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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify the perceptions that central Florida
public high school principals had regarding the Florida School Indicators Report (FSIR)
and its usefulness. The FSIR, published by the Florida Department of Education, was
designed to be a comprehensive, single source document for parents, lawmakers, and
school administrators to compare key performance indicators to similar schools or
districts state wide. It provided information on 74 different indicators of school or
district performance.

A total of 70 public high school principals from 13 central Florida school districts
responded to a postal survey and provided their perceptions regarding the importance of
indicators in the FSIR, how they used the FSIR at their schools, and what barriers they
felt affected the ability of their administrative staffs to collect and analyze data on the
FSIR indicators. Eighteen of the 70 principals participated in follow-up telephone
interviews.

Quantitative and qualitative analysis of the postal surveys and interviews revealed
the principals perceived FSIR indicators related to Florida’s mandated Florida
Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) as the most important indictors in the FSIR.
The indicators FCAT Results and FCAT Writes were ranked first and second respectively
in priority by the participating principals. This finding demonstrated the importance that
principals placed on the state’s high-stakes test. Other categories of FSIR indicators are
were also ranked in the findings reported in this study, along with how the principals used

the FSIR at their schools.
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The data collected from the postal survey revealed there was a statistically
significant relationship between the priority principals assigned to the FSIR indicators
and their ability to collect and analyze data related to them. In addition, survey data
allowed development of multiple regression models that could be used to predict the
priority principals assigned to several FSIR categories of indicators based on the ability
to collect and analyze data.

The study findings indicated that principals perceived lack of time for data
analysis as the biggest barrier they faced when evaluating the FSIR indicators. After the
lack of time, principals rated lack of administrator training in data analysis as the second
biggest obstacle to using the FSIR. The findings indicated that principals felt the
availability of data and technology were not significant barriers to their staff’s ability to
conduct data analysis on the FSIR.

The conclusions drawn from the study were that central Florida high school
principals perceived the results on the state’s mandated Florida Comprehensive
Assessment Test (FCAT) to be the most important indicators in the FSIR. In addition,
the research identified that the lack of time was the single greatest barrier principals
encountered when it came to collecting and analyzing data on the FSIR. A lack of
training programs in data collection and analysis for administrators was also noted in the

findings.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

In Florida, like other states that emphasize accountability in education, school
administrators at the district and school levels are inundated with various types of reports
comparing how their school or district is performing relative to similar schools and
districts (Roeber, 2003). The Florida School Indicators Report (FSIR) is one such report
that provides information on 74 different indicators of school or district performance.
Published by the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE), the FSIR is designed to be
a comprehensive, single source document for parents, lawmakers, and school
administrators to compare key performance indicators to similar schools or districts
statewide (Florida Department of Education [FLDOE] Florida Information Note, 2006).

Even though the FSIR contains valuable information regarding a school or
district’s performance, a drawback is that the report is not published until at least 12 to 18
months after the school year ends. For example, as of January 2007 the most currently
available FSIR was for the 2004-2005 school year. This reduces the FSIR’s usefulness
because it arrives too late for administrators to use during the current school year, and
well after the summer planning period when they typically restructure curriculum and
instructional programs for the upcoming year. Because the information in the FSIR is
important to their school’s grade, administrators need to collect and analyze data on the
FSIR indicators locally, thereby enabling them to make informed decisions that result in
improved student performance during the current year. Given the limited time and
resources administrators have available to collect and analyze data, on which FSIR
indicators do they focus? Out of the 74 indicators in the FSIR, which ones do

administrators deem most important to their school’s performance?



This study identified which of the 74 indicators in the FSIR are perceived to be
most important by high school principals in central Florida. In addition, the findings
described how K-12 administrators in central Florida are currently using FSIR data at
their schools and the challenges they face trying to collect and analyze data. The study
also captured how technology and staff training affect the ability of administrators to

collect and analyze FSIR data in a timely manner.

America’s Infatuation with Accountability in Education

In 2002, Puriefoy and Edwards authored a report titled Accountability for All:
What Voters Want from Educational Candidates that examined how the American public
feels about education and what they want elected officials to do regarding it. As a group,
Americans feel education is a top priority and 92% believe that providing all children
with a quality education is an attainable goal. They also feel that quality schools promote
a stronger family (24%), reduce crime (15%), and improve the local economy (20%).

When it comes to school accountability and quality, Americans believe elected
officials should be held accountable for school quality and 72% believe their votes in
local, state, and federal elections have an impact on the quality of their schools. A
surprising 63% of Americans said that a candidate’s stance on education was one of the
most important factors in their vote. The results of Puriefoy’s study indicated that
Americans hold education as a high priority and this does have an effect on how
politicians vote on legislation dealing with educational accountability (Puriefoy &

Edwards, 2002).



