff’s exposure to the research and concluded with a
school team of teachers and administrators formed to establish a plan of improve-
ment. Of those districts that reported effective school programs in 1988, only 5%
began their program prior to 1979-80. This figure rose to 8% in 1982-84, to 25% in
1984-856, and to 58% in 1986-88 (Gainer, 1989).

During school year 1985-86, the Elementary School Recognition Program was
introduced by Secretary of Education, William Bennett. The indicators for rating
schools that applied for recognition were taken from characteristics identified by

Edmonds (1979) and Gainer (1989). The following is a description of the
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Recognition Programs sponsored by the United States Department of Education,
including the purposes for the programs and their requirements.
United States Department of Education Recognition Programs
The Elementary School Recognition Program was based on the results and
design of the Secondary School Recognition Program. For the Elementary School
Recognition Program to be better understood, a description of the Secondary School

Recognition Program follows.

Secondary School Recognition Program
During the early 1980s, the U.S. was deluged by a number of reports, such as

A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983), and
High School (Boyer, 1983), which reported substandard schooling across the nation.
At approximately the same time, the purpose of the United States Department of
Education was also being debated. From the debate, an agreement was reached that
the Department should provide leadership to promote excellence in the nation’s
public schools. During the 1982-83 school year, the Secondary Recognition Program
was established.

The stated purposes of the program were to identify and recognize unusually
successful public secondary schools and, through publicity and other means, to
encourage other schools to emulate the practices, policies, and programs of the
recognized schools. The program was administered by the Secretary of Education’s
office with cooperation from the state departments of education. The recognition
program staff worked closely with each state to develop a fair selection process,

representative of the state’s needs.
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In 1982-83, each state was allowed to nominate five high schools and five
schools for young adolescents (junior high or middle schools). During that year, 44
states participated, and 496 applications were received. In 1983-84, each state was
given a quota, based on population and the number of eligible schools, for the num-
ber of nominations it could submit. In 1983-84, 48 states, the District of Columbia,
and the Department of Defense Dependent Schools participated, and 555 applica-
tions were received. During the 1984-85 selection, 49 states, the District of Colum-
bia, and the Department of Defense Dependent Schools participated (Corcoran &
Wilson, 1986).

The Secondary School Recognition Program used 14 attributes of success and
five outcome measures. The 14 attributes, derived from research on school effective-
ness conducted by Edmonds (1979) and others, were:

1. Clear academic goals,

2.  High expectations for students,

3. Order and discipline,

4.  Rewards and incentives for students,

5.  Regular and frequent monitoring of student progress,
6.  Opportunities for meaningful student responsibility and participation,
7.  Teacher efficacy,

8.  Rewards and incentives for teachers,

9. Concentration on academic learning time,
10.  Positive school climate,
11.  Administrative leadership,

12. Well articulated curriculum,
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13.  Evaluation for instructional improvement, and
14.  Community support and involvement (Corcoran & Wilson, 1986).
Later selections addressed additional indicators that reflected the concerns of
current reports and studies. The 1990-91 application contained the National Goals
of Education, as established by President Bush and the governors, and was revised

to indicate current trends and movements intended to strengthen schools (Crossley,

1990).
According to Corcoran and Wilson (1986), 571 of the 1,560 schools which

applied had been honored. Through data collected in the selection process, reports
from the site visitors and from the schools’ nomination forms, nine themes evolved
that described the recognized secondary schools.

1. Shared purpose of faculty, students, administration, parents, and com-
munity: In the recognized schools, written statements of goals were transformed into
action, and continual assessment of the program was evident. Through the
establishment of priorities, ownership for the success of the school was shared by all.
An effort also was made to inform the school community of these goals.

2. Administrative leadership: Everyone interviewed by site visitors named
the principal as the individual responsible for providing the energy and vision neces-
sary to create and maintain a school atmosphere conducive to learning. Through
data analyses, no single leadership style proved dominant; however, an important fac-
tor was that the principal’s leadership style closely matched the style of the school
community. This match indicated that the principals of recognized schools were able

to work closely with all of their constituents.
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3. Successful school principals who delegated authority and still main-
tained control over the organization: These principals monitored the schools’ opera-
tions, insisted on careful management of the schools’ curriculum, and supervised
their staff on a regular basis. Even though the principals were involved in school op-
erations, teachers in successful schools had much freedom, thereby creating an
atmosphere of collective responsibility.

4. Talented teachers and administrators: Teachers recruited by these
schools often held master’s degrees or higher, and the turnover rate was extremely
low. In recognized schools, teachers not only held common goals and values but they
also had the power to make meaningful decisions.

5. Teacher recognition and rewards: Various methods of showing appre-
ciation included merit pay, stipends, and promotions. Although formal and informal
recognition of teachers existed, the teachers interviewed by site visitors explained that
the most important recognition came from their peers.

6. Student-teacher relationships: In recognized schools teachers and stu-
dents were given opportunities to meet during and after the school day. Teachers
indicated that they not only cared about academic progress but also were concerned
with the students’ total development. The attitude and willingness to go beyond a
job description led both teachers and students to achieve common school goals.

7. Belief that all students can learn: The staff accepted responsibility for
teaching students in an appropriate manner and usually held higher expectations with
stronger reward systems.

8. Manner in which schools faced problems: Nearly two-thirds o.f the

recognized schools faced the same problems other schools were facing, such as
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inadequate facilities, declining enrollments, and financial issues. The difference
between recognized schools and other schools was the manner in which they faced
their problems. Based on the support of their community, the recognized schools
were given latitude and resources needed to assist them in solving prol;lems.

9. High degree of parental and community involvement: In recognized
schools, individuals gave time to assist in the day-to-day operations of the school,
thereby freeing school personnel to focus on instructional duties. Strong parent
organizations were the norm in recognized schools, and the teachers and staff
encouraged parents and the community to become a part of the schools’ programs.
Elementary School Recognition Program

Secretary of Education William Bennett proclaimed the 1985-86 school year
as the "Year of the Elementary School" As part of this proclamation, the
Elementary School Recognition Program began. The new program was based on the
Secondary School Recognition Program and sought to identify and recognize
exemplary schools to serve as models for schools across the country (Wilson & Cor-
coran, 1987).

To be eligible for nomination, a school must have: (a) been an elementary
school serving at least three grades between kindergarten and eighth grade; (b) had
its own administrator; and (c) completed a nomination form.

Elementary components of K-12 and 1-12 schools also were eligible for the Elemen-
tary School Recognition Program, provided they had not participated in the Secon-
dary School Recognition Program. Middle school participation was limited either
to the Elementary or Secondary Program. The nomination form was a three-part

narrative application which carried a maximum length of 33 pages (see Appendix D
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for copy of the application). The first part of the nomination form focused on demo-
graphic information about the school; type of community, as determined by popula-
tion; the ethnic/racial composition of the school; the school’s socioeconomic status,
as determined by free/reduced price lunch eligibility; and school staffing.

The second part of the form addressed eligibility criteria. There were three
eligibility thresholds related to student achievement, and each school was required

to meet one of the three thresholds.
If standardized testing was conducted:

1. During each of the last 3 years, =75% of the students
achieved at or above grade level in mathematics and reading. (Note:
65% was acceptable in any year in which there had been an enrollment
change of =215%, excluding first grade or the lowest grade above
kindergarten at the school.)

2. During each of the last 3 years, the percentage of
students who achieved at or above grade level in mathematics and
reading had increased an average of 5% annually. In the last year,
=50% of the students achieved at or above the 50th percentile.
(Wilson & Corcoran, 1987, pp. 3,4)

If standardized testing was not conducted:

3. "The school can demonstrate exemplary progress and growth of
students as a group, determined by a carefully worked out and fully documented
system of evaluation" (Wilson & Corcoran, 1987, p. 4). The school described the
system of evaluation used and provided evidence of unusual success.

Also included in the second section of the nomination form were insertions
concerning the Office of Civil Rights (OCR), which stated:

1. The Office of Civil Rights must not have issued a letter
of findings to the school district concluding that the nominated school

was in violation of one or more of the civil rights statutes or that a

district-wide violation that might affect the nominated school existed.
However, a letter of findings was not considered if the OCR had
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accepted a corrective plan submitted by the district to remedy the vio-
lation.

2. The nominated school or the school’s district must not
have refused the OCR access to information necessary to investigate
a civil rights complaint or to conduct a district-wide compliance review.

3. The Department of Justice must not have had a suit
pending against the school district alleging that the nominated school
or the district was in violation of one or more of the civil rights
statutes or the Constitution’s equal protection clause. (Wilson &
Corcoran, 1987, p. v).

Additional Eligibility Criteria

Schools that completed the nomination forms also were bound by the follow-
ing additional eligibility criteria:

1. Private schools must have been in operation for a minimum of 5 years.

2. The applying school must not have been recognized during the previous
Elementary School Recognition Program selection.
State Selection Process |

A panel of judges from each state was selected to review and rate each
school’s application. Each state was allowed to submit applications equal to the
number of representatives it had in Congress. For Alabama, selected staff members
of the State Department of Education in charge of the program selected the judges.
Selection was based on their general knowledge of schools and their involvement
with the Elementary School Recognition Program. Judges included past national
winners from Alabama, business leaders, and parents. The judges met for 3 days to
review and rate applications. The scores were compiled, and the highest ranking

applications were sent for further consideration (F. Heatherly, personal communica-
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tion, April 11, 1991). A copy of the Alabama Judges’ Rating Form for the 1991-92

selection is found in Appendix B.
National Selection Processes
Pre-Site Visit Selection

The nominations from each state were reviewed by a three-step process.
First, an 18-member national panel that included representatives from various
aspects of public education, business leaders, and parents was convened by the recog-
nition program staff to review the states’ applications. After the panel examined the
applications, they made recommendations concerning which schools should receive
site visits. Typically, the review process reduced the number of applications by
approximately one-half.

Site Visits

Following the panel’s recommendations for further consideration, each school
listed received a site visit. The visit lasted 2 days, and was conducted by researchers,
administrators, consultants, and other individuals with extensive knowledge and
experience in elementary education. During the site visits, interviews were conducted
with teachers, parents, students, administrators, and, when necessary, superintendents
and board members. Time also was provided for the visitors to observe individual
classrooms and to assess the school’s climate.

Upon the conclusion of each visit, a report was completed detailing the per-
ceived strengths and weaknesses of the school, describing the school’s climate, and
noting the activities observed during the visit.

During the first year of the program (1985-86), 257 schools were site-visited.

Those schools represented 47 states and the District of Columbia; included urban,
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suburban, and rural schools; and schools with >1,000 and those with <100 students
(Wilson & Corcoran, 1987).

From one site visit during the 1985-86 selection process, Charles L. Willis,
faculty member at Wright State University, asked, "What good things would you tell
your friends about this school?" (Willis, 1986, p. 4). Willis met with groups of 6 - 12
students in each of the schools he visited. Each group had at least one student from
each grade represented in the school. Some of the comments he received follow.

From a school with grades K-5, just under 400 students, 95% white, 8% from
low income families, located in a suburban community of <40,000, some of the
answers he received included:

The kids and teachers are very nice and they have good equip-
ment outside.

I like it when you have a birthday. They celebrate a lot here.
They announce your name on the PA and you get to have lunch with
the principal.

I like the school because you know they care about you. The
teachers always help you with your problems. Everyone is nice to you.
(Willis, 1986, pp. 2,3)

From a school with grades K-6, just under 600 students, 51% white, 50%
Hispanic, 8% black, one-third from low-income families, located in a small town with
a population of <25,000 located near a major city, the comments he received in-

cluded the following:

If you have a problem, teachers will try to help. They won’t
give up.

The teachers help after school and work with you.

There’s always something to look forward to.

Big computer lab.
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There are different levels of math, reading, and spelling. You
don’t have to stay behind. You have your own pace. (Willis, 1986, p.
4)

Willis also described classrooms from the schools he visited during the 1985-
86 selection. Following are some of his observations.

This school included grades K-5, with just under 400 students, 95% white, 8%
from low-income families, located in a suburban community of <40,000. The build-

ing was constructed in 1952 with additions in 1954.

Each classroom and adjacent corridors of the school were filled with
displays of student work, posters relating to current units of study, and
charts and lists of student achievements. In addition to the computers
in the computer lab, there was a computer in each fifth-grade class-
room (three) and one for each grade level, one through four (four).
Each classroom had one typewriter for student use. Each had one or
more globes. Shelf space under classroom windows was filled with
books, learning kits, and reference materials. The daily schedule for
classes and information relating to unit activities was on the
chalkboards and/or newsprint. (Willis, 1986, pp. 2,3)

This school included grades K-6, with just under 600 students, 51% white,
40% Hispanic, and 8% black. One-third came from low-income families, in a small
town of <25,000 near a major city.

The school building was constructed in 1956. There were numerous
displays of student work inside each classroom and on many adjacent
corridor walls of the school. The rooms had moveable student chairs
and desks arranged in different ways from room to room. Most had
one or more tables for small group and other work. All had screens
for visual projections, pull-down maps, and charts. Most had at least
one globe--one room had seven globes of various sizes. Nearly every
room had at least one typewriter, and one classroom had six type-
writers of different makes and vintage. The computer laboratory,
located in the Learning Center (library) had 11 computers and two
printers. A number of other computers were on mobile carts and, with
the exception of those in special education, moved from room to room
as needed. (Willis, 1986, p. 3)
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Post-Site Visit Review

The final step in the national selection process was the review of the site visit
reports by the national panel. The site visitors’ reports, the schools’ applications, and
notes regarding the interviews conducted were examined. If necessary, the site visi-
tors met with the panel to clarify information or to answer specific questions. Prior
to the final selection, all nominated schools were reviewed by the Office of Civil
Rights to insure that the schools were in compliance with Federal civil rights laws.
A recommendation was made to the Secretary of Education concerning the final list
of schools to be considered for national recognition. The final list was based on evi-
dence found during the site visits and how well these schools would ser;'e as models
for other schools to emulate (Wilson & Corcoran, 1987). During the first year of the
Elementary School Recognition Program, 212 of the 257 schools who received site
visits were recommended for national recognition.

National Recognition Ceremony

Following notification of their selection, recognized schools were invited to
send their representatives to Washington, DC, to attend a luncheon and reception
in their honor. The representatives were presented with the Secretary of Education’s
flag, a symbol of excellence in education, to display in their schools.

At the time of the first recognition ceremony in Washington in September,
1986, a report entitled "First Lessons: A Report on Elementary Education in Ameri-
ca" was issued (Bennett, 1986). The report, prepared by Secretary of Education,
William J. Bennett, with assistance from a 21-member Elementary Study Group, con-
cluded that elementary schools were performing better than they had in previous

years, but common problems in school organization and policy still existed. He
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suggested that elementary schools adhere to fair but firm standards for students, and
that students be required to meet minimal academic standards when given time to
do so. Bennett also suggested that businesses assist elementary schools in producing
higher quality students through increased funding. He noted that the primary re-
sponsibility for teaching children self-discipline rested with the home, but that teach-
ers and administrators must be given the authority to act accordingly to preserve
order in schools. Preserving order within the schools would be accomplished through
a code of conduct that was clearly understood by both students and parents. Addi-
tional recommendations in "First Lessons" related to drugs, class size, textbooks,
kindergarten, special education, gifted education, minority students, and the English
language. Bennett concluded that parents, local officials, educators, and others must
realize that elementary education is no less important than secondary education and,
because education is a lifelong process, the elementary school provides the critical
beginning to a student’s education.
Other Program Considerations

Throughout the history of the Secondary and Elementary School Recognition
Programs there have been resolved issues that have affected the process and
selection. Five of those issues were addressed upon review of the first 3 years of the

Secondary School Recognition Program. They included:

1. Creation of a national program,
2. Definition of "unusually successful,"
3. Promoting quality and progress,
4. Common forms for all schools, and

5. Lack of feedback to schools not selected for recognition.
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The following discussion addresses the views of the recognition staff concerning these

issues.

Creation of a National Program
It was noted that the quality of the application pool from which the recog-

nized schools were selected was dependent on the decisions made by the chief state
school officers. The recognition staff continued to work closely with state liaisons
to insure that the goals of the program were accurately communicated. As the pro-
gram continued, the states were able to assess their past selections and improve the

state recognition process.

Definition of "Unusually Successful"
In both the Elementary and Secondary Programs, the recognition staff was

explicit that the review process was neither scientific nor objective. Nor did the staff
claim to have identified the "best" schools. The recognition program has resisted any
formal rules for the selection of schools. Instead, the staff relied on the professional
judgments of individuals involved in the state selection process, the pre-site visit
review, the site visits, and the post-site visit review. The criteria that influenced the
judgment of those involved were as follows:

1. An effort was made to avoid an overly developed model for effective
schools. The idea presented was that successful schools were responsive to their
communities.

2. Site visitors were particularly attuned to any discrepancies noted in the
interviews conducted. If contradictory statements were made about the school, the

school was unlikely to be selected for recognition.
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3. If the climate and atmosphere of the school did not provide opportuni-
ties for all children to experience success, particularly those with the greatest need,
the school was not recognized.

4. Honesty was a virtue to the site visitors. Schools that expressed the
problems they had faced were admired, whereas those schools that indicated there
were no obstacles to overcome were met with skepticism.

S. Successful schools provided a documented and consistent record. Data
over a period of time indicated positive or stable trends.

Promvoting. Quality and Progress

The qﬁestion of whether to recognize schools that had the best programs or
schools that had shown improvement over their past remained unanswered. Selec-
tions from the early years of the program indicated that the recognized schools were
those that had exhibited excellence. In recent selections, a better balance existed.
The recognition staff noted that to define improvement was not a simple task. It
appeared that improving schools had to provide more proof of their improvement
than good schools did of their goodness.

Common Form for All Schools

One concern related to the use of a common form for all schools. According
to the staff, the nomination form and the site-visit reports were open-ended enough
to allow the schools to emphasize their unique characteristics. The program struc-
ture provided sufficient flexibility for the whole picture to be viewed clearly.

Lack of Feedback to Schools That Were not Recognized
The recognition programs have done an excellent job in selecting and recog-

nizing schools that were unusually successful. The least effective part of the
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programs has been in promoting excellence in the schools that were not recognized.
The recognition staff has been asked on occasion to justify why a particular school
was not selected, and the answer required personalized feedback about the concerns
raised by the panel or site visitors. In some instances, the feedback has brought
about change in the schools. Two efforts were underway to provide additional feed-
back. First, the Secretary of Education sponsored yearly regional conferences where
recognized schools explained their practices, and second, an exemplary practices
handbook was prepared, which described the practices and programs of recognized
schools and listed contact people from each school who could provide interested par-

ties with additional information (Corcoran & Wilson, 1986).



CHAPTER III
METHODS
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the history of the Elementary
School Recognition Program and to describe the selection process involved. The
study also identified the characteristics of Alabama schools chosen to represent the
state in the national program. In addition, the study looked at selected and non-
selected schools to determine whether there were significant differences that could
be identified between the two groups.

The procedures followed in the study are described in this chapter. The first
section describes the population sample used in the study, the second section pre-
sents the data-gathering instruments, and the final section explains the procedures
used for data analysis.

Research Questions

The study was driven by the following research questions:

1. To what extent were common characteristics in the areas of administra-
tive leadership, curriculum, instruction, teaching environment, student environment,
parent and community support, quality indicators, and organizational vitality evident

in Alabama exemplary schools?
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2. To what extent were differences in the areas of administrative leader-
ship, curriculum, instruction, teaching environment, student environment, parent and
community support, quality indicators, and organizational vitality evident between
selected and non-selected schools?

3. What demographic factors (such as school location, socioeconomic
status as determined by free/reduced priced meal eligibility, number of students,
number of administrators, classroom teacher-pupil ratio, other support personnel,
school cluster type, school organization, percentage of local revenue available for
schools, percentage of certified personnel holding advanced degrees, average daily
attendance, and the number of computers available for students) described the
selected schools?

4. To what extent were differencesin demographic factors (such as school
location, socioeconomic status of the school as determined by free/reduced price
meal eligibility, number of students, number of administrators, classroom teacher-
pupil ratio, other support personnel, school cluster type, school organization,
percentage of local revenue available for schools, percentage of certified personnel
holding advanced degrees, average daily attendance, and the number of computers
available for students) evident between selected and non-selected schools?
Foreshadowed Question

The interviews conducted in conjunction with the study addressed the follow-
ing foreshadowed question: What impact has receiving the National Elementary
School Recognition Program Award had on the subsequent quality of schooling

received by students?
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Description of the Population

The population sample for this study was composed of 28 schools that applied
for the Elementary School Recognition Program for Alabama. From these 28
schools, 14 were a part of county school systems, and the remaining 14 schools were
from city school systems. Schools from 17 different school systems were represented
in the study. A comprehensive breakdown of school characteristics is discussed in
Chapter IV.

Data-Gathering Instruments

Three data-gathering instruments were used in this study. The United States
Department of Education Elementary School Recognition Program Alabama Judges
Form was provided by the United States Department of Education (see Appendix
C) for use by the individuals selected to judge the schools’ applications for the pro-
gram. The rating form is based on the seven criteria of leadership, teaching environ-
ment, curriculum and instruction, student environment, parent and community sup-
port, outcome indicators, and organizational vitality. These criteria corresponded
with the original application submitted by each school. The reliability and validity
of this instrument has not been field-tested; however, Barbara Greenberg, a member
of the Blue Ribbon Schools staff in Washington, DC, addressed the following points
when asked about the rating instrument:

1. The form has undergone only minor changes in the 6-year history of
the Elementary School Recognition Program. It focuses on conditions for effective
learning.

2. The seven criteria have remained constant since the inception of the

program.
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3. Statistical data such as standardized achievement test scores are used
as a part of the original school application.

4. The three-step review process (state level review, pre-site visit review,
and the site visit review) involved experts and has proved effective for selecting excel-
lent schools (B. Greenberg, United States Department of Education, Washington,
DC, personal communication, July 24, 1991).