One of the most contentious issues in the education accountability movement is
the use of standardized tests as the primary measure of student performance (George,
2001; McColskey & McNunn, 2000; Puriefoy & Edwards, 2002). However, Americans
strongly favor (74%) the use of standardized tests in determining if students should be
promoted to the next grade. Only 24% had concerns that teachers would teach to the test,
while only 8% cared if the use of standardized tests leads to higher dropout rates. When
it comes to assessing school performance, 74% said student literacy should be the top
criteria, followed by school budgets (67%), comparison of local schools to other schools
in the state (66%), and then school safety (63%). In the area of students and teachers,
30% of Americans surveyed felt that both students and teachers should be held

accountable when an individual student fails a standardized test (Puriefoy & Edwards).

Preparing Administrators to Deal with Accountability

With this increased emphasis on accountability, what is the effect on current and
potential school administrators? Some researchers feel universities have stressed
leadership and management theory in their educational leadership programs but they have
not placed the same emphasis on developing the data collection and analysis skills
administrators need in today’s schools. Groff (2001) wrote, “Traditional training for
principals has consisted of theory and policy taught by university professors relying on
academic models. Candidates have been taught to manage with a top-down rather than a
team approach. Although theory is an important component of principal training, recent

studies have shown that the skills and qualities most necessary to succeed include



problem analysis, data collection, organizational ability, decisiveness, effective
communication skills and stress tolerance” (p. 17).

Besides limited exposure to data analysis techniques in university graduate
courses, many administrators lack the skills needed to use information technology
effectively when it comes to collecting and analyzing student performance data. There is
an abundance of information technology systems available commercially to assist
administrators in collecting and analyzing data locally at the schools and then harvest it
into meaningful information that can be used for decision-making. Creighton (2000)
found that advances in technology make the collection of school data almost automatic,
but principals lack the skills to perform data analysis in ways that can improve teaching

and learning at the classroom level.

Summary of Literature Review

Examination of literature in the area of accountability and data collection revealed
that no study has been published regarding the FSIR or how administrators in Florida feel
about data use in schools. Most of the literature discussed the importance of using data to
assess student performance, but they are general in nature (Creighton, 2000; Farnsworth,
2002; Lashway, 2002). With each state having different requirements for tracking
accountability within schools there were few studies devoted to how schools actually
collect and use data to ensure accountability mandates were being met (Buckley, 2006;
D’Agostino, 2002; Koop, 2004).

The American Association of School Administrators (2002) provided some broad

guidance that all administrators should follow with regard to using data. School



administrators should first formulate key questions they want to answer with the data.
Questions such as how student achievement should be measured and what are the best
indicators need to be compiled, and then the data collection plan can be created.

The data collected and analyzed should include but not be limited to: standardized
test scores, grades, attendance rates, discipline incidents, and participation in
extracurricular activities such as clubs, sports, and community service. Both qualitative
and quantitative information needs to be collected and analyzed, and administrators need
to consider students, parents, and teachers feelings in the analysis (American Association
of School Administrators, 2002).

Lashway (2002) stressed that relying solely on standardized test results is a
common pitfall that must be avoided. Schools should also include demographics of the
student population such as gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic station, along with
teacher perception. Portfolios, presentations, and other performance tests need to
supplement standardized test results to provide a more comprehensive assessment of
student performance.

Heistad and Spicuzza (2002) published the results of a study that focused on
measuring student performance in a single school district. They created the Minneapolis
Public Schools (MPS) model of measuring school and student performance. The core
indicators for the MPS model included such data metrics as student achievement relative
to district and state standards, attendance rates, graduation percentage, and participation
in advanced courses. The model stressed continuous improvement of student

performance through the collection and analysis of student performance data.



The existing literature did reveal that Total Quality Management (TQM) and
other improvement models used in business and industry have been implemented with
some success in education organizations. Dahlgaard, Kristensen, and Kanji (2002)
coined the term Total Quality in Education (TQE) and developed a list of performance
attributes similar to TQM, whereby student performance could be measured and
improved on a continual basis.

Two themes that surfaced in the literature were the lack of training for
administrators in collection and analysis of student performance data and the limited
skills most have in using technology to manipulate data. Groff (2001) identified the
deficiency of universities to educate aspiring administrators in the skills to analyze data
and make better decisions. He felt that universities’ curriculum for administrators
focused too much on management and leadership theory at the expense of practical
training. Creighton (2000) investigated the statistics courses being taught to future
administrators and found college professors spent the majority of time on inferential
statistics used to conduct research projects and dissertations. He stressed that more
descriptive statistics should be taught to help administrators improve their problem
analysis and decision-making skills. His conclusions are based on the fact that principals
are not interested day-to-day with proving or disproving hypothesis about their student
population, as inferential statistics does based on sample data to estimate parameters
about the population. Rather the principal generally wants to describe some
characteristic about the entire student population such as percentile ranks. The

principals’ immediate interests lie in data for the current academic year, so instead of



computing inferential statistics, such as ANOVA, the typical principal needs simple
descriptive statistics such as counts, averages, percents, ratios, and rates.

In terms of using technology, Brockmeier, Sermon, and Hope (2005) found that
administrators lacked the skill to fully utilize technology to adequately collect and
analyze data. This implies that even if the data were available, administrators may not be
able to collect and analyze it in a timely manner to make decisions. Nichols (2002) also
found that a lack of time to collect and analyze data due to other administrative duties
was a main obstacle to the wide use of data in schools.

In summary, the review of existing literature revealed there are limited detailed
research studies regarding how K-12 administrators perceive and use data in their schools
to improve student performance. The findings in the literature review imply that more
studies need to be conducted in how data are used at the district and school levels to

improve student performance.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study was to determine the priorities that central Florida high
school principals assign to the indicators in the Florida School Indicators Report (FSIR),
and to document principals’ ability to collect and analyze data locally on the various
indicators. The thesis was that if the high priority indicators could be identified then this
information may help principals formulate collection plans for data on FSIR indicators at
their schools. The findings from this study should enable principals to provide assistance
and data regarding the FSIR indicators directly to teachers in a timely manner that may

result in improved student performance during the current year. An additional purpose of



the study was to identify training and technology that school districts might provide to

administrators to make them more efficient at analyzing the FSIR indicators.

Statement of the Problem

A search of the ERIC and ProQuest research databases in December 2006 did not
reveal any studies that examined how principals perceived the utility of the FSIR
indicators and only limited research regarding the ability of administrators to collect and
analyze data on student performance indicators. This implied that even if the indicators
perceived to be important could be identified, little is known about the ability of
administrators to adequately collect and analyze data on them. There could be a void of
training or a lack of technology that needed to be identified before collection and analysis

of indicator data are even possible.

Research Questions

The following research questions guided this study:
1. What priority do principals assign to each of the FSIR indicators?

2. What is the relationship between the priority assigned to the FSIR indicators and
the ability to collect and analyze data locally at the schools?

3. Is it possible to predict the priority that a principal assigns to an FSIR indicator
given the ability to collect and analyze data locally at the school?

4. What barriers do principals perceive to interfere with the collection and analysis of
data on the FSIR indicators?



Florida School Indicators Report

The Florida School Indicators Report (FSIR) was an online interactive resource
provided by FLDOE that provided data on each of the state’s 67 school districts. It was
designed as a single comprehensive report available to parents, lawmakers, and school
administrators for them to compare schools and school districts. The FSIR was updated
annually and complemented other reports on school accountability (FLDOE Florida
Information Note, 2006). The FSIR consisted of 74 different indicators describing a
school’s performance, and the FLDOE assigned each of these indicators to one of 25
groups for calculation purposes (see Appendix A). Examples of indicator groups in the
FSIR are Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) results, dropout rate, and per-
pupil expenditures on students. The FCAT was a series of standardized tests in math,
reading, science, and writing, and one of the main criteria for assessing school and
district performance in Florida. Certain indicator groups such as SAT and ACT were not
calculated but were reported to FLDOE from outside sources. The 25 groups were
described in detail in the Guide to Calculations for the Florida School Indicators Report,
which can be retrieved from the FLDOE website (Guide to Calculations for the Florida
School Indicators Report, 2006).

As of February 2007, the FSIR contained data for eight school years (1997-1998
through 2004-2005). The data within the FSIR were grouped at the school, district, and
state levels, and users could prepare and view their own customized reports for selected

districts or schools (FLDOE Florida Information Note, 2006).



Overview of the Study Population

The population for the study consisted of 124 public high schools from 13 central
Florida school districts. Only public high schools were chosen by the researcher because
private schools in the state of Florida do not administer the Florida Comprehensive
Assessment Test (FCAT), and many of the indicators in the FSIR were based on FCAT
results. Charter and private schools also have other sources of funding outside of the
normal channels for public schools and expenditures per student, which is another FSIR
indicator, that are much different than public schools.

Demographics and enrollment varied across school districts in the study. In total
there are 67 school districts in Florida, and the districts used in this study ranged from the
4th largest in the state, Orange County Public Schools with a total enrollment of over
175,000 in 2005, to the 42nd in the state, Sumter County Public Schools with a total
enrollment of 7,400 students. Because Florida’s school districts are organized along
county lines rather than metropolitan areas, cities, and townships, they tend to have larger
than average enrollments in their schools, especially high schools. In 2003-2004, Florida
had on average the highest high school enrollment in the nation at 1,548 students. This
was more than twice the national average for high schools, which was 758 students

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2006).

Assumptions

This researcher assumed that the high school principals participating were
familiar with the FSIR and the primary data metrics used by the FLDOE to calculate

FSIR results. In addition, much of the data used in this study to describe demographics
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and school performance of the 13 participating districts was obtained from the FLDOE
and the National Center for Educational Statistics, and it was assumed to be correct. The
most current FSIR at the time of this study was for the 2004-2005 school year so all of

the metrics reported are based on that report.

Delimitations

One delimitation of the study was that only 13 of the 67 Florida school districts
were surveyed and the results reported describe the perceptions of high school principals
in those districts. All the districts in the study were located in central Florida, and there
may be some districts outside of this area where the perceptions vary from those reported.

Because Florida school districts are organized along county lines they averaged a
higher student enrollment than districts in other states. Based on 2003-2004 school
enrollments, seven of the districts in this study were ranked nationally in the top 100
largest districts. As a result, Florida’s high schools have more students and typically they
are more diverse demographically than the national average (National Center for
Educational Statistics, 2006). Therefore, the perceptions of principals in this study tend
to reflect those of administrators in larger high schools.