Judges were chosen from past state recognized schools and business and
parent organization leaders to select the schools to represent Alabama in the
national program. There were four judges for the 1989-90 selection. They met for
3 days to examine the applications. After the applications had been reviewed, the
judges ratings were tallied to determine the schools that would be chosen to
represent Alabama in the Elementary School Recognition Program.

The "Annual Status Report on the Condition of Education: System Reports"
is a document that is provided annually to each state school system. It contains
information on demographics, revenues, and expenditures. It also contains the per-
formance measures that include standardized and state-administered achievement
test results. From the Annual Status Report, the results for the performance mea-
sures were separated by schools in the system. These reports provided demographic
information, such as student population, number of teachers and administrators,
additional personnel present, and the grades contained in the school (see Appendix
E).

The third instrument used in data gathering was the interview form for princi-
pals and teachers from schools that had applied for the program. A copy of the

interview questions is found in Appendix F.
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Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze data found using the United States
Department of Education Elementary School Recognition Program Alabama Judges
Form and the "Annual Status Report on the Condition of Education: System
Reports." Means and percentages described individual criterion and the demo-
graphic data taken from the Annual Status Reports. Qualitative methods were used
for the interview process. No attempt was made to quantify the interview data;
rather, it was summarized. Specific tables and figures for the corresponding data are

found in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER IV
ANALYSES OF DATA
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to describe the characteristics of exemplary
Alabama schools as identified by the Elementary School Recognition Program and
to determine whether differences existed between selected and non-selected schools.
The characteristics identified by the Elementary School Recognition Program were
administrative leadership, curriculum and instruction, teaching environment, student
environment, parent and community support, quality indicators, and organizational
vitality. These data were gathered from the Alabama Judges Forms.

Attempts also were made to determine demographic factors that described
selected schools and to examine whether there were differences in demographic fac-
tors between selected and non-selected schools. The demographic factors examined
were school location, socioeconomic status of the school as determined by free/
reduced price meal eligibility, number of students, number of administrators, pupil-
teacher ratio, other support personnel, school cluster type, school organization, per-
centage of local revenue available for schools, percentage of certified personnel hold-
ing advanced degrees, average daily attendance, and the number of computers for

students. These data were gathered from the Annual Status Reports.

48
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Interviews were conducted to obtain additional qualitative data that could not
be extracted from the Alabama Judges’ Forms or the Annual Status Reports. Parti-
cipants from four schools were queried about the application process, changes that
have occurred since applying, and benefits derived from the program.

Chapter IV contains analyses of data gathered from the Alabama Judges’
Forms and the Annual Status Reports. It also contains responses from interviews
conducted for the study.

Analyses of Data

Research Question One: To what extent were common characteristics

in the areas of administrative leadership, curriculum and instruction,

teaching environment, student environment, parent and community

support, quality indicators, and organizational vitality evident in

Alabama exemplary schools?

The Alabama Judges Forms yielded data for research questions one and two.
The characteristics identified by the Alabama Judges’ Forms corresponded to the
narrative application completed by each school. Table 2 contains mean scores from
the Alabama Judges’ Forms for all selected schools from the 1989-90 and 1991-92
selections. The data in Table 2 reveal that 1989-90 selected schools gathered 87.5%
of the total points possible in the area of administrative leadership, and selected
schools in 1991-92 received 82.1% of the possible points. Selected schools from
1989-90 indicated 91.62% of all possible points in teaching environment, whereas
selected schools from 1991-92 acquired 79.77% of the possible points. In the area
of curriculum and instruction, 1989-90 selected schools received 95.32% of the avail-
able points, and selected 1991-92 schools acquired 75.33% of the total possible
points. Selected schools from 1989-90 exhibited 89.9% of all possible points, and

1991-92 selected schools showed 76.84% of the possible points in the category of
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student environment. For parent and community support, 1989-90 selected schools
received 95.44% of all points possible, whereas 1991-92 selected schools received
80.32% of all possible points. Selected schools from the 1989-90 selection gathered
94.16% of the total possible points in the area of quality indicators, and selected
1991-92 schools had 70.43% of all available points. In the category of organizational
vitality, 1989-90 selected schools acquired 93.97% of the possible points, and 1991-92
selected schools were given 78.75% of the possible points. Selected schools in 1989-
90 received 92.48% of the possible points in the area of special emphasis, whereas
selected schools in 1991-92 had 76.94%. For 1989-90, selected schools received
92.48% of the 230 possible points. Selected schools in 1991-92 received 76.94% of
the 250 possible points.

Overall, the results from Table 2 indicated that 1989-90 selected schools
received a higher percentage of available points in each of the eight categories. The
least amount of difference between the two selections was found in the categories
of administrative leadership (5.4%) and special emphasis (2.8%). However, in the
categories of teaching environment, curriculum and instruction, student environment,
parent and community support, quality indicators, and organizational vitality, the
differences between selected schools from the two selections ranged from 11.85% in
teaching environment to 23.73% in the category of quality indicators. The average
difference in these six categories was 13.50%. The greatest differences between
schools in the two selections were evident in the categories of quality indicators

(23.73%) and curriculum and instruction (19.89%).
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No comparisons could be made between the 1989-90 and the 1991-92

selected schools using mean scores because the total possible points in four of the
eight categories and the total points available were different.

Table 3 contains mean scores of 1989-90 selected schools for each of the eight
categories. The table is broken down by selected city schools and selected county
schools. Data from Table 3 show that 1989-90 selected city schools received a mean
score of 9.06, and selected county schools received a mean score of 8.33 in the area
of administrative leadership. In the category of teaching environment, selected city
schdols had a mean score of 31.81, whereas selected county schools showed a mean
score of 32.42. Selected city schools exhibited a mean score of 48.25 in curriculum
and instruction, and selected county schools received a mean score of 46.75. In the
area of student environment, selected city schools had a mean score of 37.25, and
selected county schools received a mean score of 34.25. Selected city schools were
given a mean score of 24.19 in parent and community support, whereas county
selected schools had a mean score of 23.42. In the category of quality indicators,
selected city schools received a mean score of 24.06, and selected county schools
received a mean score of 22.83. Selected city schools showed a mean score of 33.25
in the area of organizational vitality, and selected county schools indicated a mean
score of 31.58. In the area of special emphasis, selected city schools had a mean
scofe of 8.18, whereas selected county schools received a mean score of 8.58.
Selected city schools had a total mean score of 216.06, and selected county schools

had a total mean score of 208.16.
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The results from Table 3 indicated that 1989-90 selected city schools received
more points than selected county schools in six of eight categories. The selected
county schools received slightly mere points in two categories, teaching environment
and special emphasis. The greatest difference in points received between the two
groups was evident in student environment (3 points). The 1989-90 selected city and
county schools showed the greatest degree of similarity in the category of parent and
community support.

Table 4 shows the breakdown of selected schools for 1991-92 by city and
county school systems for each characteristic. The figures from Table 4 indicate that
1991-92 selected city schools received a mean score of 9.33, and selected county
schools received a mean score of 7.53 in administrative leadership. In teaching
environment, selected city schools had a mean score of 28.33, whereas selected
county schools showed a mean score of 27.67. Selected city schools exhibited a mean
score of 58.33 in curriculum and instruction, and selected county schools received a
mean score of 49.40. In student environment, selected city schools had a mean score
of 36.89, and selected county schools received a mean score of 39.33. Selected city
schools were given a mean score of 21.22 in parent and community support, whereas
county selected schools had a mean score of 19.40. In the category of quality indi-
cators, selected city schools received a mean score of 23.78, and selected county
schools received a mean score of 19.53. Selected city schools showed a mean score
of 16.33 in the area of organizational vitality, and selected county schools indicated
a mean score of 15.40. In the area of special emphasis, selected city schools had a

mean score of 9, whereas selected county schools received a mean score of 7.53.
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Selected city schools had a total mean score of 203.21, and selected county schools
had a total mean score of 185.79.

The results from Table 4 indicated that 1991-92 selected city schools received
more points than selected county schools in seven of eight categories. The selected
county schools received more points in one category, student environment. The two
groups showed the most similarity in the category of teaching environment. In the
categories of administrative leadership, curriculum and instruction, parent and
community support, quality indicators, organizational vitality, and special emphasis,
the differences between selected city and county schools ranged from .93 points in
organizational vitality to 8.43 points in the category of curriculum and instruction.
The greatest discrepancy was indicated in the category of curriculum and instruction.

Research Question Two: To what extent were differencesin the areas

of administrative leadership, curriculum and instruction, teaching

environment, student environment, parent and community support,

quality indicators, and organizational vitality evident between selected

and non-selected schools?

Data from the Alabama Judges’ Forms also provided information related to
research question two. Table 5 contains the differences in school characteristics
between selected and non-selected schools. In 1989-90, 20 schools were considered
for selection. Seven of these schools were selected to represent Alabama in the
Elementary School Recognition Program. The selected schools exhibited a mean
score for leadership of 8.75, and non-selected schools had a mean score of 7.88 of
10 possible points. In the category of teaching environment, selected schools
recorded a mean score of 32.07, whereas non-selected schools indicated a mean score

of 27.77 of 35 possible points. The seven selected schools showed a mean score of

47.61 in curriculum and instruction. The 13 non-selected schools had a mean score
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of 39.44 of 50 possible points. Selected schools had a mean score of 35.96 of 40

possible points in student environment, whereas non-selected schools showed a mean
score of 32.42 points. In parent and community support, selected schools reported
a mean score of 23.86, whereas non-selected schools indicated a mean score of 20.62
points from 25 possible points. Selected schools had a mean score of 23.54 in the
category of quality indicators, and non-selected schools received a mean score of
20.79 points of 25 possible points. In organizational vitality, selected schools showed
a mean score of 32.54 points. Non-selected schools received a mean score of 27.56
points of 35 possible points. Selected schools showed a mean score of 8.36 in the
other (special emphasis) category, whereas non-selected schools had a mean score
of 6.83 points of 10 points for the same category. Selected schools in 1989-90
received a total mean score of 212.69, and county schools received a total mean
score of 183.31 points of 230 possible points.

The data from Table 5 showed that selected schools received more points in
each of the eight categories. The most notable difference between selected and non-
selected schools was found in curriculum and instruction (8.17 points). The two
groups exhibited the greatest degree of similarity in the category of administrative
leadership. For all eight categories, the average point difference was 3.67 points.

No comparisons between selected and non-selected schools can be made for
the 1991-92 selection because all of the schools that met eligibility criteria were
selected. Seven schools applied in 1991-92 and failed to meet all eligibility criteria.

Those seven schools were not described in this study because they were not eligible

to be judged.
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Research Question Three: What demographic factors (such as school

location, socioeconomic status of the school as defined by

free/reduced price meal eligibility, number of students, number of
administrators, pupil-teacher ratio, other support personnel, school
cluster type, school organization, percent of local revenue available

for schools, percent of advanced degrees held by certified personnel,

average daily attendance, and number of computers available for

students) described selected schools?

The Annual Status Reports yielded data related to research questions three
and four. From the 1989-90 and the 1991-92 selections, 15 schools were selected to
represent Alabama in the Elementary School Recognition Program. Twenty-four
percent of the students in selected Alabama schools were eligible to receive
free/reduced price meals. The average selected school housed 614 students, with a
mean of 1.57 administrators for each school. This group of schools reported
approximately 20.6 students for each teacher. There was a mean of 6.53 for other
support personnel employed at each of the selected schools. Selected schools were
part of school systems that generated a mean of 24.92% of their revenues from local
efforts. Over 95% of the students in selected schools attended school daily. For the
15 schools in this group, the mean percent of certified personnel who completed
advanced degrees was 63.29. Regarding computers for students in selected schools,
there was an average of 28 computers for each school. Of the 15 selected schools,
7 were part of city school systems, and 8 were county schools.

School cluster types were the groupings that were organized by the Alabama
State Department of Education. Eight school system clusters were developed based
on socioeconomic levels, academic and ability levels of students, financial resources

available, and the size of the school system in a city or county. The following school

cluster type distribution was evident for all selected schools:
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Cluster one small - 1 school,

Cluster one large - 7 schools,

Cluster two large - 4 schools,

‘ Cluster three large - 1 school,

Cluster two small - 1 school,

Cluster three small - 1 school,

Cluster four small - 0 schools, and

Cluster four large - 0 schools.

School organization denoted grade levels contained in a school. Although
many organizational patterns existed for Alabama schools, seven patterns were
evident in this study, four of which were predominant in selected schools. The first
organizational pattern in selected schools was kindergarten through sixth grade.
Three selected schools exhibited this pattern. The second pattern reported was
kindergarten through fifth grade. Nine of the 15 selected schools indicated this
pattern. The third pattern shown was kindergarten through third grade, and two
selected schools reported this pattern. The fourth pattern was kindergarten through
second grade. One selected school was organized in this manner. No schools with
the organizational patterns of kindergarten through fourth grade, kindergarten
through eighth grade, fifth, or sixth grade were selected.

Research Question Four: To what extent were differences in

demographic factors (such as school location, socioeconomic status of

the school as defined by free/reduced price meal eligibility, number

of students, number of administrators, pupil-teacher ratio, other

support personnel, school cluster type, school organization, percent

of local revenue available for schools, percent of advanced degrees

held by certified personnel, average daily attendance, and number of

computers available for students) evident between selected and non-
selected schools?
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Data from the Annual Status Reports also provided information related to
research question four. Table 6 shows the comparisons between selected and non-
selected schools in the study.

The figures from Table 6 were analyzed by individual demographic factors,
and the findings are presented in Tables 7-18. The first demographic factor analyzed
was school location, city or county. Table 7 differentiates selected and non-selected
schools based on school location. In the 1989-90 selection, 11 (55%) of the schools
applying for the Elementary School Recognition Program were from city school
systems, and 9 (45%) were from county school systems. Of the 20 applications
submitted in 1989-90, 7 (35%) were selected. From these selected applications, 4
(57.1%) were city schools, and 3 (42.9%) were county schools. For the 1991-92
selection, three (37.5%) schools were part of city school systems, and 5 (62.5%) were
from county school systems. It should be noted that in 1991-92, 7 schools that
applied for the Elementary School Recognition Program failed to meet the eligibility
criteria and were not considered for the program. Those seven schools were not
treated in the population group for the study. Of those schools, four were from city
school systems, and three were a part of county school systems.

The second demographic factor examined was socioeconomic status, defined
as the percentage of students in each school eligible to receive free/reduced price
meals. Table 8 shows the comparison of selected and non-selected schools based on
socioeconomic status.

For the 1989-90 selection, selected city schools reported that 36.75% of their
students were eligible for free/reduced price meals. Non-selected city schools

reported that 24.43% of their students were eligible to receive free/reduced price
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Table 6

Comparison of Demographic Factors for Selected and Non-Selected Schools
(1989-90, 1991-92)

Selected schools Non-selected schools

Demographic factors X Mdn. X Mdn.
Free/reduced price meals 24% 29.08%
Number of students 614 521 676 551
Number of administrators 1.57 1.5 1.46 1
Pupil-teacher ratio 21:1 20:1 23:1 23:1
Support personnel 7 5 5 4
Percent of local support 24.92% 21.32%
Average daily attendance 95.57% 96.05%
Certified personnel holding

advanced degrees 63.29% 57.11%
Number of computers for students 28 20
City schools 7 7
County schools 8 6
School cluster type:

One small 1 1

One large 7 1

Two large 4 6

Three large 1 2

Two small 1 3

Three small 1 0

Four small 0 0

Four large 0 0



Table 6 (cont’d)

63

Selected schools Non-selected schools

Demographic factors X Mdn. X

Mdn.

School organization:
K-6
K-5
K-3
K-6
5-6
K-2
K-4
K-8

OO OONLVW
et ek el e D O\ W

N=28

Table 7

School Location of Selected and Non-Selected Schools
(1989-90, 1991-92)

1989-90 1991-92
System No. % No. %

Total

Selected schools

429
62.5

571
375

City
County
Total

N WA
0 L W

Non-Selected Schools
City 7 35 0 0

County 6 30 0 0
Total 13

Grand total 20 8




Table 8

Free/Reduced Price Meal Eligibility for Selected and Non-Selected Schools
(1989-90, 1991-92)

1989-90 1991-92

System X% X%
Selected schools

City 36.75 27

County 15 174
Non-Selected Schools

City 24.43 0

County 34.50 0
Total selected 24
Total non-selected 29.08

N =28
meals. Selected county schools indicated that 15% of the students were eligible for
free/reduced price meals, whereas non-selected county schools showed 34.5% of the

students were eligible for free/reduced price meals.

For the 1991-92 selection, selected city schools indicated that 27% of the
students were eligible for free/reduced price meals and selected county schools
reported 17.4% of their students eligible for free/reduced price meals. For all
selected schools for both selections, 24% of the students were eligible for
free/reduced price meals. For all non-selected schools for both selections, 29.08%
of the students were eligible for free/reduced price meals.

The figures from Table 8 showed that the percentage of students in non-

selected county schools who were eligible to receive free/reduced price meals in



65

1989-90 was more than twice that of selected county schools. Almost one-third more
students were eligible to receive free/reduced price meals in 1989-90 selected city
schools than in non-selected city schools. Selected city schools indicated almost two
and o;le-half times as many eligible students than selected county schools in 1989-90.

The third demographic comparison between selected and non-selected schools
was the number of students in each school. The results are found in Table 9.
Table 9

Number of Students in Selected and Non-Selected Schools

(1989-90, 1991-92)

1989-90 1991-92
No. of No. of No. of No. of

System Students Schools Students Schools Total
Selected schools

City 433 4 427 3 7

County 752 3 789 5 8
Non-Selected Schools

City 556 7 0 0 7

County 815 6 0 0 6
Total selected 614 15
Total non-selected 676 13

X total for all schools 643

N=28

The mean number of students for selected schools in the 1989-90 selection
was 433 students per school, and non-selected city schools reported 556 students.
County schools during the 1989-90 selection indicated a mean of 752 students in

selected schools and 815 in non-selected schools.
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In the 1991-92 selection, selected city schools reported a mean of 427 stu-
dents, and selected county schools showed 789 students. For both the 1989-90 and
1991-92 selections, selected schools had a mean of 614 students, and non-selected
schools reported a mean of 676 students. For all schools for both selections the
mean number of students was 643.

The results from Table 9 indicated that selected county schools housed almost
twice as many students as selected city schools and that student enrollment in non-
selected county schools was one and one-half times greater than student enrollment
in non-selected city schools. Both selected city and county schools reported
consistent student enrollments over the two selections.

The fourth demographic comparison was based on the number of administra-
tors in selected and non-selected schools. Table 10 describes the mean and median
number of administrators for selected and non-selected schools for both the 1989-90
and 1991-92 selections.

The figures found in Table 10 show that selected city schools in 1989-90 had
a mean of 1.38 administrators per school, whereas selected county schools for the
same selection reported a mean of 1.67 administrators. In 1991-92, the mean num-
ber of administrators per selected city school was one, and the mean for selected
county schools was two. For all selected schools the mean number of administrators
reported was 1.57. Non-selected city schools in 1989-90 indicated a mean number
of administrators of 1.29, and non-selected county schools reported a mean of 1.67.
The mean number of administrators for all non-selected schools was 1.46.

Overall, county schools indicated one-halfto one administrator more than city

schools in both selected and non-selected schools. Because county schools reported
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more students than city schools in both selected and non-selected schools, a higher
number of administrators would seem appropriate. The number of administrators
for both selected and non-selected city and county schools appears to respond to
reported average enrollments.

Table 10

Number of Administrators in Selected and Non-Selected Schools

(1989-90, 1991-92)

1989-90 1991-92
Systems X Mdn. X Mdn.
Selected schools
City 1.38 1.25 1.00 1.0
County 1.67 1.5 2.00 2.0
Non-selected schools
City 1.29 1.0 0.00
County 2.00 1.5 0.00

Total selected = 1.57
Total non-selected = 1.46

N=28

The fifth demographic factor examined was pupil-teacher ratio, the number
of students per classroom teacher. Table 11 shows the pupil-teacher ratio for
selected and non-selected schools for 1989-90 and 1991-92.

Data from Table 11 indicate that selected city schools from 1989-90 had a
mean of 18.65 students for each teacher. Selected county schools had a mean of

23.23 students per teacher. In 1991-92, selected city schools reported a mean of
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17.67 students per teacher, whereas selected county schools showed a mean of 22.36

students for each teacher. The mean for all selected schools was 20.61 students.

Table 11

Pupil-Teacher Ratio in Selected and Non-Selected Schools (1989-90, 1991-92)
1989-90 1991-92

Systems X Mdn. X Mdn.

Selected schools

City 19:1 19:1 18:1 17:1

County 23:1 23:1 22:1 22:1

Non-selected schools

City 22:1 22:1 0.00

County 25:1 25:1 0.00

Total selected = 21:1
Total non-selected = 23:1
Total for all schools = 22:1

N=28

For 1989-90, non-selected city schools indicated a mean of 21.76 students per
teacher, and non-selected county schools showed a mean of 24.53 students per
teacher. The non-selected school mean was 23.04 students, and the mean for all
schools in the study was 21.74 students per teacher.

The pupil-teacher ratio for selected city and county schools showed little
variation over the two selections. Both groups reported an equal decrease in the
number of students per teacher in 1991-92. However, selected city schools reported

a noticeably lower pupil-teacher ratio than selected county schools in both 1989-90
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and 1991-92. Both non-selected city and county schools indicated two to three more
students per teacher than selected city and county schools for 1989-90.

The sixth demographic factor was additional support personnel employed.
These individuals are both certified and non-certified personnel who are involved in
the instructional program but are not classified as classroom teachers. Table 12
shows the comparison of support personnel between selected and non-selected
personnel.