Only public high schools were included in the study because Florida legislation
requires them to administer the FCAT, the main measure used by the state for assessing
school and student performance and a basis for many of the indicators in the FSIR.
Private schools were not required to administer the FCAT so the principals at those

schools may have been indifferent to FCAT indicators.
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Significance of the Study

The findings in the study identified which indicators in the FSIR that central
Florida high school principals perceived to be the most important. This may help
administrators prioritize what data they collect, how they collect and analyze it, and
ultimately how the data can be used to improve student performance. In addition, the
study revealed if the priority assigned to an individual indicator by the principals was
related to the ability to collect and analyze data at the schools. This finding indicates
whether principals prioritized the indicators based on ease of collection and analysis
versus the impact to student performance. Another significant outcome was the
documenting of items that affected the ability of school administrators to collect and
analyze data at the schools. District level administrators should benefit from this portion
of the study because it identified deficiencies and strengths in professional development

and whether adequate technology exists at schools to collect and analyze FSIR data.

Organization of the Study

Chapter One introduced the purpose of this research study research questions to
be investigated, listed the assumptions, identified delimitations, and provided an
overview of the Florida School Indicators Report. The significance of the study was also
provided. A review of literature regarding school accountability and its impact on
administrators is provided in Chapter Two. The review of literature also contains an
overview of items that could affect administrators’ perceptions of accountability
indicators such as education and training, competency in using technology, and time

constraints due to other duties. Chapter Three contains the methodology used to conduct
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this study. An analysis of the responses provided by high principals participating in the
study is provided in Chapter Four. Both quantitative and qualitative analyses are
included in Chapter Four along with the findings. The conclusions drawn from the study

are listed in Chapter Five along with recommendations for future studies.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The review of literature in this study summarized the national accountability
movement in education and then focused on the accountability requirements for schools
in Florida. Next, literature regarding the need for data collection, the types of data that
should be collected, how the data should be analyzed, and finally reporting to students,
parents and the general public is described in detail. The literature review also identified
the collection and analysis skills required of administrators to effectively use the data
available at their schools. Because students and teachers are typically the creators of data
their perceived skills in using technology are also included in the review of literature.
The last area of literature reviewed is the availability of technology to collect and analyze
data on site at schools and whether administrators feel they have the necessary skills to

use the technology.

Accountability in American Schools

One needs to start in the 1970s to get a better understanding of how accountability
in education originated in the United States. The push for accountability started when
minimum competency testing (MCT) was initiated in public schools. In MCT, students
were not compared or assessed against each other as occurs in norm referencing testing.
Rather, MCT assessed how the individual student performed relative to a minimum
competency standard for the subject or task. If the student could meet the minimum
competency, then he or she was deemed to have learned what was expected. Most of the
time it was the educators who were held accountable if the student did not meet standards

(Benhuniak, 2003).
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To raise the stakes in accountability for the student, results from MCTs were
sometimes used to deny promotion or a diploma. These harsh accountability measures
caught the attention of educational researchers. Jaeger and Tittle (1980) felt that schools
were implementing MCT programs without looking at the long-term effects or
consequences. They forecast that over the long term, schools would focus their
curriculum toward the MCTs. This narrowed curriculum could have negative effects
such as reduced student and teacher motivation.

As the popularity of MCTs waned in the early 1980s, reports such as 4 Nation at
Risk (National Commission on Excellence) published in 1983 raised national concern
about education. The nation turned its attention toward school and district accountability
(Linn, 1998). As a result, the standardized tests of the 1980s and 1990s raised the stakes
of accountability to include withholding financial resources from low performing
schools. Even the security of teacher jobs and the ongoing existence of the schools
themselves were subjected to the results of school wide standardized tests. According to
Rose and Gallup (2001), 66% of the U.S. public felt this increased emphasis on
accountability was needed and three fourths (75%) of the public supported President G.
W. Bush’s push to hold schools more accountable for how much students learned.

While the American public supported accountability in schools, educators have
expressed concerns about narrowing curriculum, the decrease of critical-thinking and
higher-order skills, along with reduced student and teacher motivation. McCloskey and
McNunn (2000) reported that some schools were opting for short-term fixes to boost
standardized test scores such as reduced emphasis on nontested subjects, elimination of

projects that do not align with items on standardized tests, and using more classroom time
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to practice standardized tests. They cited a study of 236 elementary schools in North
Carolina in which 80% of the teachers reported that students spent at least 20% of their
classroom time practicing for standardized tests. Researchers have offered some
strategies for dealing with these problems, and many positive things have come about.
First, the quality of standardized tests improved to include varied formats and students
explaining their work rather than simple multiple choice or short answer questions. The
use of technology also saw increased emphasis in both preparing students and collecting
data. Administrators can now obtain customized reports from easy-to-use software in
almost real time to help identify at-risk students (Gallagher, 2000).

President G. W. Bush’s No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation, passed in
January 2002, mandated accountability, and it was the cornerstone for the current
accountability movement. NCLB requires each state establish their own accountability
systems to ensure all students, including those who are disadvantaged, achieve academic
proficiency (NCLB and Adequate Yearly Progress Fact Sheet, 2006). The state of
Florida created the A+ Accountability System to ensure compliance with NCLB. The
following is from the Florida Department of Education NCLB fact sheet taken from its
website:

Florida has adopted a single statewide accountability system for all public

schools that includes multiple measures. These are: adequate yearly

progress as defined by federal law, school grades, individual student
progress towards annual learning targets to reach proficiency, and a return

on investment measure that links dollars spent to student achievement. All
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schools will be rated on each of these measures. Schools meeting all
standards will be designated as highly effective and efficient.

Each of these elements informs parents, educators, and the
community about different facets of a school’s performance. No one
element, on its own, can provide a complete picture. Florida’s
accountability system has been carefully constructed to ensure that we
consider all aspects of a school’s performance and therefore, there may be
situations in which a school performs poorly in one or more of the
elements but demonstrates higher performance in the others (NCLB and

Adequate Yearly Progress Fact Sheet, 2006).

The mandates of NCLB require that all students be proficient by 2013-14. To
comply, Florida set goals for reading and mathematics for each academic year in order to
reach proficiency by the 2013-14 academic year. Table 1 lists Florida’s annual goals
(NCLB and Adequate Yearly Progress Fact Sheet, 2006).

How was student progress measured and were students making adequate yearly
progress? High stakes standardized tests are the main measure of student academic
progress under NCLB and the consequences are high for administrators, especially those
at Title I schools. The penalties escalated to the point where, should a Title I school fail
to meet adequate yearly progress goals for 5 consecutive years, the state could step in and
make significant changes in the staff or convert the school to a private charter school and
hire outside contractors to run the school (Guide to Calculating Adequate Yearly

Progress, 2006).
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Table 1

State of Florida Adequate Yearly Progress Goals

Percent Proficient

School Years Math Reading
2001-02 38% 31%
2002-03 38% 31%
2003-04 38% 31%
2004-05 44% 37%
2005-06 50% 44%
2006-07 56% 51%
2007-08 62% 58%
2008-09 68% 65%
2009-10 74% 72%
2010-11 80% 79%
2011-12 86% 86%
2012-13 93% 93%
2013-14 100% 100%

How does NCLB affect the decision-making of school principals? Luizzi (2006)
conducted one of the few studies since NCLB that focused on principals and how they
collected and used data to make decisions. His study of 170 Connecticut middle schools
attempted to rank school principals’ perceptions of NCLB and 13 areas of decision
making. He found that principals perceived NCLB to have the greatest influence on
decisions regarding professional development of staff members. After professional
development, the principals felt that decisions regarding the assessment of student
performance were second most important. The 11 remaining decision-making areas in

rank order included: change initiatives and improvement efforts, quality of instruction,
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resource allocation, personnel/staffing decisions, use of staff time, supervision of
teachers, creating a school vision, budgetary decisions, student scheduling, curriculum

offerings, and class sizes.

The Need for Data Collection

Making the right decisions to improve school performance requires the timely
collection of data so administrators can get ahead of the accountability requirements and
plan several years out. At the same time they must manage and track the performance in
their school on a day-to-day basis. Data help measure student progress, ensure low
performing students do not fall through the cracks, measure program effectiveness, guide
curriculum development, help administrators allocate resources wisely, show trends, and
most importantly promote accountability (Lashway, 2002).

Carter (1999) conducted a study of all 50 states to determine what accountability
indictors they published. At the time of her study, 1999, 34 of the 50 states indicted they
published some type of school level accountability indicators. It was interesting to note
that 34 states had school level accountability systems in place before the passing of No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation in 2002. Upon examination, she found there were
a total of 61 different school level indicators being reported by the 34 states. The state of
Florida at that time, which was prior to NCLB and the Florida Schools Indicator Report,
had an accountability indicator system called the Florida School Advisory Council

Report and it contained 15 school level accountability indicators.
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Schools generate an abundance of information and data such as standardized test
results, attendance percentages, and the number of discipline incidents. When used
correctly, they can lead to smarter decisions, defuse emotion in controversial issues, and
set a forum for meaningful dialog with the educational community. The first pitfall to
avoid was to using only standardized testing results. Schools should also draw on
demographics of the student population such as gender, ethnicity, and socio-economic
status as well as teacher perceptions on curriculum and student progress. Lastly, the
community’s attitudes toward the publication of the data must be considered (Lashway,
2002).

Another consideration besides accountability reporting when gathering data is the
expectation of colleges and universities. State assessment tests may not be aligned with
the universities’ expectations for incoming freshmen. Conley and Brown (2003)
conducted an analysis of 30 different state assessments and found that approximately half
of the English and language arts assessments were in alignment with university
expectations, while only about one-third of the mathematical assessments were. As a
result, students were not prepared for the academic rigor expected when they enter the
university.