Table 12 shows that selected city schools for 1989-90 reported a mean of 8.38
additional support personnel, and selected county schools had a mean of 4.8 support
personnel. For 1991-92, selected schools indicated a mean of 5.23 support personnel,
and selected county schools reported a mean of 6.88. The mean for all selected
schools was 6.53 additional support personnél.

Non-selected city schools for 1989-90 had a mean of 4.03, whereas non-selec-
ted county schools showed a mean of 6.1 additional support personnel. For all non-
selected schools in the study the mean was 4.98. The mean for all the schools was
5.81 additional support personnel employed.

The figures from Table 12 showed a difference between the mean and medi-
an scores for both selected city and county schools from both selections. The differ-
ences were a result of a wide range in the numbers of support personnel employed
in the schools. The greatest discrepancy was noted in the 1989-90 selected city
schools group. The mean score reported was 8.38, while the median score was four.
The range in this group was from 2 to 24 additional support personnel employed.
When using the median scores, selected city and county schools in 1989-90 were

similar in the number of additional support personnel employed. In 1991-92,
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Table 12

Support Personnel in Selected and Non-Selected Schools (1989-90, 1991-92)
~ 1989-90 1991-92

Systems X Mdn. X Mdn.

Selected schools

City 8 4 5 7

County S 4 7 5

Non-selected schools

City 4 4 0.00

County 6 7 0.00

Total selected = 7
Total non-selected = 5
Total for all schools = 6

N=28

selected city schools employed slightly more support personnel than selected county
schools. Non-selected schools employed an equal or greater number of support
personnel than selected schools.

The next demographic factor examined was school cluster types. A school
cluster is a division created by the Alabama State Department of Education,
representing a homogeneous group of school districts based on the socioeconomic
condition of the community served by the school system and the size of the school
system. There were eight clusters of school systems, representing four categories of
economic condition, each of which was divided into large and small systems with
similar economic conditions. Table 13 shows the breakdown of school cluster types

for selected and non-selected schools.
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The data from Table 13 indicated that selected city and county schools
reported similar school cluster type distributions from both selections. Almost three-
fourths of the selected schools were from large school systems. A noticeable
difference was evident between selected and non-selected city schools. More than
one-half of the non-selected city schools were from small school systems. Non-
selected county schools and selected county schools reported similar school cluster
distributions. Overall, over 60% of the schools in this study were a part of large
school systems.

Thé eighth demographic factor examined was school organization. School
organization referred to the grades in a school. Table 14 shows a comparison of
school organizational patterns for selected and non-selected schools.

The figures from Table 14 indicate that in 1989-90, selected city schools
reported the following school organizational patterns: grades K-5--three schools and
grades K-2--one school. Selected county schools for 1989-90 showed organizational
patterns of grades K-6--one school and grades K-5--two schools. For 1991-92,
selected city schools reported two schools that had grades K-5 and one school with
grades K-3. Selected county schools for 1991-92 had two schools with grades K-6,
two schools with grades K-5, and one school that reported grades K-3. No selected
schools reported school organizational patterns of grades 5-6, grades K-4, or grades
K-8.

For 1989-90, non-selected city schools showed the following organizational
patterns: grades K-5--three schools, grades 5-6--one school, grades K-2--one school,
grades K-4--one school, and K-8--one school. The non-selected county schools were

organized by the following patterns: grades K-6--three schools, and grades K-5--
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three schools. The only school organizational pattern not reported by non-selected
schools was K-3.

The results from Table 14 showed that selected city and county schools were
organized similarly. The majority of the schools in both groups were schools which
reported either grades K-5 or K-6. Non-selected schools from 1989-90 also exhibited
the same organizational patterns. Kindergarten through fifth-grade schools and K-6
grade schools accounted for almost 70% of all the schools in the study.

Another demographic comparison was made based on the amount of local
support available for schools. The comparison was made using the percentage of the
school system’s total budget derived from local efforts. Table 15 shows the
percentage of local support for selected and non-selected schools. The data from
Table 15 show that for the 1989-90 selection the four city schools were from systems
that reported a mean local support of 29.68%. Non-selected city schools showed a
mean Jocal support of 21.67%. The three selected county schools from 1989-90
reported a mean of 16.4%, whereas non-selected county schools indicated a mean
local support of 17.4%.

For the 1991-92 selection, selected city schools had a mean local support of
31.63%, and selected county schools had a mean of 22.32%. For both selections the
15 selected schools reported a mean local support of 25.1%. The 13 non-selected
schools showed a mean local support of 21.04%. For all schools from both selec-
tions, the mean local support was 23.28%.

The data from Table 15 indicated that both selected and non-selected schools
reported an increase in the percentage of funding available from local support.

Selected county schools from 1991-92 exhibited a greater increase in local support
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Table 15

Local Support for Selected and Non-Selected Schools (1989-90, 1991-92)

1989-90 1991-92
No. of No. of

System X% schools X% schools Total
Selected schools

City 29.68 4 31.63 3 7

County 16.47 3 2232 5 8
Total selected 25.10 7 8 15
Non-selected schools

City 24.67 7 0 0 7

County 17.40 6 0 0 6
Total non-selected 21.04 13 13

Total for all schools = 23.28

N=28
from the 1989-90 selection; however, even with the increase, a noticeable difference
between selected city and county schools remained. While selected and non-selected
county schools from 1989-90 showed similar percentages of local support, a discrep-
ancy of more than 5% was noted between selected and non-selected city schools.
The tenth demographic comparison was based on the average daily attend-
ance of students in selected and non-selected schools. Table 16 shows the mean
percent of average daily attendance for selected and non-selected schools.
The figures from Table 16 indicate that in 1989-90 selected city schools had
a mean average daily attendance of 95.73% and selected county schools reported a

mean of 96.43%. In 1991-92, selected city schools showed a mean of 96.30%,
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whereas selected county schools indicated a mean average daily attendance of
95.70%. For all selected schools, the mean average daily attendance was 95.67%.

Table 16

Average Daily Attendance for Selected and Non-Selected Schools (1989-90, 1991-92)

1989-90 1991-92

System X% X%
Selected schools

City 95.73 96.30

County 96.43 95.70
Non-Selected Schools

City 96.13 0.00

County 95.97 0.00

Total selected = 95.67
Total non-selected = 96.05
Total for all schools = 96.01

N=28

Non-selected city schools reported a mean average daily attendance of
96.13% and non-selected county schools showed a mean of 95.97%. The mean
average daily attendance for all non-selected schools was 96.05%, and the mean for
all schools was 96.01%.

Overall, selected and non-selected schools exhibited similar average daily
attendance percentages. Non-selected schools reported a higher average daily
attendance than selected schools. This could be attributed to the fact that non-
selected schools had a larger student population. If the same number of absences

occurred in both selected and non-selected schools, the average daily attendance
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percentage in selected schools would be more adversely influenced. Non-selected
schools housed more students who were eligible to receive free/reduced price meals,
which could also account for a slightly higher average daily attendance in non-
selected schools.

Another demographic comparison of selected and non-selected schools was
based on the percentage of certified school personnel holding advanced degrees.
Advanced degrees was defined as certification received above the Bachelor’s level.
Table 17 shows the mean percent of advanced degrees held by certified personnel
in selected and non-selected schools.

The findings from the comparison of advanced degrees held by certified
personnel in selected and non-selected schools indicated that 65.89% of the certified
personnel in city schools completed certification above the Bachelor’s level. In
selected county schools, 61.67% of the certified personnel held advanced degrees.
Non-selected city schools reported 57.99% of the certified personnel held advanced
degrees, and non-selected county schools had 56.08% of the certified personnel with
degrees above the Bachelor’s level. The mean for all selected schools was 63.29%,
whereas the mean for all non-selected schools was 57.11%. The mean for all schools
of certified personnel with advanced degrees was 60.42%.

The findings from Table 17 indicate that 1989-90 selected city and county
schools reported similar percentages of certified personnel with degrees above the
Baccalaureate level. However, in 1991-92, a noticeable difference was found between
the two groups. The greatest discrepancy between selected and non-selected schools

was noted in non-selected county schools. Certified personnel in this group were less
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Table 17

Percentage of Certified Personnel Holding Advanced Degrees in
Selected and Non-Selected Schools (1989-90, 1991-92)

1989-90 1991-92

System X% X%
Selected schools

City 59.38 72.40

County 60.97 62.36
Non-selected schools

City 57.99 0.00

County 56.08 0.00

Total selected = 63.29%
Total non-selected = 57.11%
Total for all schools = 60.42%

N=28

likely to obtain a degree above the Baccalaureate level than any other group in the
study. The final demographic factor examined was the number of computers
for students. Table 18 shows the mean number of computers from selected and non-
selected schools.

Data from Table 18 showed that selected city schools in 1989-90 reported a
mean of 23.75 computers for students, and selected county schools indicated a mean
of 14.33 computers. In 1991-92, selected city schools showed a mean of 29
computers for students, and selected county schools had a mean of 39 computers.
The mean for all selected schools for both selections was 28 computers.

Non-selected city schools in 1989-90 had a mean of 15.44 computers for

students, and non-selected county schools had a mean of 24 computers. The mean
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number of computers for students for non-selected schools was 20.15. All the

schools in the study had a mean of 24.36 computers for students.

Table 18
Computers for Students in Selected and Non-Selected Schools (1989-90, 1991-92)
1989-90 1991-92
System X% X%
Selected schools
City 23.75 29.00
County 14.33 39.00
Non-selected schools
City 15.44 0.00
County 24.00 0.00

Total selected = 28.00
Total non-selected = 20.15
Total for all schools = 24.36

N=28

The results from Table 18 indicated that selected city schools in 1989-90
reported almost two times as many computers for students than selected county
schools. However, in 1991-92, selected county schools reported more computers for
students than selected city schools. A noticeable discrepancy existed between non-
selected city and county schools. Non-selected county schools showed over one and
one-half more computers for students than non-selected city schools. Overall,
selected schools reported almost eight more computers for students than non-

selected schools.
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Foreshadowed Question: What impact has receiving the Elementary

School Recognition Program Award had on the subsequent quality of

schooling received by students?

The interviews conducted provided data which were not evident from either
the results of the Alabama Judges’ Forms or the Annual Status Reports. Sample
participants from four schools were questioned on various aspects of content and
process, including the application process, benefits derived from the Elementary
School Recognition Program, test scores, definitions of successful schools, factors
that fostered recognition, and advice to prospective Elementary School Recognition
Program applicants.

The first school was a suburban school that housed 651 students in
kindergarten through third grade. The school employed a total of 34 teachers. All
of the classes were self-contained. The school also housed an early childhood
handicapped program. This school was a state recipient in 1985-86 and was also a
national winner. The second school was part of an urban city school system. This
school reported 16 classroom teachers for grades kindergarten through eighth grade.
The school served approximately 400 students, with a racial composition mirroring
that of the city--65% white, 35% black. All of the classes in this school were self-
contained. The school also housed a district-wide trainable mentally retarded
program for teenaged students. This school was a state winner in 1987-88 and also
a national winner. The third school was an urban school with kindergarten through
fifth grade that housed approximately 300 students. The school reported 15
classroom teachers, and all classes were self-contained. This school was selected in
1989-90 as a state winner. The fourth school was from a city school system that

served under 5,000 students. The school had 25 teachers and 447 students in
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kindergarten through second grade. All of the classes were self-contained. This
school was a state winner in 1991-92.

Participants were questioned about the application process, the changes that
have been made since the original application, and the benefits derived from being
part of the program. The responses were related to the foreshadowed question. The
data from the interviews follow.

A noted area that emerged from the interviews was administrative leadership.
Principals in the schools exhibited various leadership styles. Two of the four
principals appeared to be authoritative in their approach to managemenf, whereas
the other two principals seemed to provide more opportunities for teacher input in
decision-making. All four of these principals had extensive knowledge of their
instructional program, with most of the knowiedge gained through regular classroom
visits. The decision to apply for the Elementary School Recognition Program was
initiated by the principal of each school and the school’s faculty agreed. Teachers
interviewed noted that the principal provided the necessary leadership throughout
the application process.

The application process, according to those interviewed, provided awareness
related to the school. Several participants explained that the process made them
conscious of many areas such as school climate, expectations for students, and
instructional practices. One teacher stated that the application process let the
school’s faculty know what everyone was doing in his/her classroom. Completing the
application also kept school goals focused and clarified the school’s strengths and
weaknesses. Several participants compared the Elementary School Recognition

Program application process to completing the application required for the Southern
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Association of Colleges and Schools for accreditation. Although similarities existed
between the two applications, those interviewed noted that the Elementary School
Recognition Program application was more difficult because it asked for creative and
innovative ideas.

The eligibility requirements of the Elementary School Recognition Program
included test score criteria. All participant schools reported test scores above the
state and national averages. One school noted that its test scores had been in the
top 10 statewide for several years. Since recognition, test scores have remained
above state and national averages. One school stated that test scores had risen for
about 2 years and then leveled out.

While discussing test scores, a majority of those interviewed responded that
test scores were one measurement of student progress; however, most felt that too
much emphasis was being placed on test scores. One participant stated that test
scores measured a certain body of knowledge, but the school’s curriculum was not
based only on test scores. Another participant said that test scores were very limited
in what they could measure, particularly for at-risk learners. This individual noted
that she did not put a lot of stock in the scores.

There were two aspects of the schools that participants felt made them a state
or national winner. The first factor mentioned was parental involvement. One
teacher stated that parents are not necessarily in the school every day, i)ut when
volunteers are needed, parents do not hesitate to serve. The second factor was the
faculty of the school. One principal commented that teachers are at school long
after the final bell rings and on weekends. She noted that the commitment of the

faculty towards meeting the needs of children was a major factor in recognition.
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Another individual noted the right combination of faculty: some experienced and
others right out of college, but all of them willing to use their talents in a
combination that created a successful learning environment for students.

According to those interviewed, a successful school exhibited many facets.
One teacher discussed a learning environment designed for the child. Several
participants noted that a successful school has happy learners where the school
atmosphere is positive and everyone is respected. Some participants spoke of a
successful school as a school that is flexible and yet held high expectation for the
learners. One teacher spoke of being successful as leaving the school each day
knowing that she had done everything for students.

Those interviewed noted that things have not remained the same since
recognition. One school reported that they were using the whole language approach
more than they had been when the school was recognized. Another commented that
those instructional practices that worked 5 years ago (when the school was
recognized) might not be effective today. Therefore, the school was constantly
updating its instructional practices. Portfolio assessment of students was the latest
innovation attempted in this school. Another school indicated that many things had
changed since their recognition. The school had developed flexible scheduling for
their library, began an enhancement lab for language arts, and the school had
become one of seven state demonstration sites for physical education.

When asked what advice they would give prospective Elementary School
Recognition Program applicants, the responses were similar. All of those
interviewed encouraged other schools to apply for the program. They stated that the

benefits of discovering valuable information about the school was worth the effort
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regardless of whether or not the school was recognized. All participants noted the
time commitment required to complete the application. One participant offered a
word of caution for prospective applicants. She stated that before the school
applied, to make sure that current practices were good for the stﬁdents and that
these practices and programs go above and beyond what an average school would do.

Average schools do not get recognized.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of the Findings

The purpose of this study was to describe and analyze characteristics of exem-
plary Alabama schools as identified by the Elementary School Recognition Program
and to determine whether differences existed between selected and non-selected
schools. The characteristics examined were administrative leadership, curriculum and
instruction, teaching environment, parent and community support, quality indicators,
organizational vitality, and special emphasis. Data related to these characteristics
were found using the Alabama Judges’ Forms. The study also examined demograph-
ic factors exhibited by selected and non-selected schools. These demographic factors
were extracted from the Alabama State Department of Education’s Annual Status
Reports. Additional qualitative data were gathered from interviews with principals
and teachers whose schools had participated in the Elementary School Recognition
Program.

The sample for the study was drawn from Alabama public schools that
applied for the Elementary School Recognition Program in 1989-90 and 1991-92.
Four research questions and one foreshadowed question were the basis for the study.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the findings related to school characteris-

tics and demographic factors of selected and non-selected schools. Qualitative
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methods were used in the interview process. No attempt was made to quantify the

interview responses, which were summarized.

Findings Related to Research Question One

Research Question One: To what extent were common characteristics
in the areas of administrative leadership, curriculum and instruction,

teaching environment, student environment, parent and community

support, quality indicators, and organizational vitality evident in

Alabama exemplary schools?

In analyzing data related to research question one, it was noted that
selected schools from 1989-90 received almost 15% more total points than 1991-92
selected schools. The 1989-90 selected schools received a higher percehtage of

points in each of the eight categories. The margin of difference for each category

was:
Administrative leadership + 54%
Teaching environment + 11.85%
Curriculum and instruction + 19.89%
Student environment + 13.06%

Parent and community support + 15.12%

Quality indicators + 23.73%
Organizational vitality + 15.22%
Special emphasis + 2.8%

The selected city schools from each selection scored higher than selected
county schools. In the 1989-90 selection, city schools received more points in six of
eight categories and scored almost 8% higher than selected county schools. In 1991-
92, city schools obtained a higher rating in seven of eight categories and scored

approximately 17% higher than selected county schools. No comparisons could be
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drawn between selected 1989-90 and 1991-92 schools using mean scores because each
category total and the total possible points were different.
Finding Related to Research Question Two

Research Question Two: To what extent were differences in the areas

of administrative leadership, curriculum and instruction, teaching

environment, student environment, parent and community support,

quality indicators, and organizational vitality evident between selected

and non-selected schools?

In analyzing data related to research question two, it was noted that selected
schools scored above non-selected schools in all eight categories. The two groups
exhibited the greatest similarity in the category of administrative leadership, whereas
a noticeable difference between selected and non-selected schools was found in

curriculum and instruction. The margin of difference between the two groups for

each of the eight categories were as follows:

Administrative leadership + 0.87 points
Teaching environment + 4.30 points
Curriculum and instruction + 8.17 points
Student environment + 3.54 points
Parents and community support + 3.24 points
Quality indicators + 2.75 points
Organizational vitality + 4.98 points
Special emphasis + 1.53 points
Total points +29.38 points

The only comparison between selected and non-selected schools that could
be made was using schools from the 1989-90 selection because in 1991-92, all of the

schools that met eligibility criteria were selected. There were seven schools from the
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1991-92 selection that failed to meet all the eligibility criteria. Those schools were
not included in this study because they were not eligible to be judged.
Findings Related to Research Question Three

Research Question Three: What demographic factors (such as school

location, socioeconomic status of the school as defined by

free/reduced price meal eligibility, number of students, number of
administrators, pupil-teacher ratio, other support personnel, school

cluster type, school organization, percent of local revenue available

for schools, percent of advanced degrees held by certified personnel,

average daily attendance, and number of computers available for

students) described selected schools?

In analyzing the findings related to the demographic factors evident in
selected schools, it was found that a majority of selected schools were from school
cluster types one and two large. Selected schools from these two clusters
represented almost three-fourths of all selected schools. Most selected schools
contained either kindergarten through fifth grade or kindergarten through sixth grade
and exhibited an average pupil-teacher ratio of 26 students for each teacher.
Approximately one in every four students from selected schools was eligible to
receive free/reduced price meals, and over 95% of the students in selected schools
regularly attended school. Students from selected schools were likely to receive
instruction from a certified instructor holding a degree above the Baccalaureate level.

Selected schools were part of school systems which generated almost one-fourth of

their revenue from local support.

Findings Related to Research Question Four

Research Question Four: To what extent were differences in
demographic factors (such as school location, socioeconomic status of
the school as defined by free/reduced price meal eligibility, number
of students, number of administrators, pupil-teacher ratio, other
support personnel, school cluster type, school organization, percent
of local revenue available for schools, percent of advanced degrees
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held by certified personnel, average daily attendance, and number of
computers available for students) evident between selected and non-
selected schools?

In analyzing data related to research question four, it was found that non-
selected schools housed more students than selected schools and that s;tudents in
non-selected schools were more likely to qualify to receive free/reduced price meals.
Non-selected schools noted two more students per class than selected schools. These
schools had a lower percentage of certified instructors holding degrees above the
Baccalaureate level and non-selected schools also employed fewer additional support
personnel than selected schools. Non-selected schools averaged eight fewer
computers and were part of school systems that generated approximately 4% less
revenue from local support than the school systems that represented selected schools.
Non-selected and selected schools were similar in school organizational patterns. A
majority of both groups contained either kindergarten through fifth grade or
kindergarten through sixth grade. Both selected and non-selected schools also
exhibited similarities in their school cluster type distribution: a majority were from
either school cluster type one or two large.

Findings Related to the Foreshadowed Question

Foreshadowed Question: What impact has receiving the Elementary

School Recognition Program Award had on the subsequent quality of

schooling received by students?

The interview responses related to the foreshadowed question found that the
decision to apply for the Elementary School Recognition Program was initiated by
the principal and that the school’s faculty concurred. Both the principals and

teachers noted that the application process involved a self-examination of school

programs and practices. In the process, the school’s strengths and weaknesses were
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clarified and unity among the school’s staff increased. The participants noted
parental involvement, administrative leadership, and the faculty’s commitment
towards meeting children’s needs as key factors in recognition. Recognition gave the
participants a sense of accomplishment as well as increasing the morale of the school
community. A majority of participants stated that, while test scores were a measure
of accomplishment, they did not view test scores as a measure of success. However,
according to test scores, these schools were successful. Prior to schools’ recognition
and continuing years after recognition, participants’ test scores were above the state
and national averages. The schools also reported a continual updating of
instructional practices to meet the needs of a changing student population. All of
the participants interviewed stated that involvement in the Elementary School
Recognition Program made the school community more conscious of school goals.
While participants encouraged others to apply for the Elementary School
Recognition Program, they also noted the time commitment necessary to complete
the nomination form. Participants also cautioned prospective applicants to be certain
before applying that the school’s current practices and programs were above average
and not status quo.
Conclusions

Although the population for this study was small, it seemed reasonable at the
beginning of the study to assume that data gathered would sufficiently portray
exemplary Alabama schools as defined by the Elementary School Recognition
Program. Throughout the analyses of data, no findings altered the original
assumption. There were occasions when one school’s mean might have skewed the

total group mean because of the small group size; however, these occurrences were
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few. Due to a limited population sample, no efforts were made to generalize

conclusions beyond the represented schools.