When it comes to perceptions regarding accountability and using data to make
decisions, administrators at the school and district levels feel much the same way
(Buckley, 2006; Harrison, 2005). Buckley’s study (2006) of ten school districts in
Massachusetts found that school boards use data in three distinct patterns: active users,
passive users, and non-users. Active users use student achievement data when making

decisions or formulating policy. Thirty percent of the school boards in Buckley’s study
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were considered active users of data. Passive users use data to make decisions but it is
not the primary driver in the decision-making process. Of the 10 districts in Buckley’s
study, five were categorized as passive users of data. The remaining two school districts
in the study were deemed to be non-users of data and showed virtually no interest in the
use of data to drive district decisions.

Harrison (2005) conducted his research on whether school principals held the
same or different perceptions of accountability standards than their superintendents did.
The intent was to see specifically if the two groups had perception differences regarding
the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). The study included one hundred superintendents
and 660 school principals from Indiana. Harrison’s key finding was there was no
statistically significant difference between superintendents’ perceptions and those of

principals regarding the accountability requirements of NCLB.

Collecting the Correct Data

A study titled Using Data to Improve Schools: What’s Working by the American
Association of School Administrators (2002) included a comprehensive guide of the data
administrators should be collecting. It also suggested that before going out and collecting
data, the administrator should first compile a list of key questions to include:

1. How should student achievement be measured?

2. Are goals for student achievement based on data elements aligned with the
curriculum being taught?
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3. What are the best indicators of student achievement upon which the district or
school should base its decisions?

4. What indicators of student achievement are collected regularly throughout the year
so that informed decision-making can occur?

After formulating these questions, indicators of student performance must be
collected. These indicators include test scores, rigor of course work, attendance rates,
promotion and graduation rates, and participation in extra curricular activities such as
sports, clubs, and community service. Qualitative information such as how parents,
students, and teachers feel about the school and student progress should be collected
along with the quantitative data (American Association of School Administrators, 2002).

By far the most widely used method for assessing student performance comes
from standardized tests. Norm and criterion-referenced are the most common
standardized tests, however they should not be the only tests used to measure
performance. Portfolios, presentations, and other performance tests are being used to
supplement standardized test results to provide a more encompassing assessment of
academic performance (American Association of School Administrators, 2002).

Dombrower’s (2002) dissertation’s findings were typical of many districts prior to
NCLB when it comes to formulating a data collection plan. Her study of a large school
district in California found the district did not have a formal written policy or strategy
regarding the use of data in its schools. Teachers, not the district, developed their own
collection plans for data. In addition, her results concluded that the district did not
encourage school or district level collaboration in data use so they could not leverage

what the schools were doing and share it across the district.
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Analyzing the Data

Heistad and Spicuzza (2000) developed the Minneapolis Public Schools (MPS)
model of analyzing school and student performance. The MPS model takes into account
much of the data already mentioned but goes on to include value-added student
characteristics such as poverty, race, family composition, special education status, limited
English status, and socio-economic considerations. The core indicators for the MPS
model included: (a) Student achievement level compared to district and state standards;
(b) Change in achievement level compared to performance standards; (c¢) Student
achievement gain when compared with expected national growth; (d) Student
achievement based on value-added characteristics; (¢) Attendance and graduation rates;
(f) School climate to include safety, discipline, and surveys; (g) Participation in advanced
courses; and (h) credits earned each year for high school students. The MPS model
stressed continuous improvement through the collection and analysis of school and
student performance data.

Brown and Ing (2003) focused their research on measuring academic performance
at low performing schools in California, which used the state’s Academic Performance
Indicator (API) to measure school and student progress. Brown and Ing’s research
identified the relationship between API scores and four socio-economic characteristics of
California high schools. The four characteristics their research sought to tie to student
performance were: percent of students receiving free or reduced lunch, percent of English
language learners, percent of mobility in student enrollment, and percent of fully
credentialed teachers. In the study, which contained over 800 California high schools,

Brown and Ing found significant negative relationships between API scores and the
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percent of student on free or reduced lunch (r = -.80) and non-English speakers (r = -.69).
The percent of mobile students had a small negative relationship (r = -.19) to API scores.
The last characteristic, the percent of fully credentialed teachers, had a positive
correlation (r = .48) to the API scores.

Wiersma (2001) developed the Continuous School Improvement Questionnaire
(CSIQ) that could be used in measuring educators’ perceptions of factors that affect
school improvement. The CSIQ was field tested on 2,093 educators, primarily teachers,
at 79 schools in an attempt to create an instrument that measured variables in an
educational setting. The questionnaire consisted of 72 items which were rated on a 6-
point scale from “Is not present” to “Is present to a high degree.” Wiersma conducted a
factor analysis on the responses during the field test and identified six constructs that he
felt could be used to assess school performance: learning culture, community of learners,
sharing leadership, shared goals for learning, assessing student learning, and enabling the
exceptional learner. The instrument works well with different types and levels of

schools.

Reporting Results

Reporting assessment results is crucial to building public support in schools and
strengthening community and parent involvement. As stated in Chapter One, 74% of
Americans supported the use of standardized tests as the primary assessment measure of
student performance (Puriefoy & Edwards, 2002).