Conclusions Related to Research Question One

Selected schools from 1989-90 received a higher percentage of points than
selected schools from the 1991-92 competition. This can be attributed to the fact
that all schools which met eligibility criteria were selected in 1991-92. Had there
been more schools that met the eligibility criteria in 1991-92, other schools might

have been selected, and the scores for the 1991-92 selection would have been higher.

Conclusions Related to Research Question Two

Administrative leadership was evident in both selected and non-selected
schools; however, selected schools appeared to focus more efforts in the area of
curriculum and instruction. The discrepancy in the category of curriculum and
instruction accounted for almost one-fourth of the total point difference between the

two groups.

Conclusions Related to Research Question Three

Schools from larger school systems were more likely to apply and receive
state recognition. These schools were part of school systems which generated almost
one-fourth of their revenue from local support. This additional funding allowed
selected schools to employ additional instructional support personnel while also

providing opportunities to interact with new technologies.

Conclusions Related to Research Question Four

Non-selected schools served a student population from a lower economic
status while at the same time non-selected schools exhibited a larger student

enrollment than selected schools. Students in non-selected schools were more likely
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to receive instruction from an instructor without a degree above the Baccalaureate
level than students in selected schools. These schools were part of school systems
that generated less revenue from local support than the school systems that
represented selected schools. This difference in funding could account for the fact
that non-selected schools employed fewer additional support personnel and were less
likely to have new technologies available for students than selected schools.
Conclusions Related to the Foreshadowed Question

Responses from participants of the Elementary School Recognition Program
provided data consistent with the findings of effective schools research. Individuals
such as Weber (1971), Austin (1978), Edmonds (1979), Brookover and Lezotte
(1979), and Ratter et al. (1979) reported various factors that accounted for school
success. Among the factors identified weré (a) high expectations, (b) significant
input by the school faculty in instructional decisions, (c) leadership, (e) school goals
and objectives, (e) parent involvement, (f) order and discipline, (g) academic
emphasis, and (h) frequent assessment of student progress.

These factors were evident throughout the interviews. Participants indicated
they relied on school goals and objectives to guide their practices and that school
goals were based on the needs of children. Even though goals existed, involvement
in the Elementary School Recognition Program helped clarify existing goals while
focusing on the strengths and weaknesses of the school. Participants noted that the
application process was time consuming, yet it forced a self-examination of practices
and programs, and this inward look made involvement in the Elementary School
Recognition Program worthwhile. The decision to apply for the program was made

by the principal with agreement by the faculty. When recognized, the participants
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received a sense of pride and accomplishment. Recognition also provided a boost
to the morale of the school community.

Participants noted parental involvement as a factor in recognition. Parents
were involved in many aspects of school programs--some served as first-aid
volunteers, others as PTA officers, and many were involved in the instructional
program. Regardless of the duties, parents reported a school climate which included
respect and high expectations for everyone. They also noted confidence in teachers
and the principal.

When questioned about student assessment, participants viewed standardized
test scores as one method of measurement. A majority stated they did not believe
in using test scores to guide curricula. The schools were involved in a continual
process of updating and revising instructional practices. Through the assessment of
students, schools established learning labs for language-deficient students,
implemented student portfolio assessment, and moved toward increased whole
language instruction.

Two factors were evident throughout the interviews: the commitment of the
staff to meeting needs of children and a strong sense of people working together to
meet common goals. Teachers and principals both spoke of untold hours spent at
school in late afternoons, evenings, or on weekends. They also noted that the team
approach helped them solve problems and remain motivated while focusing on
school goals. One teacher stated that the combination of older teachers and young
teachers direct from college made the school successful. A sharing of talents and

melding of ideas existed.
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Another aspect that was evident was leadership. Various leadership styles
appeared to be utilized. One principal used grade-level chairpersons to communicate
information to the faculty, while one had an authoritarian approach to management.
Another delegated a great deal of authority to the instructional staff; howe\;er, it was
evident that this individual was keenly attuned to instructional practices through
frequent classroom visits. Regardless of the leadership style employed by the
principal, all participants reported that the principal clearly communicated goals and
provided data necessary to make evaluations and revisions.

Implications for Administrators

Based on data gathered for the study, the following implications were drawn:

1. Because of the Elementary School Recognition Program’s eligibility
criteria, most Alabama schools would not be eligible. Therefore, state level
administrators should provide assistance to interested schools to foster the
development of strategies and practices consistent with goals of the program.

2. State level administrators should provide feedback to non-selected
schools of the mean scores from each category. The feedback should also include
the schools’ own scores and could be used by individual schools to strengthen their
future applications. At the present time, non-selected schools are notified by letter.

3. State level administrators should promote selected schools as models
for successful practices and programs. This information should then be disseminated
throughout the state. Such a practice not only would provide further recognition for
selected schools but also would provide information and publicity for the Elementary

School Recognition Program and its requirements.
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4. Schools from larger school systems with greater financial and personnel
resources are more likely to obtain state level recognition. State level administrators
should work with other school systems to encourage more applicants.

5. Selected administrators and faculty should be used as presenters at
state-wide staff development workshops.

6. The Elementary School Recognition Program personnel should
examine eligibility criteria to include a comparison of student ability to performance
on standardized tests as an alternative for eligibility.

7. Greater lead time needs to be provided by the Office of Recognition
for applicant schools, as 1 month is the current time allotment for receiving the
nomination package, completing the form, and returning it. For a national program,
the current time allotment does not appear to be sufficient for a majority of schools.
Greater interest would be sparked if time allotments were increased.

8. State level administrators should implement a state recognition
program with similar, alternative, eligibility criteria. This program could be used to
recognize successful schools that are not eligible to apply under the current
guidelines. The program could also be used as a basis for strengthening future
Elementary School Recognition Program applications.

9. In order to provide the recommended assistance to local school systems
and to create new programs, the resource allocation at the state level must be

revised.
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Recommendations for Future Studies

The following recommendations for future study include:

1. More interviews of selected school personnel should be conducted to
gather additional qualitative data related to successful practices and to identify
characteristics that make the school effective.

2. Additional studies on selected schools should be conducted while
examining single school characteristics such as administrative leadership. These
studies could provide more in-depth information on important school characteristics.

3. Additional studies should be conducted to determine why schools ﬁom
city systems scored consistently higher than county schools.

4. Comparison studies should be conduéted using selected schools in the
southeast or randomly selected schools nationwide to determine commonalities and

differences between Alabama selected schools and selected schools across the

country.
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John M. Slivka
901 West McKinney Avenue
Albertville, AL 35950

February 15, 1991

Dr. Wayne Teague

State Superintendent of Education
Gordon Persons Building

Room 5114

50 North Ripley Street
Montgomery, AL 36130-3901

Dear Dr. Teague:

My name is John Slivka. I am a doctoral student attending the University of
Alabama at Birmingham. My purpose in writing you this letter lies in seeking
assistance with my dissertation. The dissertation does not presently have a title. I
intend to examine the literature regarding the effective school movement and then
examine those schools who have applied for the National Elementary School
Recognition Program. I also intend to compare and contrast those schools selected
and those schools not selected with the findings in the literature.

Before I begin this study I need your approval and the Department’s
assistance. I have spoken with Dr. Barton, who is a member of my committee, and
she suggested that I speak with Mr. Bill Ward. I spoke with Mr. Ward yesterday
concerning the information I need.

The information I need to compile my data is the rating sheets used in the
1990 selection process. Mr. Ward indicated that he was willing to release the data
pending your approval and receipt of a letter of confidentiality. Mr. Ward suggested
I write you this letter and the attached letter of confidentiality.

The present design of my study is to compare and contrast the schools
selected against those not selected relative to the characteristics of the schools. I
would also like to take the eight (8) schools selected this year and the schools
selected in 1988 and 1986 and see whether commonalities exist among the past three
groups. No names of school.s, whether selected or not, will be used. A numbering
or Jettering system will identify the schools examined for this study. Even for those
schools whose names have been released because of their selection, the numbering
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(lettering) system will be maintained. In all regards, anonymity and confidentiality
will be maintained.

I would appreciate your cooperation in my study if possible. This study could
have implications for building administrators who aspire for their schools to become
part of this select group. Implications also exist for personnel directors seeking
individuals who will improve the instructional process and superintendents and board
members who wish to establish or strengthen criteria by which they judge their
schools. This study will not be possible without the release of this information. I
hope that you will find considerable educational value in this study rather than just
another dissertation topic.

I await your reply.

Sincerely,

John M. Slivka

cc: Dr. Martha Barton
Mr. Bill Ward
Dr. Frank Heatherly
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John M. Slivka
901 West McKinney Avenue
Albertville, AL 35950

February 15, 1991

Dr. Wayne Teague

State Superintendent of Education
Gordon Persons Building

Room 5114

50 North Ripley Street
Montgomery, AL 36130-3901

Dear Dr. Teague:

If approval is granted for the release of the data from the rating sheets for
the National Elementary School Recognition Program, all nominal data such as
school names shall remain anonymous. For the purposes of this study the data from
the schools shall be placed in either numerical or alphabetical order. There shall be
no distinguishing system which would allow for the identification of any of the
schools involved.

Even demographic data from the previously selected schools shall also be

numbered or lettered. Every effort will be made to maintain confidentiality
throughout the study, including defense and publication of results.

Sincerely,

John M. Slivka

cc: Dr. Martha Barton
Mr. Bill Ward
Dr. Frank Heatherly
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February 26, 1991

Recognition Division

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
United States Department of Education

555 New Jersey Avenue N. W,

Washington, D.C. 20208-5645

Dear Recognition Division Personnel;

My name is John M. Slivka and I am a doctoral student at the
University of Alabama. My dissertation topic is related to schools from
Alabama which have been selected at the state level for the National
Elementary Recognition Program. I will begin to work soon with Dr. Frank
Heatherly in Montgomery.

What I need to find out from your office is concerning information
that might be available relative to the program in general. Perhaps you will
be able to answer my questions or provide direction so that these questions
can be answered. Is there literature which might provide information on
how the program came into existence, how the criteria for the program
came to be (are they based on research or a national study), has there been
any type of study done through the 1990 group as to commonalties of school
characteristics or demographics? If the literature is available, how may I
get a copy? If the literature is not available in printed form, who might
know the answers to these and other questions?

I would appreciate any help that you might provide to me. Time is
drawing close for my completion and these questions remain unanswered.
The same questions from the state level have been covered and I need to
examine the national aspects of this program. I can be reached by phone at
(205)878-7699. If I am not in, please leave a message or name and number
with my secretary. I have been phoning (202)708-5366 and this number has
been busy for the last three days. I know this is a general information
number so if there is another number and specific person I need to contact,
I will be glad to do so. The mailing address for any information which you
think might be helpful is below:

John M. Slivka
901 W. McKinney Avenue
Albertville, AL 35950

Thank you again for any assistance that you can provide.

Sincerely,

John M. Slivka
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
1989-90 ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
RECOGNITION PROGRAM

ALABAMA JUDGES' FORM

SCHOOL NAME

COMPOSITE SCORE (MAXIMUM 230)

JUDGE

{SIGNATURE)
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A. Leadership

1.

The principal and staff have a clear vision for the school and its
students which is defined in terms of specific priorities and
policies and programs to carry them out.

Rating (circle one) @6-4 A<3 BA=2 Pel M=o
The school leadership has created a sense of shared purpose among
faculty, students, parents, and community by inspiring them to work
collaboratively to define and accomplish the school’s mission.

Rating (circle one) 5-5@/-‘54\-3 BA=2 P=1 N=0

Total points on Leadership (maximm 10) i




8. Teaching Environment

1.

Opportunities for teacher involvement in such matters as decisions
about instruction, curriculum, discipline policy, and teacher evalu-
atfon exist. Teacher input is valued and {s instrumental in the
operation of the school.

Rating (circle one) E =5 a4/)A=3 BA=2 P=] M=

Staff are encouraged to work collaboratively and opportunities are
provided for meaningful interaction among staff members.

Rating (circleone) E=5 Ge=4 A=3 BA=2 Pel M=0
) N——
Teachers are evaluated on a regular basis by designated individuals,
provided with useful feedback, and monitored to ensure that evalua-
tion data effect change.

Rating (circle one) ,':E:}G-4 A=3 BA=2 Pe1 H=0

Staff members gartlcipate in meaningful staff development activities
related directly to school priorities as well as individualized
plans consistent with(professional growth.

Rating (circleone) E=5 Ge=4 A=3 BA=2 P=1 H=0

S~

Special provisions are made for the supervision and support of
beginning teachers.

Rating (circle one) (i;- S Ge4 A=3 BA=2 Psl M=0

Special provisions are made for the support and recognition of
excellent teachers.

Rating (circleone) E=5 G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=]1 M=0

The school has been successful in improving staff working conditions
in at least three important areas.
R

Rating (circle one) ‘E=5,G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=1 Mo

TRp—

Total points on Teaching Environment (maximum 35) 3 2
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€. Curriculum and Instruction

1.

As the resuit of school and classroom organization, students’ needs
and the school’s mission are addressed.

Rating (circleone) (E=5' G=4 A=u3 BA=w2 P=1 M=o

In each curriculum area identified in the question, a comprehensive
and challenging educational program is offered for all students.

-
Rating (circle one) (£ =25 G=20 A=15 BA=10 P=5 M =0

The school places appropriate emphasis on the development of stu-
dents’ uritin? abilities, employing a comprehensive and ch2!lenging
program for all students.

2N
Rating (circle one) (E =5 G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=]1 MH=-0
The school offers special programs that reflect an effort to adapt
the academic program to meet the needs of specific groups of stu-
dents, enabling all students to realize maximum achievement. Stu-
dent selection criteria are equitable and match student needs to
appropriate programs.

s -
Rating (circleone) "E=5 G=sd4 A=3 BA=2 P=]1 M=

The school offers special remediation programs. Students who are
not readily identified in special populations and who need remedia-

tion are identified and receive appropriate services.

Rating (circleone) E=5 Ged4 Ae3 BA=2 Pal MN=0
The library/media center supports the development of information
retrieval and analysis skills in all students and supports the over-

all instructional program. Students have ready access to high-
quality children’s literature.

Rating (circleone) E=5 G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=] HN=0

Total points on Curriculum and Instruction (maximum 50) é 0




0. Student Environment

1.

Opportunities to meet with staff for academic and personal advise-
ment are varied and easily accessed. A high percentage of students

take advantage of these opportunities.

Rating (circle one) @6-4 A=3 BA=2 P=]1 M=0

The school has well-organized and effective procedures to identify
and assist potential dropouts or "at risk" students. A significant
number of these students are served by the programs.

Rating (circle one) @c-c Ae3 BAe2 Pel Ma0

The school has anticipated and provided for the needs of students to
accomplish smooth transitions both into the school and also from
the school to the next level of education.

Rating (circle one) @6-4 A=3 BA=2 Pal M=0

A variety of academic and non-academic enrichment activities are
made available to students. :

Rating (circle one) @5-4 A=3 BA=2 P=1 M=0

The school has a well-articulated discipline policy. The policy is
effective in encouraging students to behave in an orderly fashion
without numerous external restraints.

Rating (circle one) @6-4 A=3 BA=2 Pe=]1 MH=0

School policies and programs are effective in discouraging the use
of drugs, including alcohol and tobacco, by students both at and
away from school. The school’s policies and programs address drug
education as well as policies designed to regulate behavior,

Rating (circleone) (E =5 G a4 A=3 BA=2 P=«] M=

Opportunities exist for a significant number of students to play an
active role in solving classroom and school problems and influencing
school policy. Student input {1s valued and contributes to school

policy decisions.

Rating (circ]eone)@c-4 A=3 BA=2 P=] M=

School policies, programs, and practices and teacher and administra-
tor behavior reflect a commitment to the development of principled,
well-behaved, and self-discipiined students.

Rating (circleone) (€= 5)G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=1 M=0

Total points on Student Environment (raximm 40) 4{9
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€. Parent and Community Support

1.

The school effectively communicates expectations to 31l parents and
members of the community. There is evidence that parent and commu-
nity expectations are understood and respected by staff.

Rating (circle one) @6-4 Ae3 BA=a2 Pal Moo

A1l parents are regularly informed of student progress through for-
mal and informal means.

Rating (circleone) E =5 fe4;A=3 BA=a2 Pel M=0
-

The school provides evidence of a variety of types of parent
involvement. A substantial number of parents are involved and they
are representative of the community.

Rating (circle one) @;5-4 Ae3 BA=2 Pel Ha=0

Schoo) staff members and students are involved in community service
activities at the school(s encouragement.

Rating (circle one) é:; 5'Ged4 A«3 BA=2 P=] M=0

School staff have been 3uccessfu1 in involving the broader commu-
nity, including business and civic groups, in support of school
activities and programs.

/ N,
Rating (circle one) E =5 *Gad A=3 BA=2 P=]1 M=0

Total points on Parent and Comunity Support (maximum 25) &ff
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F. Outcome Indicators

1.

Over the past 3 years, results from formal student achievement mea-
sures represent outcomes above what would be expected in schools with

similar characteristics.
Rating (circle one) @6-4 A=3 BA=2 P=1 M=0

The school systematically employs a variety of valid assessments for
monitoring student progress.

Rating (circle one) € =5 @A-a BA=2 P=1 M=0

Student and teacher attendance compare favorably with that of
schools with similar demographic characteristics. Changes in these
statistics in the last 3 years are well explained and indicate
improvements that can be attributed to specific school efforts.

Rating (circle one) ;@cu A=3 BA=2 Peol M=0

The school, its staff, and its students have received a variety
of awards and other recognition, and the school provided support to

participate in appropriate competitions.
Rating (circleone) E=5)G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=1 M=0
~

The school! has clearly ;itained measurable success in other areas it
has determined to be significant.

Rating (circle ane) E = § @ Ae3 BA=2 P=1 M=o

Total points on Outcome Indicators (maximum 25) o? i
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6. Organizational Vitality

1.

The school climate is a positive working environment. Procedures
and policies that have created and sustained the environment and are
clearly described are consistent with the school’s mission.

Rating (circleone) (E=5)G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=1 M=0

The school conducts regular, systematic evaluations of instructional
programs and features of the school organization and uses the data
collected to make improvements.

Rating (circle one) (E = 5)Ged A=a3 BA=2 Pel M=0

The school uses a formal school improvement planning process to make
ongoing improvements.

Rating (circleone) E=5/G=4) A=3 BA=2 P=1 H=0

School staff are cognizant of the findings and recommendations of
major educational reform reports and national assessments and have
made apgropriate changes based on careful consideration of recent
research,

Rating (circleone) "E=5 Ge4 A=3 BA=2 Pal Heo
S

The school has effectively overcome obstacles to educational excel-
lence during the past 3 to 5 years while sustaining those condi-
tions that have contributed most to the school’s success.

Rating (circle one) (F =5)6=4 A=3 BA=2 Ps] M=0

The major educational challenges the school must face in the next §
years are clearly and realistically presented and reflect a careful
assessment of future needs.

TN,
Rating (circle one) (E = 5} G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=] M=y

The school provides convincing evidence that it should be recognized
nationally.

Rating (circle one) <Ej:~;‘ G=4 A=3 BA=2 P=1 M=0

Total points on Organizational Vitality (maximum 35) é 2




H. Speclal Emphases

1.

A well-defined and up-to-date geography program is integrated in the

school curriculum. Evidence supports the fact that students are

achieving according to expectations and learning geography concepts,

Rating (circle one) ( g\\ﬁ 4 3 2 1

The school has a comprehensive and well-defined visual and perform-
ing arts program that includes content that goes beyond art produc-
tion at all levels. The arts have a prominent place in the core
curriculum.

Qutstanding Excellent Above Average
Rating (circle one) <:E:) 4 3 2 1

Total points on Special Pnphases (raxinum 10) / 0
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INTRODUCTION

The purposc of the Elemcntary School Recognition Program is to identify and give public recognition
to vutstanding public and private clcmentary schools across the United States. Schools are identificd
on the basis of their effcctivencss in meeting local, State, and the National Education Goals and
other standards of quality applicable to clementary schools generally. An important consideration
is the school’s success in furthering the intcllectual, social, physical, and moral growth of all its
students. In sccking successful schools, the Program also welcomes schools that have overcome
scrious obslacles or problems and are making significant improvements.

For a school to be recognized, there must be clear evidence that its students are developing a solid
foundation of skills in reading, writing, and mathematics, as well as reasoning and problem solving.
Further, the instructional program should provide ail students with high-quality instruction
appropriate to their age and ability in literature, history, geography, science, the arts, and other
subjects the school, the district, or the Statc deems important. In addition, there must be convincing
cvidence that school policies, programs, and practices foster the development of sound characler, a
scnse of sclf-worth, democratic values, ethical judgment, and sclf-discipline.

For any school to be judged descrving of recognition, there should be strong leadership and effective
working relationships among the school, parents, and others in the community. The school should
have an atmosphcre that is orderly, purposeful, and conducive to lcarning and character development.
The school should ensure high-quality instruction and the professionalism of its teachers. There must
bc a strong commitment to cducational exccllence for all students and an outstanding rccord of
progress in sustaining the school's best features and solving its problems.

Once a school’s cligibility to participate has been determined (see pages iv and 3-5), information
provided by a school on each of the following Conditions of Elfective Schooling will guide the
selection of schools for recognition: A. Leadership, B. Teaching Environment, C. Curriculum and
Instruction, D. Student Environment, E. Parental and Community Support, F. Indicators of Success,
and G. Organizational Vitality. A copy of the criteria used by the Review Panel in making their
judgments on cach .of these conditions is attached to this nomination package (see pages 20-23).

There are no fixed standards to be met in the arcas listed above. Rather, the quality of each school
will be judged in the context of how successfully it is meeting its own goals and how well its programs
are tailored to local nceds. Nevertheless, for a school to be judged deserving of national recognition,
it must show significant progress in meeting State and the National Goals and must have attained a
standard of ovcrall excellence that is worthy of respect and emulation by schools elsewhere of similar
sizc and characltcristics. Schools selected to receive the Blue Ribbon Schools Excelleace in Education
award will be looked to for exemplary practices for the four-part AMERICA 2000 Education Strategy
announccd by the President to support the achievement of the National Education Goals.

In 1991-92, spccial emphasis is being given to unusually effective programs in history and mathematics
(H. Special Emphases). Content-rich programs in history should be continuous throughout all gradcs.
beginning in kindergarten, and develop children's growing appreciation of pcople and events from
the past and their significance in children's lives today. Such programs may be integrated with the
school’s literature curriculum; offcred as the core of the school's social studies curriculum; and
offercd through courses in local, state, national, and world history for children in middle and upper
clementary grades. These programs should be recognized as a major part of the school’s total
curriculum and designed in such a way as to: 1) widen children’s horizons to the whole universe of
space and historical time, even from their earliest school years; 2) use the power of superbly written
biographics, myths, lcgends, folktales, and historical stories to capture children’s attention and
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imagination and introduce them to the great human adventure of which they too are a part; 3)
develop children's capabilities of “historical empathy®.-of seeing the world through other people’s
cycs; 4) cnlarge children's vision of lives well-lived and of their own human potential through
biographics of men and women [rom all cultures and ethnic groups whose contributions and
achicvemcnts "made a difference” and who can serve as role models for children today; S) support
children’s developing understanding of historical time, chronology, historical causation. and
cxplanation; 6) develop children’s basic understandings of important historical people and events in
local, state, national, and world history; and 7) develop children's appreciation for the significance of
the past to their own lives and to unfolding events in their local communities, the nation, and the

world today.

Special attention will also be paid to schools that offer content-rich programs in mathematics. Such
programs 1) view mathematics as a means of conaecting a symbolic system with the real world; 2)
actively involve children in doing mathematics; 3) emphasize the dcvelopment of children’s
mathcmatical thinking and reasoning abilities; 4) are conceptually oriented; S) view mathematics as
practical and useful; 6) include a broad range of content; and 7) make appropriate and ongoing use
of calculators and computers. Problem situations establish the need for new ideas, motivate students,
and scrve as the context for mathematics in the content-rich program. Communication with and

about mathematics and mathematical reasoning permeates these programs.

Schools selected for recognition that have particularly effective programs in history and/or
mathematics will receive special honors. Fallure to qualify for honors in these two subject arcas will
not jJeopardize a school's chances to be recognized as an exemplary school. However, all schools

are required to address both questions H1 and H2.
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e
THE NATIONAL GOALS FOR EDUCATION

= By the year 2000, every child will start school ready to learn.

® By the year 2000, the high school graduation rate will increase to at
least 90 percent.

® By the year 2000, American students will leave grades four, eight,
and twelve having demonstrated competency in challenging subject
matter including English, mathematics, science, history, and
geography; and every school in America will ensure that all
students learn to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for
responsible citizenship, further learning, and productive
employment in our modern economy.

s By the year 2000, U.S. students will be the first in the world in
science and mathematics achievement.

= By the year 2000, every adult American will be literate and will
possess the knowledge and skills necessary to compete in a global
economy and exercise the rights and responsibilities of citizenship.

m By the year 2000, every school in America will be free of drugs and
violence and will offer a disciplined environment conducive to

learning.

Joint Statement by the President and the
Govemnors of the United States of America
February 26, 1990

e e
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AMERICA 2000: AN EDUCATION STRATEGY

Betier and maore 1. For today’s students, we must radically improve
accountable today’s schools, all 110,000 of them—make them

e better and more accountable for resuits,

A New 2, For tomorrow’s students, we must invent new
Generation schools to meet the demands of a new century--a
Am:{-mn New Genceration of American Schools, bringing

Schools . at least 535 of them into existence by 1996, and
thousands by decade’s end.

A nation 3,  For those of us already out of school and in the
m:{m work force, we must keep learning if we are to
live and work successfully in today’s world. A
"Nation at Risk” must become a "Nation of

Students.”
Communities 4.  For schools to succeed, we must look beyond
k""".' their classrooms to our communities and
MPPCM“ families. Schools will never be much better

than the commitment of their communities.
Each of our communities must become a place
where learning can happea.

Statement by the President
of the United States of America
April 18, 1991 ‘
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ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

s.

7.

The schoo! must be an elementary school including some combination of grades prcK-8. The
clementary componcnts of preK-12 schools are eligible for consideration. Middle schools are
cligible, provided they did not participate in the 1990-91 Secondary School Recognition
Program. Middle schools must decide whether they will participale in the Elementary or the
Sccondary School Recognition Program and limit their participation to only one program.

Private schools must have been in operation for at least 5 years. There is no minimum period
of operation for public schools.

The school must not have received recognition during the 1989-90 Elcmentary School
Recognition Program. (Schools recognized in 1989-90 will be eligible again in 1993-94.)

The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) must not have issued a lctter of findings to the school
district concluding that the nominated school has violated one or more of the civil rights
statutes or that there is a districtwide violation that may affect the nominated school. A lctter
of indings should not be considcred outstanding if OCR has accepted a corrective action plan
from the district to rcmcedy the violation(s). :

The nominated school or district must not be refusing OCR acccess to information necessary
10 investigate a civil rights complaint or to conduct a districtwide compliance review.

The Department of Justice must not have a pending suit against a school district alleging that
the nominated school, or the district as a whole, has violated one or more of the civil rights
statutes or the Constitution’s equal protection clause.

The school must mect at least one of the three student achicvement cligibility thresholds
described on pages 3-4 of the nomination package.
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REVIEW PROCESS

3.

4.

s.

Chicf State School Officers nominate public schools for considcration at the national level.
(Each State is allowed a number of nominations reflecting the population of its State.) The
Council for Amcrican Private Education (CAPE) nominates private schools. Officials of the
Burcad of Indian Alfairs (BIA) and the Dcpartment of Defense Dependents Schools

(DODDS) nominate lhcir.schools.

Public and private school nominations are forwarded by the appropriate above-refcrenced
agencey to the U.S. Department of Education by December 1, 1991, where they are examined
for cligibility and completcness.

Nomination forms arc reviewed by a National Review Panel, consisting of public and private
school cducators, college and university faculty and administrators, State and local school
board members, parents, State and local governmeant officials, the press, the medical
prolession, and representatives of labor, business, and the general public. CAPE recommends
Review Panel members who are representative of the varied interests of the private school
community. In 1991-92, scholars and teachers of history and mathematics will also be invited
to scrve as Review Pancl members. No U.S. Department of Education officials serve on the

Pancl.

The Review Pancl mects in Washington, D.C., to recommend schools for site visits. These
Stage I reccommendations are based solcly on the information in the nomination form.
Spccial attention is paid to assigning schools, particularly private and special types of schools,
to reviewers with relevant experience. Middle and junior high schools will be rcviewed by
Pancl members with specific expericnce in the middle grades, rural schools by rural school
specialists, inncr-city schools by those expericnced in comparable seutings. Panel members
do not review nominations of schools from thcir own States or with which they have had prior
personal or profcssional involvement.

A group of five Panel members then reviews action on all nominated schools in a State or
privatc school community, e.g., Episcopal schools, where none has been recommended for a
site visit. They also review nominations referred by other Review Panel members because
of any unusual circumstances. This group has the authority to confirm or reverse the original
rccommendation. They assure that each participating State and private school community
receives a minimum of one site visit, but no other geographic or numeric formulae are used
to guide the sclection of schools for site visits.

Two-day visits are conducted, by a team of two., at each school that has been recommended
for a site visit. Site visitors are educators with extensive public and private school experience.
Many have been involved in long-term school improvement efforts; some have experience as
cvaluators in programs such as this one or as members of accreditation teams. Others, drawn
from many fields outside of cducation, have a working knowledge of schools and a strong
commitment to cducational excellence. In 1991-92, history scholars and experts in
mathcmatics cducation will also be invited to serve as site visitors. In the casc of private
schools, one mcember of each site visit team is experienced in the particular type of private
school being visited. No U.S. Depariment of Education officials serve as site visitors.

The role of the site visitor is to verify the accuracy of information in the nomination form and
to get answers (o specific questions posed by the Review Panel. Site visitors follow carcfully
preparcd guidclines and criteria in conducting their on-site reviews. During their school visits,
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6.

7.

a substantial portion of time is spent in classroom observations. They also meet with school
and district administrators, teachers, support staff, students, parents, and community members.
Site visitors then prepare written reports and forward them to the Department of Education.

The Review Pancl meets a second time to review all of the schools that reccived sitc visits.
These Stage I reviews arc based on site visitors’ verification of information in the nomination
package, the answers to specific Panel questions, and site visitors' firsthand reports on the
quality of the instructional program and school climate. The Review Panel recommends the
final group of schools for recognition by the Secretary of Education. The same group of five
Pancl members then performs a role similar to that described in the sccond paragraph of #4
above, excepting that there are no geographic or other formulae to guide the sclection of
schools for recognition. Once a decision has been reached, no appeals are permitted.

Representatives of each recognized school, including the principal or school head, are invited
to Washington, D.C,, for a White House recognition ceremony.
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TIMELINE

126

Event

Date

Orientation for State Liaisons
in Washington, D.C.

April 26, 1991

Public School Nomination Package
Due to SEAs, BIA, and DODDS

November 1, 1991+

Private School Nomination Forms
Due to CAPE

November 1, 1991¢

Public and Private School Nominations
Due to U.S. Department of Education

December |, 1991“

First Review Panel Mecting

January 12-16, 1992

Announcement of Site Visits January 27
Orientation of Site Visitors February 9-11

in Washington, D.C.

Site Visits February 17-April 10

Site Visit Reports Due to
U.S. Department of Education

Two Weeks From Date
of Visit or April 17,
Whichever Comes First

Sccond Review Panel Meeting

April 26-29

Notification of Schools Completed

May 15 -

National Recognition Ceremony,
Washington, D.C.

September 1992

® Postmarked su o before (hal date.

0 Musl be recaived by that dote.




PREPARING THE NOMINATION PACKAGE

Overview

This nomination package is designed 10
provide a profile of your school and to offer
you an opportunily to comment on factors
especially important to your local community.
It is divided into three parts.

Part I includes items to determine whether a
school mceets the cligibility criteria.

Part 1l sccks demographic information about
the school district and the school.

Part 111 invites descriptions of the school in
response to specific questions that pertain to
Conditions of Effective Schooling and this
ycar’s spccial emphascs.

The quality of the writien document will have
considegal i nC w_the Review
Panel cvaluates your school. Complete
descriptions of school policies, programs, and
practices _are essential _ingredicnts of a
success(uf schoo] nomigation. The nomination

should, therclore, be well-written and carefully
revicwed for content and style before being
submitted. Failure to directly and concretely
address cach question can result in an
unfavorable review cven though the school's
programs and practices are, in reality, quite
cxcellent.
ecognized _schools scekin cogniti

secopd_ time  must  highlight _changes and
improvements_since thcy were so_honored.
Throughout the nomination, they should
explicitly document their progress since the
carlier award and note any outreach cfforts
they have extended to other schools in sharing
their successful stratcgies. Recognized schools
should not assumc rcvicwers have read their
prior nomination form. Thus, they must take
carc to document all statcments and claims as
thoroughly as a school applying for the first
time.

Technical Specifications

Please kecp thc following considerations in
mind as you {ill out the application form. [f

you fail to comply, your school may not be

reviewed.

L All responses must be typed, single
spaccd, with 1° margins on right, left,
top, and bottom. Use normal spacing
between lines. Print size must not be

educed smaller than _11-point

computer font, which is the type used
in this paragraph (for typewriters, 12-
pitch elite type is acceptable).

To minimize environmental impact,
schools arc encouraged to use both

sides of the paper to photocopy their
completed nomination package.

Eight copies (the original plus scven)

of the completed nomination package
must be submitted.

2. Note that the cover sheet for this

nomination requires the signatures of

the principal, the district super-

- intendent, and the president/chair-
person of the local school board.
These signatures indicate that each of
the three individuals has reviewed the
content of the nomination form,
including the statement of eligibility,
and has determined that it is accurate.
(All of these signatures may not be
applicable for private schools; plcase
write N/A in the space where the
position or its equivalent is not
applicable.)

3. All nominations must be submitted
through the respective State education
department, BIA, DODDS, or in the
case of private schools, through CAPE.

There are no_exceptions to this rule.
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4.

S.

Paginatc your submittal as follows:

. Cover sheets - pp. 1-2

Part 1 - pp- 335
Part II - pp.69
Part 11l - pp- 1037

Using the above guidclines, number all
pages/sidcs consccutively. Note that
Pa is limited to 28 pages. is is
a i ot a requireme,

Parts I and 1I and thc Private School
Addendum must be completed without
any reformatting. Do not retype pages
1:2 and (for private schools) 24. The

context statcmnent and nomination
abstract (pages 8-9) at the end of Part
I are limited in length to the pages on
which they appear.

No attachments to the nomination
package will be revicwed (except for
the Privatc School Addendum and
Statcment of Philosophy).

Completing Part III

6.

The school must retype and underline
each complete question in Part III,
together with its corresponding
numbcr, e.g., Al, C3, G2. Only the
qucstion undcrlined in the nomination
orm need be repeated by the school;
it must be repcated exactly as worded
in the nomination form, and jt must be
underliped. The statcments/prompts in
italics that accompany underlined
questions in the nomination are to
guide responscs and nced pot be
rcpeated. Pay special attention to any
italicized requests for informatio
since revicwers will cxpect to find
information dircctly relating to these
structured queries.

7.

Note that in H. Special Emphascs,
only the headings, i.c., H1. History and
H2. Mathematics, should be repeated
and underlined.

Note also that question F1 requires
that your response be formatted in a

particular way. Please adhere closely
to_the formatting guidclines for this
question_and provide all the relevant

test details specified in_the italicized
prompts. Samples of suggesied data

display are provided on pages 18-19. In
reporting test data, you may reduce
font/type size, though the final copy
should be no smaller than the size
shown in the examples.

The school must decide how much
space to allocate 10 each response
within the overall limitation of 28
pages for Part lII. Because many of
the questions are closely related, it is
suggested that to conserve space and
avoid redundancy, once you have
thoroughly described a particular
approach or program or presented an
important idea, that you clearly refer

to that claboration in related questions
rather thap repeat similar information.

Principals/school heads are strongly
urged to invite a team of individuals,
including parents and students, to
assist in the preparation of the
nomination package. Many of the
questions  will  require  research,
discussion among staff, and sevcral
attempts at formulating effective
responses. Inasmuch as submitting a
nomination is intended to stimulate
and rccognize school improvement
efforts, writing the application is
ideally accomplished by those
intimately involved in such clforts.
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9.

10.

The quality of the written presentation

will influcnce the Review Panel's
assessment. It is therefore important
to designate a competent editor to
assist with the final document. The
sccond cover shect requests the names
and titles of those who participate in
preparing the nomination form.

The principal/school head, however, is
responsible for checking the accuracy
and completeness of the final
document.  She/he should personally
cnsure that all nomination questions
have been fully answered; that
formatting of the nomination complies
with Program rcquirements; that
photocopying has not resulted in
missing or out-of-sequence pages; and
that proper shipment of all 8 copies
occurs according to the prescribed
timeline.

The criteria the Review Pancl will use
in evaluating your responses are
provided on pages 20-23.
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CHECK ONE: Code
— FLEMENTARY SCIHOOL ED USE ONLY
—_MIDDLK SCHOOL

__JUNIOR ILGH SCHOOL,

1991-92 Elementary School Recognition Program Cover Sheet

.
Cangressional District (All schools: Provide Cong | District as of 1001/91.)

Namec of Principal
(Specily: Ms..Miss Mns.,Dr., Mr.,Other)

Official School Name.
)

Schoal Address. School Tel. (

I have revicwed the information in this form, and to the best of my knowledge it is accurate.

Date.
(Principai's signature)
Privatc Schools: If the information requcsted is not applicabic 10 you, write N/A in the space.
Name of Superintendent
(Speaily: Ms. Miss,Mrs..Dr. Mr.,Other)
District Name.
District Address, District Tel. ()

I have revicwed the information in this form, and to the best of my knowledge it is accurate.

Date
{Superiniendent’s signature)
Name of School Board
President/Chairperson
(Specify: Ms,Miss,Mrs.,Dr. Mr..Other)
Board Address. Board Tel. ()

I have reviewed the information in this form, and to the best of my knowledge it is accurate.

Date.

(School Board President's/Chairperson’s signature)
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Names of the people who assisted in preparing this nomination:

Nome Posltion/Title




PART I - ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

There are three cligibility thresholds with regard to student achievement by which your school may
be considered for recognition. The three eligibility thresholds are specified below as A, B, and C.
Your school nced satisfy only one of these.

If your school is sclected for a site visit, cvidence of the information summarized in this scction must
be available for inspcction by the site visitor. This information should also be consistent with the
performance asscssment data you present in your response to questions F1 and F2 in Part 1II (see
pages 14-15).

Your State may designate which of the following criteria you must meet for eligibility. Should the
State not specify criteria, choose A or B below if you administer tests developed and normed at the
national or State level.

For this purpose, results on State minimum competency tests are inappropriate. Whatcver scores are
included, you may choose to exclude scores for grades 1 and 2. If your school does not enroll grades
above 2, ¢.g., you are a preK-2 primary school, you may choose to report under A, B, or C, as
appropriate.

A, Duriag each of the last three years, 75% or more of the students that were tested achieved
at or above the 50th percentile in total mathematics and total reading. (Note: 65% of those
tested Is acceptable in any year in which there was an enrollment change of 15% or more,
excluding first grade or the lowest entering grade above kindergarten for your school.) If
you are eligible under this threshold, complete #1 and #2 below.

L. Indicate the percentage of students performing at or above the 50th percentile in
each of the last three years for all clementary grades above grade 2 that were tested.
Specily which grades were tested and what groups, if any, were excluded from the

testing.
1988-89 1989-90 1990-91
Total Mathematics % % %
Total Reading % % %
2. Indicate (here) what instruments, subtests, editions, and levels were used to arrive at

the above statistics. If different instruments were used at different grade lcvels,
please indicate which grades were tested by a given test. Indicate the percent of the
students at each grade that were tested.
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C.

During the last three years, the percentage of students who achieved at or above the 50th
percentile in total mathematics and total reading increased an average of $% annually. In
1990-91, 50% or more of the students achieved at or above the 50th percentile. If you are
eligible under this threshold, complete #1 and #2 below.

1. Indicatc the pcrcentage of students performing at or above the 50th percentile in
each of the last four years for all elementary grades above grade 2 that were tcsted.
Specily which grades were tested and what groups, if any, were excluded from the

testing. Baseline
1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91
Total Mathematics % % % %
Total Reading % % % %
2 Indicate (here) what instruments, subtests, editions, and levels were used to arrive at

the above statistics. If different instruments were used at different grade levels,
plcase indicate which grades were tested by a given test. Indicate the percent of the
students at cach grade that were tested.

The school can demonstrate exemplary progress and growth of students as a group as
determined by a carefully worked out and fully documented system of evaluation. Pleasc
describe your system of evaluation, including the way in which individual results are
aggregated and the standards used to judge success. Include any compelling evidence of
unusual success. Be sure to provide full information in question F2 in Part III (page 15).
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Please check the appropriate space for each of the statements below concerning your school’s
previous participation in the School Recoguition Program and compliance with U.S. Office of Civil

Rights requirements.

2

4.

The school did not receive national recognition during the 1989-90 Elementary School
Recognition Program.

True______  False___

The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) has not issued a letter of findings to the school district
concluding that the nominated school has violated one or more of the civil rights statutes or
that there is a districtwide violation that may affect the nominated school. (A letter of
findings should not be considered outstanding if the OCR has accepted a corrective action
plan from the district to remedy the violation(s).)

Truc, Falsc

The nominated school or district is not refusing OCR access to information necessary to
investigate a civil rights complaint or 1o conduct a districiwide compliance review.

Truc, False,

The Department of Justice does not have a pending suit alleging that the nominated school,
or the school district as a whole, has violated one or more of the civil rights statues or the

Constitution’s equal protection clause.

True, False
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PART II ~ SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

District (Questions I and 2 not applicable to private schools; question 3 applies to all schools)

1. Total,number of students (preK-12)" enrolled in the district:

2. Number of schools in the district: Elementary schools
Middle schools
Juagior high schools
High schools
TOTAL
3. Population category that describes the public school district within which your school is
located:

Large central City (in aa SMSA®® and population greater than or cqusi 10 400,000)
Mid-size ity (In sn SMSA®® and population lcss than 400,000 but grester than 50,000)
____Suburban (in an SMSA®® but not s large or mid-size city)
____Large town (st in an SMSA®* and population greater than of equal to 25,000)
_Small LOWT (not in an SMSA®® and population less than 25,000 snd greaier than of equal to 2,500)
__Rural (poputation lcss than 2.500)

School (7o be completed by all schools)

4. Number of students enrolled at each grade level or its equivalent in your school:
preK’ 2nd Sth 8th
K 3rd 6th Other
1st 4th 7th
TOTAL
5. Racial/ethnic composition of % American Indian or Native Alaskan

the students in your school: % Asian or Pacific Islander
% Black, not Hispanic origin
% Hispanic
% White, not Hispanic origin
1000 % TOTAL

6. Limited-English-proficient students in the school: % Total Number
Number of languages represented: Specify which:

hd Include pre-kindergariners only if your school and/or district operates preK programs.

had A standard metropolitan srea (SMSA) includes a central city with & population of st least 50,000 or an urbanized area with a
population of &t lcast 50,000 with the ncighboring arca having 8 total of 100,000 or more inhabitants.
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9.