A study by Owens and Peltier (2002) of 4,900 parents and guardians in Nevada

indicated that they have a high interest in student performance on standardized tests.
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Nevada required individual school accountability report cards containing results from the
state’s mandated standardized proficiency exam be sent to parents. The key findings in
Owens and Peltier’s study were: (a) 85% of the parents responding agreed that the
information in the reports represented what they wanted to know about their child’s
school; (b) 73% felt more informed about their school because they received the report;
and 81% placed high value on the standardized test score summary.

Ronald Costello, Assistant Superintendent of Noblesville, Indiana Schools,
participated in the 1997 Indiana Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development’s (IASCD) panel for Communicating Student Learning and he stated,
“Each school year as Indiana educators prepare for the release of annual student
performance information, we all cringe because we do not know how the information will
be presented by the media or interpreted by the public.” (p. 2). The panel concluded that
Indiana’s public interest regarding school reporting focused on the percentage of students
passing the math and language arts portions of the state’s mandated standardized tests,
followed closely by the national percentile score for the Total Test Battery in language
arts, reading, and mathematics. Key findings from the IASCD panel were: (a) the media
wants to rank order the school reported data because that is the easiest way to compare
schools and districts to each other; (b) politically, the Indiana Department of Education
does not feel it can set expectations for student performance without adjusting for socio-
economic factors; (c) businesses want workers with skills to meet the 21st century; (d)
parents, and students, want to know how students are performing relative to each other;
and (5) educators should be interested in whether individual students are improving

(Costello, 1999).
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An older study conducted by Barber, Paris, Evans, and Gadsden (1992) of two
working-class suburbs in Michigan revealed that even before No Child Left Behind
(NCLB), and the accountability movement, that parents felt positive toward using
standardized test results to measure student performance. Barber et al.’s (1992) study,
while rather small at 105 respondents, found that in 1992 a slight majority, 53%, felt that
Michigan’s mandated state assessments contributed to their child’s achievement and 87%
thought the state should require students to take the tests. As for how the information
was reported, 63% were satisfied with how the information was conveyed by the state
and only 32% rated newspaper or television as helpful and clear (Barber).

Roeber (2003) researched in the area of reporting school results and stressed that
assessment results be shared with students, parents, district administrators, school board
officials, and the public at large. He also stated that using radio and television, along
with newspapers, to release assessment reports at the right time will help the public better
understand the results.

Sharing assessment results with students is the teacher’s responsibility. Roeber
(2003) found that students want to know how they did on assessments and what help they
can expect from teachers. Another advantage of sharing the results is to keep the students
engaged in their learning. Teachers should provide a summary of the assessment results
to the entire class and then sit down with students individually to discuss their results.

When it comes to sharing student results with parents, Roeber (2003)
recommended elementary schools have teachers do this, while middle schools can use
either the teachers or guidance counselors. At high schools this responsibility typically

falls on the guidance counselor because students do not have the same teacher for all the
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subjects assessed. There are two primary ways to report student results to parents:
individual parent-teacher conferences, and sending the student’s report home by mail or
with the student. Roeber also recommended that principals share the overall school
assessment with parents, and the best ways to do this are either a school/parent meeting
or newsletter.

Reporting school assessment results to the district office and school board is also
the principal’s responsibility. This is usually done with three types of reports: the
background report, assessment results, and follow-up reports. The background report
should explain the purpose of the assessment program, how the results are used, who is
assessed, and how the assessment is conducted. The assessment results report contains
the actual scores and how to interpret them. Follow-up reports are provided periodically,
and they focus on what the school is doing to improve results. The key here is for the
administrator to demonstrate that progress is being made (Roeber, 2003).

When sharing assessment results with the public at large, Roeber (2003) stressed
principals and districts need to focus on explaining results to the news media so they
accurately report the results. News reporters may not be knowledgeable of assessment
results, and the majority of citizens do not have school age children. It is important that
principals or district officials sharing the results help the news media understand the
purpose of the assessment program, how the results benefit/impact students, and how the

information in the report will be used to address student strengths and weaknesses.
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Total Quality Management in Education

Rather than create a totally new approach to using data for improving school
performance, some researchers have tried to implement Deming’s Total Quality
Management (TQM) model in educational organizations (Arif & Scrabec (2003;
Dahlgaard (1995)). TQM is a management process that relies on continuous quality
improvement to lead an organization toward its goals. Everyone is involved in the TQM
effort within the organization and the focus is on facts or data that can be continuously
measured. When the total quality process is implemented in education then the term
Total Quality in Education (TQE) is sometimes used (Dahlgaard, Kristensen & Kanji,
1995). Arif and Smiley (2003) identified eight factors that warranted TQM being
implemented in higher education: a) declining enrollment; b) declining quality; c)
increasing tuition; d) changing demographics; e) advancing technology; f) intensified

competition amongst institutions; and g) employers demanding better quality graduates.