10.

Students who qualily for free/reduced price lunch: % Total Number
1€ this is pot a reasonably accurate estimate of the percentage of siudents from low-income
familics or your school docs not participate in the federally-supportcd lunch program, specify
a morc accuralc cstimate and cxplain how you arrived at it.

Students receiving special education services: % Number Served
Indicate below the number of handicapped students according to handicapping conditions
designated in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.

Deaf Other Health Impaired
Deaf-Blind Seriously Emotionaily
Hard of Hearing Disturbed

Mentally Retarded Specific Learning Disability
Multihandicapped Speech Impaired
Orthopedically Impaired Visually Handicapped

Decscribc any significant changes in the data reported in items 4-8 that have occurred dunng
the past five years.

Indicate the full-time cquivalent (FTE) stalf members in each of the below categories. (Aa
FTE is one full-time positio: if, for example, the school’s n;uhrwtvuk is 40 houu. and two assistant principals spend a

total of 60 hours per week as administraiors and the reat in iesching, the pal position is 1.5 FTE's and .S FTE's
are sssigned as teaching.)

FTE Number o[ Staff
Administrators

Classroom tcachers

Special resource teachers
Subject arca specialists
Paraprofessionals

Library/media professionals
Counsclors, psychologists, nurses
Clerical

Custodial personnel

Food scrvicc personnel

Security officers Total Number
Others of Part-Time
Staff Members:

Total FTE's / Number of Staff

Specily the types of special resource teachers and subject area specialists employed at your
school, as well as the roles assigned to paraprofessionals.
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12,

Numbcr of ycars the principal has been in her/his position at this school?

If lcss than three ycars, how long was the previous principal at this school?

Context Statement: Schools are judged within their own context rather than in direct
comparison with all other schools. Describe the context of your school. Include, for example,
the population it scrves, socioeconomic conditions in the community, student mobility issues,
historical milestones in the school's operation, school tradition, and the school's physical

location and surroundings. Limit your statement to this page.
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13.

Nomination Abstract: Summarize the strengths of your school, focusing on what it is
that makes your school a unique and successful place worthy of national recagnition.
Highlight any innovativc uses of time, space, staffing, organizational structures, and modern
technology that might inform the establishment of the "New Generation of American Schools”
cnvisioned in the AMERICA 2000 Education Strategy. Limit your abstract to this one page.
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Part III
CONDITIONS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLING

Nate; In responding to the questions in Fart 1II, provide specific details and examples to maximize
reviewers’ understanding of what your school is really like. Some of the questions will entail the need
Jor public schools to acknowledge the importans role of district-level stuff and/or make reference to
policies mandated by your State. Nevertheless, .ru:cellwmdmdual:dwalugmemllycoundendme
site of reform, or education’s action-and-accouruability unit, the unique corsribusion of your building-
lcv:lmﬂ'amidwﬂa:bduyyuwsdlazlayaysm implementing programs and policies should be readily
discernible in your answers. All schools, whether public or private and regardless of grade span, must
respond 10 alf questions. It is appropriate (0 cross-reference answers to avoid redundancy.

A. Leadership

Al.  What are the goals and priorities for the school and its students? Be specific. Indicate how

and by whom school goals and prionities are developed, how often they are reviewed, and how
they are communicated 10 staff, students, parents, and the wider community.

A2 llow do the principal and_other school leaders Inspire staff, parents, and students to
accomplish the school's goals? Describe the principal’s leadership and vision. Provide concrete
examples of how school leadership ensures that policies, programs, and resources focus on the

achievement of the school’s goals and priorities.

B. Teaching Environment

Bl What ogmn. unitfes_exist for teachers to be involved in decisionmaking? Draw examples
Jrom decisionmaking about curriculum, instruction, discipline policy, teacher and program
evaluation, and other activities. Provide specific details on the nature and results of teachers’

involvement.

B2. What _provisions_sre made to_epable staff to_enpage in_collegial planning and
[mplementation of educational programs at your school? Describe the nature and extent of

such collaboration..

B3. at are your school’s formal procedures for supervising and evaluating teachers? Describe
building-level implementation of district policies, identifying any features specific to your school
Include information on the person(s) involved, the frequency of evaluation, the form and
amount of feedback to the teacher, and examples of how the information is used.

B4, ow are beginning teachers and those new to your building supported and_their skills
strengthened? Describe both formal and informal methods for initial orientation and ongoing
suppon. Specify recruitment and selection procedures.
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Bs.

6.

B7.

Cl1.

C2.

How does yoyr school support and encourage the recognition of excellent teachers? Describe
both formal and informal methods.

at_opportunities a vided to_expand or alter tenchers’ roles to enhance their
gffectiveness with students and to improve job satisfaction? For example, such activities
might include student and peer coaching/mentoring teacher experimentation with new
instructional methods or advanced technologies, conducting seminars or workshops for other
teachers, or responsibility for schoolwide programs or evenus. Comment on your teacher tumover
rate during the last three years.

at is the process by which you ensure that staff development opportunities are congruent
the defined goals and priorities of your school? Describe specific staff development
programs in terms of how much time is required, how many staff participate, and where and
when the programs are offered. List teachers’ recent professional growth acuvities in subject-
madter areas. In keeping with the National Goals and AMERICA 2000, address specifically the
Jive core subjects of English, mathematics, science, history, and geography.

Cﬁrrlculum and Instruction

1low {s your school orpanized to reflect differing student needs and the school's goals and

priorities? Address such topics as student placement, instructional grouping, class size, and use
of time. Explain how placement is determined and what role testing plays in your placement
practices. Describe how students are able to move among groups.

The National Goals cal) for strengthening subject-matter content in fjve areas: English,

the scien 0] at Is you culum jn each of these sub,
areas? Include in your discussion of each subject area (1) the amount of fime devoted 1o its
teaching each day/week; (2) instructional strategies and allowances for differences in students;
(3) the manner and degree to which higher-order and critical thinking skills are addressed; (4)
ways in which curricular areas are integrated; (5) ways in which technology is being used as an
instructional tool; and (6) enrichment activities for all students.

a. English Includes reading, literature, writing, oral communications;
coordinate your response with C4.

b. Mathematics Coordinate your response with H2.

c. Science

d. History Coordinate your response with Hl.

e raph

What other subject aveas play essential roles In your schoolwide curriculum goals? Select

wo subject areas you feel should be highlighted because of their central imponance to your
school's goals and priorities, or the high quality, uniqueness, and special significance of the
subjects. Provide the same kind of information for these two subject areas as in question C2.
You may wish to choose from subjects such as the ars; foreign languages; health, safety, and
physical education; religion (private schools); or any others.
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C4.

Cs.

Cé6.

C7.

Cs.

D.

D1

What specific instructional strategles does your school employ to ensure that students learn
to_write_effectively? Address such topics as teaching writing throughout the curriculum,

asvessing writing, and maotivating students 1o improve their wnting.

How is your instructionul program adapted to the needs of speciul populations, such s
special _education, Chapter 1, limited-English-proficlent, and studeats in need of

remediotion? Describe your instructional strategies and programs, and indicate how students
are identified and monitored for progress. Provide evidence that these programs are effective,
and explain how the students are integrated with the total student body. Organize your response
as follows:

a, Special education students .

b. Students requiring Chapter 1 services, LEP students,
und students in need of remediation

What special opportunities do you provide for advanced study or enrichment for unusually
talented or motivated students? Describe a sample of the opponiunities you provide. Indicate

the number and composition of students who panticipated in each during the 1990-91 academic
year.

What rule daes the school library/media center play in supporting instruction and enabling
students to become information literate? Describe what specific services are offered and how

they are integrated with curriculum and instruction. Indicate how, and the extent to which, the
library/media center accomplishes the following: (1) promotes reading and access to high-quality
children’s literature; (2) teaches students to use library resources for information retrieval and
independent research; and (3) uses technology in innovative, cost-efficient ways that motivate
leaming. Include any usage data available.

What repular building-level procedures do you follow for evaluating your instructional
progrums? Address how information is analyzed and used to improve the instructional program.
Identify any substantial changes made in the past three years as a result of program evaluation.

Student Environment

National Goal | states that "Ry the year 2000, all children in America will sta ool read
fo learn.”_What role does your school pluy in helping to ensure that children entering your
school are prepared to participate successfully in formal schooling? (For the purpose of this
nomination, the dimensions of readiness include: physical well-being, emotional maturity, social
confidence, language richness, and general knowledge.) Describe how your school facilitates the
transition of students from preschool or hame into kinderganen, or from another school into
yours. Address such topics as (a) outreach and exchange with preschool providers or other
schools; (b) the school’s role in the provision of integrated services; (c) parent education; and
(d) use of school entrance assessments.
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nz.

n3.

D4,

DS,

6.

D7

D8.

ng.

D10.

What specific proprums edures instructionsa] strategies do you employ to develop

stydents’ interest fn lenrning and tg motivate them to study? Explain what special incentives
and consequences you provide and how you measure their effectiveness.

What opportunities do students have to bulld sustained relationships with counselors,

teacheys, or other adults? Describe specific programs or strategies, and explain how you
measure their effectiveness.

at iflc ums, ures nstructional strategies do you employ to identi

counsel, and ussist potential dropouts or other at-risk or undernchieving students? Jn your

discussion, indicate the number of students served.

What extracurricular actlvities are svailable for students? Describe how participation is

encouraged, what percentage of studenis participate, and the extent lo which participation is
representative of the overall student body.

What {s your schoal's discipline policy? Describe your school’s programs and procedures to
develop a disciplined environment conducive to leaming.

By what means does the school prevent the sale, possession, and use of drugs, including

alcohol and tobacco, by its students on and off school premises? Describe the components
of your substance-abuse program. Provide evidence of the effectiveness of these policies and

procedures, including community efforts for drug-free schools.

What opportunities exist for students to influence classroom and school policy? Explain

how students are involved in solving classroom and school problems and influencing higher-level
decisions. Provide specific examples. Indicate the extent of student participation and the degree
fo which participanis are representative of the overall student body.

How do _schoo) ms, practices, policies, and s foster the development of sound

character, democratic values, ethical judgment, good behavior, and the ability to work in a
self-disciplined and purposeful manner? Describe what opportunities your school provides for

students and staff to be involved in aciivities that demonsirale and promote good citizenship,
community service, and personal responsibility.

How is_ your school preparing students to live effectively in a society that is culturally and

v itive? Provide examples from
curriculum, student activities, staff development, and school practices. Be sure 1o address how
you ensure that gll students are helped 1o master content and skills designed to equip them for
the future world of work.
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E. Parent and Community Support

E1.

E2.

arents encourage be involved with the school? Discuss the ways in which
parents are involved as decisionmakers, teachers, leamers, resources, supporters, and advocates.
Include your policy on school visits by parents, as well as the frequency with which such visits
are made. Indicate the percentage of parents involved and the degree to which they are

representative of your student body.

llow does your sc| €0 ent & v schoo| rformance to

parents and the broader Qgggnlg’ In addition to report cards, explain how the school
notifies and consuits with parents about student progress. Describe how the school encourages

(a) parent feedback on their children’s achievement and (b) parent and community reaction to
the school as a whole.

ot stratepies does the schoo| use to encourage parents to }ovide a su ive learnin

environment In_the home _and_to Inform parents about other lcarning opportunities?

Discuss the ways in which the school involves all parents in their children’s leaming in the hame,
including policies and preparation related to homework.

How does the school support the needs of families? Discuss examples such as extended day

scheduling: linkages to preschool programs; referrals to community services, adult education,
nutrition and physical and mental health programs; and transportation options.

unities does yo c! d eaningful collaboration with_othe
educational institutions and_commun roups? Provide specific examples of acwual

participation with such groups as universities, regional educational consortia or service centers,
business and industry, and community health and service organizations. Indicate which
collaborative venture has proved most valuable. Consider the school'’s role in promoring leaming
opportunities outside the school, such as computer camp, summer academic programs, athletic
clinics, exchange programs, community arts workshops, and other community-based enrichmen.

F. Indicators of Success

F1.

formal _procedures does your school _have for assessing and orting student
achlevement? Provide resuits from tests developed and normed at the national or State level
Jor the grade levels tested in each of the past three years. Results from minimum competency
tests are not appropnate.

Present your data as follows: (1) indicate test name and editionjpublication year; (2) specify
grade (o which test was administered; (3) indicate number of students in grade and percentage
of students reflected in the scores; (4) report scores in terms of national or State percentiles (of
the mean) or standard scores, providing information 10 allow meaningful interpretation; (5)
provide subiest scores, e.g., scores for reading comprehension, total reading, mathematics problem
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F2.

Fa.

F4.

solving, total mathematics; (6) note test level per grade and indicate if out-of-level testing: (7)
give testing month and norms used for scoring; and (8) specify what groups, if any, were
excluded from the testing.

Note: Be sure to explain any paitern of increase or decline in test scores. Take special care t0
present and interpret your data in a way that is readily understandable 10 non-testing expens.
Format your data in a manner consistent with the samples provided on pages 18-19 or in some
equally effective display form. Fontitype size may be reduced for test data display purposes,
though results should be clearly readable and the print no smaller than the size shown in the
examples.

What performance-bnsed measures or other assessments does your school use for nssessing
and reporting progress? Include in your response measures such as criterion-referenced tests,

portfolios, student writing, analyses of individual leaming plan student gains, or other measures
used at your school. Be very specific in describing how these measurement practices produce
evidence that students are making progress. Where possible, report resuits for the last three
evaluation periods, taking care to explain_any pattem of increase or decline in student
pegormangg.

What was your school’s performance last year in the following areas? For the purposes of

this question, both excused and unexcused student absences should be counted as gbsent,
Similarly, any 1eacher out for personal or sick-day leave should be counted as absent.

Dally student attendance %
Dajly teacher attendance Yo

Number of individual students involved in
serious disciplinary Incidents

Explain any special circumstances that affected student anendance. Define what your school
considers a “serious disciplinary incident,” and discuss how you resolved those incidents reported
above. If absenteeism or serious disciplinary incidents have changed by more than 10% in the
last five years, describe the changes and the reasons for them.

Which awards received by your school, staff, or students during the last five years are most

indlcative of school success? Limit your list of awards to ten or fewer. Explain the reasons
Jor your choices.

G. Organizational Vitality

Gl.

What kind of school improvement process is in operation at your school? Describe your

&ffonts at school improvemeny, detailing your progress to date. Specify also the leadership roles
in this process. For example, is it essenuially a principal/siaff initiative, a parent- or Board-driven
agenda, or a disirict or Statewide effort?

144



G2.

G3.

G4.

ow _has your schoo spopde tional vesearch findings, nutional
ssessments of educations and the Natlona] Goals? Provide specific deiails on any
related changes that were implemented or are presently under consideration at your school.

s you look back over the last flve years, what conditions and/or changes have contributed

most_to the_overa)l_success of your school? You may wish 1o describe problems or

impediments your school has faced and overcome.

What do xoﬁ consider the major educational challenges your school must face over the next
five years? Address how you will ensure responsiveness to changing student needs,

H. Special Emphases: History and Mathematics

II1.

Note: In responding to questions HI and H2, refer also to the descriptive material provided in
the Introduction (pages i and ).

History, In describing your history program, please address the following as specifically as
possible:

& What opportunities does your school provide to extend children’s understanding of people and
times past? How do your teachers help children link today and yesterday? Today and times
long ago?

& What oppontunities are provided for children to read and/or listen (o biographies of men and
women from the past?

@& [s your school’s literature program coordinated with social studies to provide children
opportunities (o enjoy myths, legends, and stories from the past? Do these selections draw from
many cultures--for example, classical Greece, Europe, China and Japan, Africa, Native
American cultures, and so on? From American literature of the colonial, revolutionary, and
early national periods? From the mcny ethnic groups comprising American society and their
experiences in the building of America?

® How are holidays used as an opportunity to deepen children’s understanding of the historical
Jigures and times they commemorate and to discuss the contributions of different ethnic groups?

& What specific courses or units of study does your school offer in local, state, United States,
and world history?

& What distinguishes the history program in your school? The course offerings themselves, the
ways these courses are organized, and the teaching resources provided? Collaborative
opportunities with the humanities, especially lterature? Innovative teaching approaches and
Student projects?
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H2.

& Toward what objectives are teachers working? What is the relative importance they place on
such goals as (a) developing appreciation of people and events of the past; (b) developing
children's "historical empathy”; (c) enlarging their vision of individual character and of lives well-
lived; (d) supporting children's understanding of historical time, chronolugy, historical causation,
and éxplanation; (e) developing basic understandings of important historical people and events;
and (f) developing appreciation of the significance of the past to their own lives and 10 events
in the world today?

& To what extent does your program take advantage of local resources, such as visits to
historical sites and museums? What other kinds of instructional resources enrich your history

program?
& How is your program evaluated, and how is the information used to improve the quality of
teaching in history?

& What is the evidence that school and disrict administraiors, teachers, and the Board of
Education (or Trustees, for private schools) place important priority on history as an essential
core of the social studies program and of special significance in the personal and citizenship
education of all students in your school?

Mathematics. Jn describing your content-rich program in mathematics, please address the
Jollowing as specifically as possible:

#& How does your program enable students to use problem-solving approaches to investigate and
understand mathematical content?

& What opportunities for student communication about mathematical ideas and situations are
included in your program?

@& How does your program assist students in gaining confidence in their ability to reason and
Jjustify their thinking in mathematics?

& What opportunities are included for students 1o make mathematical connections?
& What kinds of instructional resources are available in the program?

& Who teaches mathematics? What kinds of staff development are part of your school’s
program?

& How much instructional time is set aside for mathematics each day (week)?

& How is the expertise of experienced teachers recognized and utilized in your mathematics
instruction program?
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SAMPLE FORMATS FOR DISPLAYING ASSESSMENT DATA

Example #1 PERRY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
ITBS Medlan Scorns (ln Natioual Percenilies)
‘Total Total Mathematics ‘Total
* Reading Language Problems Mathematics
1989 1990 1991 1989 1990 1991 1989 1990 1991 1989 1990 1991
Grade | 40 4«0 L] 4% 57 [ 2 s8 46 44 o4 46
Level 7
Grade 2 69 50 66 k] n n [ 64 84 8 79 86
lovel 8
Grade 3 3 41 56 69 67 67 “ “ 47 55 s1 63
t.cvet 10
Grade 4 52 56 59 66 n 62 4 58 60 L) n [1]
[cvel 10
Grade § 9 64 58 60 73 56 43 s8 50 50 69 57
Lovel 11
The above data were accompanied by the full test name and lonn ndenhﬁuuon edilion year; lesting month and norms used for scoring;
number of studenia in each grade (ested and p ge of flected in the scores; and information concerning what groups were
cxcluded from the testing. (In other worda, lhe school p all the p details req d in paragraph 2 of ion F1.) The

school then went on 10 discuss 8) special circumstances lhal aflected Ihe performance of one of the oohon groups (uudcnu cnrolled in
grade 2 in 1989) over ihe three-year period, and b) the performance of its students compared with that of the school district and the State.

Exomple #2 ASH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Staaford Achlevsment Test (Percentiles of lhe Mean)
Grllde Gr;de Gr’ade Gr‘lde Gt;d:
199 Ash Dist. Ash Diat Ash Dist. Ash Dist. Ash Dist.
Reading Comprehension 95 81 96 83 96 79 9 82 9§ 80
Tots! Reading 95 79 94 82 95 9 98 82 1 9 81
Totat Language N/A N/A N/A N/A 93 78 98 83 95 81
Mathematics Applicati 93 16 93 76 94 i) 95 78 90 76
‘Total Mathemaltics 94 78 87 ki 94 72 92 78 91 77
1990 '
Reading Comprehensi 94 84 94 85 98 84 93 82 98 83
|_Total Reading 92 84 94 84 97 | 83 91 82 98 82|
Total Langusge N/A N/A N/A N/A 97 84 92 82 98 82
Mathematica Applications 92 » 91 bl 91 80 89 76 98 81
Tatal Math L 92 80 n il 99 79 88 6 98 81
1989
Reading Comprehension 93 83 96 84 91 79 98 82 93 74
Touwl Reading 94 82 95 84 0 79 98 83 96 74
Total Language N/A N/A N/A N/A 90 78 99 81 9 75
Mathematics Applicationa 90 26 92 79 B84 75 97 80 91 7
Tolal Mathematics 91 77 93 78 -] 76 97 80 91 74

As in Example #1, the above dats display was sccompanied by alf the test details specified in question F1. Ash Elementary School also
discussed how these resuila compare with the State's overall performance over the three years.
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Example #3 FORD ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
IGAP Median Raw Scerss « Grads 3
1989 1990 1991

" Fora Di. | sae | Ford ps. | swe | Fo Dt | Sue
a——— r_—

Reading n2 33 250 401 ass 250 460 400 280

Mathemstics N/A N/A N/A n 53 250 403 378 288
The above display, showing resulls ou 8 State-developed test, were P d by the rek test detnils requesied in question F1, 3nd

he manmutm scofe pessbie on the sub-tests was provided. Ford El Y P ed & simlar daias duplay for each grade lesied.

Ex e NORTHWOOD ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Ceheort Longitudioal Pregress: Grude 4, 1989
CTBS (Perceniles of the Mcan)

o4
[ -
20 Legeod
T ) ~*= Readiag Comp.
n . “°"% Total Reading
74 e
” soszeeen ®  Tolal Language
n © 9 Math Applications
s © Towl Math
P Total Mal
o4
a2
60
1989 1990 1991
Ne=190 N=178 N=-1%7
The sbove cxample iracks the progress of oaly those North d slud who were led in 4th grade in March 1989 and continued

(0 atiend the school through the March 1991 CTBS administration. These dala were providad in addition to the reporting of all gades’
CTBS scores aa in Euample #1 and the sccompanying Less details requesicd in quastion FI. Theabove format u an elfcctive way 10 duplay
performance asscssment data when 8 school secks 10 8) axclude effocts of studeas @obulity (rom test results; and/or b) show sicady

prog inp over lime.
Example #8 JAMES ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
State Critsrioa-Reforenced Tant
A = [] 802
goal This display was sccompanied with the (et name and
sddition/pudlication ycar: smilar data for cach subtast; the
times st which pre- and p 'y sn explanation of
how the school's goals (mastery levels) were delermined: the
sverage number of test icms per objecuve; the percent of
studenis tesied and an explanation concerning groups not tested;
nd & gencral discusaion of how the school's overall
. performance comparcd with other schools 1n the duinct and
A B Cc D E F [«] Siate.

KEY: D precest
D posttest
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CONDITIONS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLING

1991-92 Review Panel Criteria

Note: This list of criteria is for information purpases only, (o assist schools in providing clear, concise,
concrete, and complete responses o the questions and italicized eloborations listed in Fart 11l of the
nomination. This is a draft version of the wording of the arileria. Arny minor changes in the wording
of the criteria in the final review instrumend will not alier how the criteria are to be interpreted. The final
review instrumery will rate each of the below criteria as follows: Exemplary, Strong Promising But
Insufficient Evidence, Not Exemplary, and [nsufficient or No Evidence.

A. Leadership

Al.

Goals and prioritics appear appropriate for the school and are clearly articulated. Goals and
prioritics are developed with input from the school’s major constituents, formally reviewed
and revised regularly, and effectively communicated (o staff, students, parents, and the wider
community. :

The principal and staff have a clear vision for the school and its students. This vision is
operationalized in terms of specific objectives and the policics, programs, and resources
necded 10 accomplish the school’s goals and prioritics. School lcadership has created a sense
of shared purpose among faculty, students, parents, and community to accomplish the school’s
mission.

B. Teaching Environment

B2.

B4,

BS.

B6.

B7.

Teachers are substantively involved in decisions about curriculum, instruction, discipline
policy, teacher and program evaluation, and other activities. Teacher input is instrumental
in the operation of the school.

Staff collaborate in instructional planning and delivery. They routinely have opportunities
for meaningful interaction and are encouraged to work collaboratively.

Teachers are formally and informally supervised and evaluated on a regular basis by
designated individuals, provided with useful fcedback, and monitored to ensure that
cvaluations effect improvement. .

Special provisions are made for the support and training of beginning teachers and those new
to the school. Recruitment and selection procedures appear appropriate to the school.

The recognition of excellent teachers is supported and encouraged both formally and
informally at the school level and beyond.

A varicty of opportunities are provided to expand or alter tcachers’ roles 10 enhance
cffectiveness with students, improve job satisfaction, and reduce teacher turnover.

A significant number of staff members participate in stalf dcvelopment activities direcily
related 10 school priorities and in programs aimed at strengthening subject-matter expertise
in the five core subjects.
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C. Curriculum and Instruction

Cl.

.

C2.

C4.

Cs.

Cé.

C7.

C8.

Differing studcat nceds and the school’s goals and priorities arc reficcted in school and
classroom organization. Student placement and instructional grouping, as well as the role
testing plays in both, are rcasonable and fair. Students bave flexibility of movement among
instructional/academic groups as their skills and interests change. Class size and use of time
sccm appropriate.

Ongoing curriculum development has resulted in a rigorous and rich curriculum offercd for
all studcents in:

a English
b. Mathcmatics
C Science
d. History

e. Geography

The school has highlighted two subject areas that clearly contribute to schoolwide curriculum
goals and priorities. :

a. Subject:
b. Subject:

The school has implemented specific strategies for ensuring that students learn to write
cffectively and an assessment process t0 measure progress.

Special programs are provided by the school to adapt the academic program to mcet the
nceds of specific groups of students. The identification and placement of students is
cquitable, and the school attempts to integrate these students with the total student body.
Individual progress is closely monitored, and there is clear evidence that strategies/programs
are effective. Suitable programs are provided for the following groups of students:

a Special education students,

b. Studenis requiring Chaprer 1 services, limited-English-proficient students, and

students in need of remediation.

A variety of advanced study or enrichment opportunities are provided for unusually talented
or motivated students. If participating students do not represent student body diversity, a
defensible explanation has been provided.

The library/media center is an integral component of the school’s overall instructional
program and plays a key role in developing students’ information literacy.

Regular, systematic, building-level program evaluation efforts result in identifiable
instructional improvement.

D. Student Environment

D1.

D2.

School policics, practices, and oulreach services ensure that children entering the school can
participate successfully in formal schooling.

The school uses incentives, motivational programs, and/or special instructional strategies 10
help develop and sustain students’ interest in learning.
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M.

D4,

DS,

D6.

D7.

Ns.

D9.

D10.

Opportunitics to build sustained relationships with counselors, tcachers, or other adults are
varicd and rcadily available. Programs are in place to provide counscling and advisement, and
these approaches are systematically reviewed for effectiveness. A significant number of
students representalive of the student body take advantage of these opportunities.

Effcctive procedures are employed for identifying, counseling, and assisting potential dropouts
and other at-risk and underachieving students. A significant number of these identificd

students are served.

A variety of extracurricular activitics arc available for students. Participation is encouraged,
and a substantial number of students representative of the siudent body regularly take part.

A sound, well-articulated discipline policy encourages students 1o behave in an orderly fashion
without excessive constraints.

The use of drugs, including alcohol and tobacco, by students at and away from school is
discouraged through an cffective substance abuse program and broad-based community

cfforts.

Students play an active role in influencing classroom and school policy. Student input is
valued, and student participation in problem solving is representative of the student body.

School programs, practices, policies, and staff foster the development of sound character,
democratic values, ethical judgment, good behavior, and the ability to work in a self-
disciplined and purposeful manner.

The school effectively employs curricular and other strategies to prepare students to live
productively and harmoniously in a society that is culturally diverse and globally competitive.

E. Parent and Community Support

El.

E2,

The school provides cvidence of various types of parent involvement. A substantial number
of parents arc involved, and they are representative of the student body.

Student progress and overall school performance are regularly communicated 1o parents
through formal and informal means, and a mechanism is in place 10 receive feedback from
parents and the community.

The school encourages and helps parents to provide a supportive learning environment in the
home and informs them about other learning opportunities.

The school makes a concerted effort to support the diverse needs of families.
The school provides specific evidence of valuable collaboration with other educational

institutions and community groups to suppon school activities and programs, promote
learning outside the school, and provide integrated scrvices to children and their families.

F. Indicators of Success

F1.

——

Through the use of tests developed and normed at the national or State level;
a, The school reports student achievement results in a manner readily interpretable.
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F2.

F3.

F4.

b. Student outcomes are more positive than those reported in schools with
similar demographic characteristics.
. Improvcments in student outcomes have been realized over the past three

years, or results are consistently outstanding.

Through the usc of performance-based measures or other non-traditional assessments,
the school provides convincing evidence of student achievement.

Student and teacher attendance and the number of students involved in scrious
disciplinary incidents compare favorably with those of similar schoals.

The school, staff, and students have received @ -ariety of noteworthy awards and
recognition over the last five years indicative of school success.

G. Organizational Vitality

Gl.

G2

G3.

G4.

A school improvement planning process is in place, with evidence of leadership, support, and
progress.

School staff are cognizant of the findings and reccommendations of major educational reform
studics, national assessments, and the National Goals and have implemented or are
considering rclated changes.

The school has effectively introduced changes and/or overcome problems and impediments
to educational excellence over the last five ycars while sustaining those conditions that have
contributed most 10 its success.

Major educational challenges the school must face in the next five years are realistically
understood and reflect a carcful assessment of changing student needs.

H. Special Emphases: History and Mathematics

112.

A comprehensive, rigorous history program constitutes the core of the social studies program.
(To receive a rating of "Excmplary® for this item, the school’s response must have addressed
all the essential features of an exemplary history program, as described on pp. i-ii of the
nomination package, and presented evidence, in response to all the nomination questions
itemized on pp. 16-17, that the school's history program is gusianding.)

The school provides a content-rich program in mathematics that encompasses the standards
developed by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) and stimulates
interest and achicvement among all students. (To receive a rating of "Exemplary® for this
item, the school’s response must have addressed all the essential features of an exemplary
mathematics program, as described on p. ii of the nomination package, and presented
evidence, in response 10 all the nomination questions itemized on p. 17, that the school's
mathematics program is gutstanding.)
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PRIVATE SCHOOL ADDENDUM

The purpase of this Addendum is to oblain additional information from private schools relevant to the
scctions of the nomination package noted below.*

Cover Sheet

Datc of Founding:

Private school
association(s):

(Give pnmary religious of indepead onty)

Does your school have nonprofit, tax exempt (501(c)(3)) status? Yes No

Part II - School Characteristics

S. Bricfly describe your school’s efforts to achieve a racially and economically diverse,
multicultural student enroliment.

7. 8 What are your 1991-92 tuition rates? (Do oot include room, boasd, o fees)
S s s $ s
Prek s 3d Sth Tth
s L S s s
K 20d 41h 6ih 8ih
S
Other
® What is your cducational cost per student? s

(School budget divided by earollment)

® What is the median value of all forms of financial aid? S

® What perccntage of your annual budget is devoted to

scholarship assistance and/or tuition reduction? %
& What percentage of students receive scholarship assistance? %
{Including tunion red )

® Do not retype this page.
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ANNUAL STATUS REPORT
ON THE CONDITION OF
EDUCATION
(1990-1991)

Prepared by:
Dr. Wayne Teague, Superintendent
State Department of Education

Dr. Maurice Persall, Assistant State Superintendent
Office of General Administrative Services

Dr. Rex Jones, Director
Division of Computer Services

Reference: Original action adopted by the State Board of Education on July
12,1988. Amended August 10, 1989. [Action Item No. I-1-c.)
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ANNUAL STATUS REPORT ON THE

. SYSTEM CLUSTER LIST
CLUSTER 1S (6 total) CLUSTER 2L (18 total) CLUSTER 3L (16 total)
CITY SYSTEMS: . CITY SYSTEMS: CITY SYSTEMS:
Aubum Enterprise Anniston
Florence Binmingham
Homewood Gadsden Phenix City
Mountain Brook QOpelika COUNTY SYSTEMS:
Muscle Shoals Tuscaloosa Blount
Vestavia Hills COUNTY SYSTEMS: Chambers
COUNTY SYSTEMS: Autauga Chilion
None Calhoun Cullman
Elmore Dekalb
CLUSTER 1L (8 tota)) Etowah Escambia
CITY SYSTEMS: Lauderdale Jackson
Decatur Madison Lawreace
Dothan Marshall Lee
Hoover Mobile ‘Limestone
Huntsville Moaroe Marion
COUNTY SYSTEMS: Montgomery Talladega
Baldwin Morgan Walker
Houston St. Clair
Jefferson Tuscaloosa CLUSTER 48S (17 total)
Shelby CITY SYSTEMS:
CLUSTER 38 (29 total) Linden
CLUSTER 25 (28 total) CITY SYSTEMS: Roanoke
CITY SYSTEMS: Aualla Talladega
Albertville Carbon Hill COUNTY SYSTEMS:
Alexander City Daleville gm
Andalusia lis
Ano B Crocaw
Athens Eufaula Conccuh
Brewton Fairficld Crenshaw
Fort Payne Flonala Greene
Guntersville Geneva Hal:nd
Haleyville Lanett Lowndes
Hartselle Ozark Marengo
Jacksonville Piedmont Pery
Jasper Russellville Pike
Midfield Shefficld Russcll
Onconta Sylacauga Sumter
Opp Tallassee Wilcox
Oxfog Thomasville
Pell Gity Troy CLUSTER dL (7 total
Scottsboro Tuscumbia iy SYSTEmSe
Tamant COUNTY SYSTEMS: ° Besscmer
Winficld Bibb Selma
COUNTY SYSTEMS: Cherokee COUNTY SYSTEMS:
Cleburn Clay Butler
Colbert Fayete Dallas
Covington Franklin Macon
Dale Geneva Pickens
L.amar chnl
Randolph Tallapoosa
Washington Winstoa




INTRODUCTION

In 1988, the state Board of Education responded to the calls for greater accountability in Alabama’s
schools by adopting 20 “accountability resolutions.” These resolutions have been a remendous catalyst in
the school reform movement of this state.

The Annual Status Reports are the result of one of those accountability resolutions. The board,
believing the public necded more complete information on its schools, called for detailed reports to be
distributed annually at the local level. The information in these reports is produced exclusively from data
provided by local education agencics.

‘We arc now in the third year of these status reports, publishing information on the 1990-91 school
year. As in previous years, the reports consist of a sysiem report and reports on each school within a
system. .

Y However, this is the first year that school systems can begin to make meaningful comparisons of
their own performance from year 1o year. This is accomplished through the Performance Measures section
of the system report. : .

Many of the items measured in this section are important because they are found in Alabama’s new

Performance-Bascd Accreditation System (PBAS), initiated by another of the accountability resolutions.

Under PBAS, school systems will be graded on their adherence to many new standards, including

ormance standards. The importance of other iterns has been noted in various studies on education
improvement.

- For additional comparisons, systems have been placed into eight homogencous groups, or clusters,
based on enrollment and the socioeconomic conditions of the community served by the system. In this
way, a school system can be compared with others of similar wealth and size. State averages are also
included for comparison.

STATE SUMMARY

The following fables are designed 10 show the changes in student performance and earollment in
advanced courses between 1989-90 and 1990-91. Within each cluster, these tables also reveal the -
percentage of systems showing an increase or decrease in enrollment or performance. Because the data are
grouped into clusters, care should be exercised not 1o generalize the results and apply the trends 1o each
individual system. :

“Stanford Achievement Test — High and Low AAC ..

The Achievement Ability Comparison, or AAC, uses the Otis/Lennon School Ability Test (OLSAT)
in conjunction with the Stanford Achievement Test to view a student’s score in relation to other students of
the same measured ability. Nationally, 23 percent of the students taking the Stanford and the OLSAT are
classified in the low AAC group, 54 percent arc in the middle group and 23 percent are in the high group.
The Stanford Achicvement Test and the OLSAT arc given 1o Alabama students in the fourth and cighth

es.

As the following tables indicate, from 1989-90 to 1990-91 seven of the eight system clusters
showed an increase in the percentage of eighth-graders with a high AAC. Likewise, seven of the eight
clusters had a decrease in the percentage of eighth-graders with a low AAC during the period.

‘The changes in the percentage of students with a high AAC by cluster in grade four were similar to
those in grade eight. Once again, seven of the eight clusters showed an increase in the percentage of
students with a high AAC. However, all clusters showed a decrease in the percentage of fourth-graders
with a low AAC.

The conclusion is that more students are doing berter on the Stanford Achievement Test relative to
their ability, and fewer students are doing poorly, regardless of the economic condition of their school
system.
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. Advanced Mathematics Enrollment

Statewide, the number of students enrolled in advanced math courses increased by 2 percent from
1989-90 to 1990-91. The following table shows that scven of the eight clusters posted an increase in this
arca, with Cluster 4L being the only exception. It is interesting to note that Cluster 4S, which compriscs
the smallest and least wealthy systems in the state, had one of the greatest increases in advanced math
carollment,

Percent Enrolled in Advanced Mathematics
- 1989-90 and 1990-91

60

4ok

i

#]

S
RN

N

i s aP 28 3L 38 4L 4S STATE

Il 1989-90 X 1990-91
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Advanced Science Enroliment

Corresponding 10 the increases in advanced math enrallment, the percentage of students enrolled in
advanced science courses has increased statewide by more than 3 percent. The table below indicates that all
clusters experienced an increase from 1989-90 to 1990-91 except for Cluster 4L, which remained virtually
the same,

Percent Enrolled in:Advanced Science
1989-90 and 1990-91

60
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Foreign Language Enrollment

The percentage of Alabama students enrolled in fareign language classes increased by 2 percent
during the two-year period. As shown in the following table, six of the cight clusters experienced this
increase. However, of the two clusters showing a decrease, one already had a foreign language enrollment

of nearly 50 percent.

Percent Enrolled in Foreign Languages
1989-90 and 1990-91

50

© 18 2L 28 3L 38 | 4L 4S STATE

M 1989-90 [552 1990-91




163

Advanced Diploma Graduates

As a result of recommendations in A Plan For Excellence: Alabama’s Public Schools and actions
taken by the state Board of Education, schools in Alabama began offering the advanced diploma starting
with the ninth grade students in 1985-86. Among the requirements for the advanced diploma are two units
of foreign language, three units of mathematics, four vnits of social smdies and three units of science.

The wable below reveals that the state experienced a 2 percent increase in advanced diploma
graduates between 1990 and 1991, and all cight clusters evidenced growth in this area. Itis significant that
mare than half of the graduates in Cluster 18 received an advanced diploma.

Percent Advanced Diploma Graduates
1989-90 and 1990-91

4S STATE

B 1989-90 =N 1990-91




Canclusion

As can be seen from the preceding graphs, Alabama’s students have made great strides in eight
areas educators around the country now use to gauge academic improvement. These indicators allow
educators and the public to easily sce whether school systems have improved over the previous year and
overabasc year. |

The degree of improvement from 1989-90 to 1990-91 can be seen in the table below. Out of the
129 school systems, 106 systems, or 82 percent, showed improvement in at Jeast four of the cight arcas.
Furthermore, every system showed improvement in at least two academic areas. While no system showed
improvement in more than six of the eight areas, Alabama’s public schools will continue in their pursuit of
academic excellence. -

Systems Shéwing Improve'ment

50

40

30

20

10

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 é
Number of Areas (1-8)

Nl Number of Systems
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. ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1950-91) - SYSTEM
SYSTEM INFORMATION SYSTEM
NUMBER OF SCHOOLS - 6
FTE OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL - 195
NUMBER SPEC ED STUDENTS (DEC 1 COUNT) - 435
NUMBER GIFTED STUDENTS (DEC 1 COUNT) - 215
TOTAL ENROLLMENT - 3,048
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TRANSPORTED - 1,847
NUMBER OF ATTENDANCE DAYS - 175
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE - 2,914
PERCENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE - 94.4%
PERCENT WHITE - 98.8%
PERCENT NON-WHITE . - 1.2%
- 26.7%

PCT ENRL ELIGIBLE FOR FREE/REDUCED LUNCHES

STATE

94.9%
82.7%
37.3%¢
43.9%
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* ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1590-91) - PERFORMANCE MEASURES

'I’HE PERCENT _OF STUDENTS

CLUDING SPECIAL

UCATION S DEN;SB SCORING H

IGH AAC AN

D
THE _PERCENT OF CLUDING SPECIAL
EDUCATION STUDENT SCOR Nt‘EaslfJ'vl AC ON
THE STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TESTS.
BASIC BATTERY HIGH AAC - GRADE 04
BASIC BATTERY LOW AAC - GRADE 04
BASIC BATTERY HIGH AAC - GRADE 08
BASIC BATTERY LOW AAC - GRADE 08

THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
EDUCATIDN STUDENTS! [of0]
ERCENTAGE OF 1 ON

couP ETENCY TESTS RE

ACCREDITATION STAND
READING - GRADE 03
MATHEMATICS - GRADE 03
LANGUAGE ~ - GRADE 03
READING ' - GRADE 06
MATHEMATICS - GRADE 06
LANGUAGE - GRADE 06
READING - GRADE 08
MATHEMATICS - GRADE os
LANGUAGE - GRADE 0

THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS

EDUCATION STUDENTS‘} PASSSN

HIGH SCH

ON THE FIRST ATTEMPT.

READING -
MATHEMATICS -
LANGUAGE -

EXCLUDING SPECIAL
THETU ANSWERING THE

ALABAMA_BASIC
RED TO MEET THE STATE

ING SPECIAL
E_ALABAMA
NATION (AHSGE)

* THIS COLUMN_ IS BLANK WHERE DATA_FOR PREVIOUS
YEARS IS EITHER UNAVAILABLE OR INAPPROPRIATE.

CURRENT

YEAR

79.
63,
70.
6.
75.
50.

100.
87.

1%
9%
0%
0%
0%
2%

0%
0%

AVERAGE* DIFFERENCE

FOR CURRENT
PREV YRS YR AND AVG

30.4% . 3%
10.0% 2%
22.9% 7.7%
20.6% -8.2%
98.6% 1.4%
95.8% 1.2%
94.7% 2.3%
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. ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1930-91) - SCHOOL

SCHOOL INFORMATION

GRADE ORGANIZATION {1990-91)
GRADES STATE ACCREDITED  ({1930-81)
GRADES SAC ACCREDITED (1990-31)

NUMBER OF PORTABLE CLASSROOMS
NUMBER OF MICRO COMPUTERS

STUDENT INFORMATION

ENROLLMENT

PERCENT ENROLLMENT TRANSPORTED
PERCENT ENROLLMENT GIFTED

PERCENT ENROLLMENT SPECIAL EDUCATION
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

PERCENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

AVG CLASS SIZE DEPARTMENTAL {ZED(4-8)
AVG CLASS SI2E CORE COURSES(7-12)

PERSONNEL INFORMATION

FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (SPEC ED PGM)
FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (REGULAR PGM)
NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS

NUMBER OF COUNSELORS

NUMBER OF OTHER CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL

PCT CERT PSNL PAID FOR ADVANCED DEGREES

CLASSROOM TEACHERS PER ADMINISTRATOR
STUDENTS PER CLASSROOM TCHR {REG PGM)
STUDENTS PER ADMINISTRATOR

SCHOOL

0
26

734
60.8

9.9

9.5
894

94.3

24
24

(2]
~tmo - B N - N
IR IR
owWoOmMm OC0CODO0O0O

. W
OF A s OB

SYSTEM

94.4

24
24
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25
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. ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1990-91) - STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS {EXCLUDING SPECIAL
EDUCATION STUDENTS)...vceveeennnecnnns GRADE 08

BASIC BATTERY -~ HIGH AAC
BASIC BATTERY - MIDDLE AAC
BASIC BATTERY - LOW AAC

SCHOOL

- U 3
- 0O
« 80
XX J
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ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1590-91) ~ SCHOOL

SCHOOL INFORMATION SCHOOL SYSTEM STATE
GRADE ORGAN!Z2ATION {1990-91} - 09-12
GRADES STATE ACCREDITED {1980-91) - 09-12
GRADES SAC ACCREDITED {1990-91) - 08-12
NUMBER OF PORTABLE CLASSROOMS - 0
NUMBER OF MICRO COMPUTERS - 75
STUDENT INFORMATION
ENROLLMENT - 804
PERCENT ENROLLMENT TRANSPORTED - 69.0
PERCENT ENROLLMENT GIFTED - 12.1
PERCENT ENROLLMENT SPECIAL EDUCATION - 11.7
NUMBER OF GRADUATES - 171
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE . 782
PERCENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE - 93.0 94.4 94.9
PERCENT GRADUATES WITH STANDARD DIPLOMA - 65.5 65.5 72.0
PERCENT GRADUATES WITH ADVANCED DIPLOMA - 32.2 32.2 24.2
AVG CLASS SIZE CORE COURSES{7-12} - 23 24 24
PCT- ENROLLMENTS IN ADV MATH{9-12) - 21.9 21.9 28.9
PCT ENROLLMENTS IN ADV SCIENCE(9-12) - 18.9 18.9 23.9
PCT ENROLLMENTS IN FOREIGN LANG{§-12) - 26.2 26.2 22.5
PCT ENROLLMENTS IN ADV PLACEMENT({11-12) - 1.2 11.2 18.2
PERSONNEL INFORMATION
FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS {SPEC ED PGM) - 6.3
FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (VOC ED PGM) - 9.8
FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (REGULAR PGM} - 35.8
NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS - + 2.0
NUMBER OF COUNSELORS - 2.0
NUMBER OF OTHER CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL - 2.0
PCT CERT PSNL PAID FOR ADVANCED DEGREES - 71.3 73.8 81.3
CLASSROOM TEACHERS PER ADMINISTRATOR . 25.8 21.2 18.3
STUDENTS PER CLASSROOM TCHR {REG PGM) - 22.8 22.2 22.1
STUDENTS PER ADMINISTRATOR - 402.0 381.0 335.0



ALABAMA HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION EXAMINATIOW

THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS (EXCLUDING SPECIAL
EDUCATION STUDENTS) PASSING ON FIRST ATTEMPT

READ ING
MATHEMAT I CS
LANGUAGE

AMERICAN COLLEGE TESTING PROGRAM
COLLEGE PREPARATORY EXAMINATION

AVERAGE COMPOSITE SCORE

NUMBER OF STUDENTS

EN
AVERAGE COMPOSITE SCORE - CORE CURRICULUM
NUMBER OF STUDENTS - CORE CURRICULUM

ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1990-91) - STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

" SCHOOL

100.0

97.0
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SCHOOL INFORMATION

GRADE ORGANIZATION {1990-91)
GRADES STATE ACCREDITED (1980-91)
GRADES SAC ACCREDITED {1980-91)

NUMBER OF PORTABLE CLASSROOMS
NUMBER OF MICRO COMPUTERS

STUDENT INFORMATION

ENROL LMENT

PERCENT ENROLLMENT TRANSPORTED
PERCENT ENROLLMENT SPECIAL EDUCATION
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

PERCENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

AVG CLASS S1ZE SELF CONTAINED(1-3)
PERSONNEL INFORMATION

FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (SPEC ED PGM)

FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS [REGULAR PGM)

NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS
NUMBER OF COUNSELORS

NUMBER OF OTHER CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL
PCT CERT PSNL PAID FOR ADVANCED DEGREES

CLASSROOM TEACHERS PER ADMINISTRATOR
STUDENTS PER CLASSROOM TCHR {REG PGM)
STUDENTS PER ADMINISTRATOR

ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1990-91) - SCHOOL

SCHOOL

0K-02

0K-02
NONE

0
1
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ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (19890-91) - STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
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SCHOOL INFORMATION

GRADE ORGANIZATION (1990-81)
GRADES STATE ACCREDITED  (1990-91)
GRADES SAC ACCREDITED {1590-91)

NUMBER OF PORTABLE CLASSROOMS
NUMBER OF MICRO COMPUTERS

STUDENT INFORMATION

ENROLLMENT

PERCENT ENROLLMENT TRANSPORTED
PERCENT ENROLLMENT GIFTED

PEACENT ENROLLMENT SPECIAL EDUCATION
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

PERCENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

AVG CLASS SI2E SELF CONTAINED{1-3)
AVG CLASS SI1ZE SELF CONTAINED{4-6)
AVG CLASS SI2E DEPARTMENTALIZED{4-6)

PERSONNEL INFORMATION

FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS {SPEC ED PGM)
FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (REGULAR PGM)
NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS

NUMBER OF COUNSELORS

NUMBER OF OTHER CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL
PCT CERT PSNL PAID FOR ADVANCED DEGREES

CLASSROOM TEACHERS PER ADMINISTRATOR
STUDENTS PER CLASSROOM TCHR {REG PGM)
STUDENTS PER ADMINISTRATOR

ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (19590-91) - SCHOOL
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STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS (EXCLUDING SPECIALE 04

EDUCATION STUDENTS)....covveevnvenanns

BASIC BATTERY - HIGH AAC
BASIC BATTERY - MIDDLE AAC
BASIC BATTERY - LOW AAC

ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1990-91) - STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

SCHOOL
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. ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1990-91) - SCHOOL

SCHOOL INFORMATION

GRADE ORGANIZATION {1890-91}
GRADES STATE ACCREDITED  {1990-91)
GRADES SAC ACCREDITED {1990-91)

NUMBER OF PORTABLE CLASSROOMS
NUMBER OF MICRO COMPUTERS

STUDENT INFORMATION

ENROLLMENT

PERCENT ENROLLMENT TRANSPORTED
PERCENT ENROLLMENT GIFTED

PERCENT ENROLLMENT SPECIAL EDUCATION
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

PERCENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE
AVG CLASS SIZE SELF CONTAINED(1-3)

AVG CLASS SIZE SELF CONTAINED(4-6)
AVG CLASS S12E DEPARTMENTALIZED{4-6)

PERSONNEL INFORMATION

FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (SPEC ED PGM)
FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (REGULAR PGM)
NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS

NUMBER OF OTHER CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL
PCT CERT PSNL PAID FOR ADVANCED DEGREES

CLASSROOM TEACHERS PER ADHINISTRATOR
STUDENTS PER CLASSROOM TCHR
STUDENTS PER ADMINISTRATOR

(REG PGM)

SCHOOL
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ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1990-91) - STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TESTS SCHOOL
THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS (EXCLUDING SPECIAL
EDUCATION STUDENTS)..ocvccancescncncen GRADE 04
BASIC BATTERY - HIGH AAC 27.1
BASIC BATTERY - MIDDLE AAC 58.8
BASIC BATTERY - LOW AAC 14.1
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. ANNUAL STATUS REPORT (1990-9.) - SCHOOL

SCHOOL INFORMATION

GRADE ORGANIZATION
GRADES STATE ACCREDITED  {1990-91)
GRADES SAC ACCREDITED {1990-91)

NUMBER OF PORYABLE CLASSROOMS
NUMBER OF MICRO COMPUTERS

STUDENT INFORMATION

ENROL LMENT

PERCENT ENROLLMENT TRANSPORTED
PERCENT ENROLLMENT SPECIAL EDUCATION
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

PERCENT AVERAGE DAILvV ATTENDANCE

AVG CLASS SIZE SELF CONTAINED{1-3)
AVG CLASS SIZE DEPARTMENTAL IZED{K-3)

PERSONNEL INFORMATION

FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (SPEC ED PGM)
FTE CLASSROOM TEACHERS (REGULAR PGM)
NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATORS

NUMBER OF COUNSELORS

{1990-91)

NUMBER OF OTHER CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL
PCT CERT PSNL PAID:FOR ADVANCED DEGREES

CLASSROOM TEACHERS'PER ADMIN|STRATOR

STUDENTS PER CLASSROOM TCHR {REG PGM)}

STUDENTS PER ADMINISTRATOR
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ANNUAL STATUS REPORT '{1990-61) - STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
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Interview Questions

Describe your school:

1. Why did you choose to apply for the Elementary School
Recognition Program?

2. Since your recognition, what benefits have you gained from the
program?

3. What aspects of your school do you feel made you a state and/or
national winner?

4. How were parents and community notified of the school's
selection? What were their reactions?

5. Since having been selected as an Alabama exemplary school, what
has changed in your school?

6. Tests scores were a pre-requisite for application. Since your
recognition have test scores risen, declined or stayed the same?

7. Do you feel that the test scores are an accurate assessment of a
successful school?

8. How do you define success or a successful school?

9. Has participating in the Elementary School Recognition Program
made you a more successful/effective school?

10. What advice would you give another school that is considering
applying for the Elementary School Recognition Program?
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Why did you choose to apply for the Elementary School Recognition
Program?

School one:

The decision to apply was my (principal’s) decision. It was a challenge. We
had a great team effort, a cooperative effort. My teachers are given a lot of leeway,
and this was an attempt to recognize the teachers. Iwas hoping, and my hopes were
fulfilled.

School two:

I (principal) chose to apply because of the recognition it would give for the
teachers and parents who had worked hard for 3 to 4 years to make this school a
reality. We wanted to be recognized for that. We felt we had something good here.
It is unique in some respects, and we had such a close-knit family and community
that we wanted to try for it.

School three:

We felt like we had a good school. We were encouraged to apply by our

central office, but the final decision was ours.
School four:
I (principal) felt like we were a top-notch school and that we could qualify.

We thought we could win. I sent around a sheet to the teachers for their input, and

there was 100% agreement.

Since your recognition, what has your school gained from this
experience?

School one:
Pride from within.

We have not been beastful about the recognition. There aren’t any big sigas,
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it’s not on our stationery. Parents know it, and the teachers know it. These little
children, I doubt if they know it, but they do love their school, and they are loved
here.

School two:

This is probably the most in-depth self-study you can ever do.

We were surprised, ourselves, at the things that were going on in the school--
many things we weren’t even aware of. People are so busy, you don’t always see
what everyone else is doing.

Since that time it has formulated and helped us congeal our philosophy and
programs, and we realized that these are the things that make it work.

It gave us a new look and something to build upon.

We knew that some of the things we were doing were working well for us and
that we needed to continue them. We’ve had lots of visitors, and, in many respects,
our school has become a model. Almost any of the latest research of what works
you can see demonstrated here by someone, and, as a result of that, we have many
visitors to our program. That in itself is a morale boost.

School three:

Being recognized reaffirmed some of what we already knew--that we were
doing what was good for kids. It was a boost to the faculty’s morale and it showed
our parents and students that when you work hard to reach your goals, you can make
a difference, and people notice.

This was the hardest self-study we have done. Hardest from the standpoint
that you really have to look at what you are doing and why you are doing it. It really

makes you ask yourself, "Do we really do what we say we do?"
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School four:

We saw our strengths and weaknesses. Also, you develop a closeness.
Sometimes during the school year everyone almost becomes a separate entity, but
when you do something like this, it is a time commitment that draws the staff
together. It unified the goals and sharpened the focus. It’s time consuming but a
real unifying thing.

It shows us where we are and where we can improve. Nobody stands still.
We had a chance to read other reports, and it gave us ideas. It gives us something
to reach for. When the team visits, and if they decide we are a Blue Ribbon School,
that’s only a springboard, because we are still going to become better every year in
the way we treat children.

When you entertain new people coming into the community, like yesterday
when a new pediatrician came into town, that’s a real good way to show that, yes, we
do have a model school, and that this is a good place to live and raise your children.
Our Chamber of Commerce gets a lot of information from us for prospective
industries and individuals. The fact that we have been nominated is something for
our Chamber of Commerce Director to share with these people.

What ects of vour school do you feel made yvou a state and/or
national winner?

School one:

The team effort. Every aide, every teacher, everyone in this school goes the

second and third mile.

Teachers are here after hours, on weekends, and they give so much more than

they have to.
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It is a wonderful team.
School two:

The positive recognition that students, staff, and parents receive.

Parental involvement was a big part of it.

Test scores were higher each year, and we attributed this to the confidence
of the students and the high expectations that we have, and I think those were the
kinds of things that came out in the report--the interaction between the staff and the
students.

School three:

A commitment to our students.

Teachers who care about more than academics. We have high expectations
for all of our students, but we mix those high .expectations with love, and I think that
makes a good formula for success.

Our parental involvement was a strength. We don’t necessarily have parents
in the school every day, but when we need volunteers and we ask, they’re there. We
don’t want parents in the school every day just to be able to say that we have parents
in the school every day. But when parents or other volunteers are here they make
a big difference.

School four:

We met the state and Southern Association standards. But you have to do
something over and above those requirements. you have to have a program designed
for every child from the most gifted to the child who needs the most remediation.

The right combination of faculty. We have the ones right out of college, some

older people, and people who are very innovative. All of those coming together in
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the right combination create a program that is just very good.
The major strength that came through the application was a staff commitment

to excellence. We’re such a strong team, and the community is part of that team.

How_were the parents and community notified of the school’s

selection? What was their reaction?
School one:

Once we found out, word spread fast. Naturally, we were excited, the parents
were excited, everyone was excited. There were the ceremonies and recognition with
the school board, the city council, and the mayor. They were nice. But since then,
we haven’t been boastful. Those that are important to us, our children, parents, and
teachers, know what kind of school we have.

School two:

Big celebration. We had a big ceremony. It was good for everybody because
we tried to involve everyone. People were very proud. We were the first and still
the only school in the district to be recognized, and we’re still getting some mileage
out of it.

School three:

We had a program at school--more like a party. We invited parents and the
local businesses who have helped us make a difference. Then there was the
recognition by the board and the city council. Everyone was very proud and very
happy. We still are. But we still have plenty of room to grow.

School four:
Big bash. We had a gathering for the mayor, city council, parents, and lots

of people at the school. Everybody was so excited. This is a small town, so
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everybody knew.

Since you have been selected as an Alabama exemplary school, what
has changed in your school?

School one:

At the time we were recognized,we were a kindergarten through fifth-grade
school. Then there was a board decision to consolidate the fourth and fifth grades
at two schools into a new school. It was because of growth. We have so many little
ones. We strive to continue to do our best. I would say that we are much more
whole language. We were doing some of it then, but much more so now.

School two:

We have continued to change because the things that worked 5 years ago
don’t necessarily work today. We have made many changes. An example would be
that we have tried to do a lot of research and practice using portfolio assessment.
We have realized that there are many ways to assess students. We are doing much
more interdisciplinary teaching.

School three:

I'm not sure that the things that have changed have changed because of our
recognition. Being recognized made us aware of'many things that we were doing
which were successful. But things change over time, and you have to stay current
with the research and with what is best for kids. We have tried to maintain up-to-
date technology and teaching practices. We would have done that anyway. But
having been recognized, more people expect it out of us now. We have a reputation
to keep.

School four:
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Flexible scheduling for the library, the enhancementlab for language arts, and

we have become one of seven demonstration sites for physical education in the state.

We have added new staff members in chapter one and with our disability lab.

Test scores were a prerequisite for your application. Since your
recognition, have test scores risen, declined, or remained about the

same?
School one:

Our test scores have always been good and they have remained so since our
recognition.
School two:

Scores went up for about 2 years and then they leveled out. Since our
recognition, we have changed tests, and the conversion is about where we expected
it to be. We are still above the state and national averages.

School three:

Our test scores prior to the application were above the state and national
average and have stayed there. We don’t put a lot of emphasis on test scores just
to impress people.

School four:

Our test scores have been in the top 10 statewide and have remained that

way.
Do you feel that these test scores are an accurate assessment of a
successful school?

School one:

Far too much emphasis is put on test scores. That isn’t to say that a certain

body of knowledge isn’t necessary to prepare a child. That isn’t taking away from
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that. But we go far beyond test scores. There is too much memorization. I want
more thinking than memorization.

School two:

It’s a measure but I don’t put a whole lot of stock in tests, at all. Tests are
very limited in what they can measure, particularly for at-risk students. There are
some statistics that show that 95% of our drop-outs are kinesthetic learners, and you
can’t measure that on standardized tests. It’s a good measure for some and not so
good for others. It does let us know some of our weaknesses and some strengths,
but we don’t base our whole curriculum on tests.

School three:

Test scores are only one assessment and they are part of what a successful
school is all about--teaching kids necessary skills. It’s what the public wants to see,
unfortunately. But we don’t put a lot of weight on test scores. All we ask of our
students is that they do their best everyday, give us 100% effort, and to be proud of
the school and their efforts. But there is so much more than an NCE score or a
stanine or percentile score from a standardized test.

School four:

We put a lot of emphasis on academics, and our test scores show that. Test
scores are a concrete way of showing what a good job we do. But we do lots of
things that don’t show up on tests.

How do you define success or a successful school?

School one:
As a school, I walk through these rooms and little children come up to me

and share what they have learned, what they have written, all their hugs. I know I'm
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successful because I have happy learners. It’s not something that test scores show.
Reaching your goals.
School two:

A successful school is where the learning environment is designed for the
child, and the child and the parent can participate in that plan.

A school that is flexible and not rigid. We can’t expect every child to learn
in the same ways, and an effective school uses a variety of techniques that would be
available to that student every day.

There would be a positive climate that all persons are met with respect and
the expectations are high but very positive. Teachers and students are recognized
often and not just at the end of the year.

School three:

A successful school is a school that is meeting the needs of its students.

A school that has happy students who know what they are learning is useful
information that will help them along the way.

Success or being successful is being able to leave school every day knowing
that you have done everything that you can do for kids, that you haven’t taken the
easy way out. Because if you do these things, you are going to work hard to reach
your goals and you are going to see smiles at school most of the time.

School four:

If you set your goals and you reach them, or come close, that’s success.

If you maintain that happiness and joy in what you are doing, then that’s
success.

In terms of the school, I don’t see us being there yet, so maybe success is a
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springboard for greater things.

Has participating in the Elementary School Recognition Program made
you a more effective/successful school?

School one:

I think it has made us aware that we have a reputation to live up to.

I tell teachers, "Don’t ever think you've arrived. Don’t ever think you’ve
learned it all. And if you are doing things the same way you did them last year then
you’re not standing still, you’re regressing." You have to constantly look for ways to
improve, and I feel that’s our attitude here for the whole school.

School two:

The whole process makes you very conscious of all the areas we have talked
about, climate, expectations, etc. It makes you aware of goals at all time. You don’t
get sidetracked on little things because you always have that goal in front and it’s in
your mind. It allows everybody to be a dreamer and still put feet to that. That’s
probably what the program did for us, to say we are doing a good job and that there
are some reasons for that, and we have to keep those reasons in focus.

School three:

The program made us realize that we were doing some good things but that
we still had room to grow. When we were recognized at the state level but did not
receive a site visit, we said, "OK, we reached this level and now it’s time to see if we
can go higher." You can’t help but learn when you complete the application and you
learn about yourself because you make the decisions about what to include and what
to leave out. We’re still growing, and probably the most important thing that the

program has done for us is make us realize that there is a reason to keep focused
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on what we say that we are going to do for kids.
School four:

The program showed us where we were and where we could improve.
Nobody stands still. It sharpened our focus. Sometimes you see pieces like parts to

a puzzle but when you complete the application, you see the total picture.

What advice would you give to a school that is considering applying for
the Elementary School Recognition Program?

School one:

I would say, "Go forit." You will learn so much in the process. And whether
you get it or not, you will learn. You look inwardly. The questions make you look
at yourself so clearly, and it can’t do anything but help you.

School two:

Make sure you are doing a good job before you apply. Be sure you are doing
all the things that are important to kids because the application itself is very easy
because we didn’t have to think up things to put down. We just wrote what we did.
And if you’re doing it, it’s easy to tell. You’ve got to be doing some things. You
can’t just be status quo. If you’re status quo, forget it.

School three:

Completing the application is worthwhile, and it will have value whether the
school is recognized or not. People need to understand that this will take time. Be
sure that you have someone who is a good writer and someone who can edit and
type. But above all, before you even begin to complete the application, be sure that
you are doing things that are good for kids, that go above and beyond what an

average school would do. Average schools don’t get recognized and probably don’t
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grow each year.
School four:

I would promote people just to complete the application. I think the values
of filling it out are worth it. The rewards, win or lose, for your school are worth it.
You just never give up if you don’t get it. You keep striving. It directs your focus,

and as a school team, you have a vision or focus at all times.

Is there anything that has not been asked that you would like to tell

me _about?

School one:

I think what parents tell me about the school, that the minute you walk into
the school that there is an attitude, a feeling about the building or accepting each
child. Children aren’t afraid here. We have wonderful participation, wonderful
volunteers, and I think that’s the secret.

School two:

It was just a positive experience for us. It was not work. It was worth it, of
course.
School three:

It was a good experience. It made our school family feel good about the way
we treat kids and about what we do on a daily basis.
School four:

If you’re doing a report for Southern Association, then there are certain
things that you must prove. This is a different kind of thing. It asked where your
enrichment creative and innovative ideas were, and I think it was good for the staff,

good for the parents, and good for the community to find all the over and above
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things that we do. It would be surprising to any school if they sat down and in every
area they listed the things they do for children. They would be proud, and if it were

not so much trouble, they would apply.
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