Table 2

Comparing TQM attributes to Those Used in TQE

TQM TQE
Performance Student Performance
Features Degrees options, courses
Reliability Capabilities and skills developed
Conformance Conformance to national, state, and professional
Durability standards
Serviceability Marketability of learned skills/knowledge
Perceived Quality Ability to meet professional requirements,

accreditation, and contribute to improving society
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When TQE is implemented then the traditional TQM attributes used in business
must be redefined for education. Table 2 lists a comparison of TQM and TQE attributes.
The TQM performance attribute when translated to TQE’s student performance includes
the following measures: standardized national tests, student satisfaction measures,
industry feedback, and other quantitative measures such as grades. In TQE the student
should be viewed as the beneficiary of the continuous improvement effort. Their skills,
knowledge, and learning should be measured for improvement (Scrabec, 2000).

Groccia (1997) questioned the TQM maxim, “the customer is always right” (p.
32). He addressed this opposition to TQM in education by explaining that the student
should be viewed as a learner and not a customer in the traditional business context.
Students attend college to grow, expand their horizons, and become better prepared to
succeed in society. Students learn when confronted with new concepts, ideas, and
information with which they are unfamiliar. The student realizes the university is not
selling a diploma, rather it provides a learning environment with a sharing faculty to help
the student achieve their goals.

In 1990, George Westinghouse Vocational and Technical High School in New
York City implemented TQM with some impressive results. In the late 1980s, George
Westinghouse, an inner city school with 1,800 students at the time, decided something
needed to be done to improve student performance. Over 70% of the school’s students
were Black and 23% were Hispanic. Many students came from single parent, low-
income families with over 60% living in poverty. George Westinghouse had the typical
problems of inner city schools: high attrition rates, students with low reading and math

skills, lack of student and faculty motivation, and low self-esteem throughout the student
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body. By 1996 the school had turned things around using TQM. Student dropout rates
were only 2% compared to a citywide rate of 17%. In 1993 over 72% on the school’s
graduates went on to college and membership in the PTA increased from 12 members to
over 200 from 1987 to 1991 (Schargel, 1996).

Lewis Rappaport (1996), the school’s principal responsible for implementing the
TQM program at Westinghouse, stressed that for TQM to work in a school there must be
a leadership commitment, a clearly defined mission and vision, and most importantly that
everyone understand TQM is not a quick fix but a long term process committed to
continuous improvement in student performance. Teachers must apply quality processes
in the classroom. Students are taught that it is important to “do it right the first time”
(Rappaport, p. 74). To do this they are taught critical thinking, decision making, listening
skills, how to properly take tests, and team building (Rappaport, 1996).

Divoky and Taylor (1996) provided a TQM framework for examining and
evaluating an educational curriculum. The framework called for taking measurements of
student performance and establishing a baseline from which improvement could be
measured. One way to gather student performance measurements in the classroom was
for teachers to use the Classroom Assessment Techniques (CATs) developed by Angelo
and Cross (Soetaert, 1998). After student performance was measured then TQM process
improvement tools such as control charts, effect diagrams, and Pareto diagrams are used
to modify the curriculum. The changes in curriculum were continuously monitored, with
the measurement process being reiterated to track improvement.

With the emphasis on accountability, teachers were more likely to feel anxiety

and stress in their job. Since stress leads to higher teacher absenteeism and unproductive
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teachers, researchers have looked at using TQM to reduce teacher stress. Reducing stress
in the teaching staff reduces absenteeism, and improves teacher morale, both of which
affect student performance (Van Der Lindl, 2001).

Implementing TQM or TQE require organizations to make adjustments in how
they operate and even how they are structurally organized. One of these adjustments is
more reliance on information technology and management information systems.
Continuous improvement mandates the collection of data to measure progress and this
requires sophisticated computers, software, and other information technology. School
administrators need to recognize this and plan accordingly. These systems are the
enablers that make successful TQM possible by making administrators and teachers more
productive. With that said, any TQM or TQE program should include information
technology and management information systems (Jabnoun & Sahraoui, 2004). The
software used in education should establish relationships between curriculum, instruction
processes, and assessment. The focus is moving toward outcomes-based education that

improve the quality of teaching and education (Carter, 1995).

Competencies Required of K-12 Administrators

The research (Brockmeier; Creighton) indicated any school improvement effort
that relied on the collection and analyses of data required computers and information
technology, but are school administrators trained in how to use this type of technology?
Creighton stated “The good news is that advances in technology make the collection of
school data almost automatic. Principals must possess an understanding of data analysis

and ways to use this analysis to improve teaching and learning in the classroom” (p. 5).
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Several studies identified the need for staff development with regard to data
analysis and collection (D’ Agostino, 2002; Glenn, 2001; Jackson, 2006; & Koop, 2004).
D’Agostino (2002) investigated how one California school district used data and he
concluded that the primary roadblock to implementation of the district’s data use plan
was inadequate staff training in data analysis. Jackson (2006) did a qualitative study of
67 Title I secondary public school principals in Texas and principals being interviewed
stated they were seeking additional training and development for staff in the area of data
analysis to assist them in improving student performance.

The state of Rhode Island published a document called School Accountability for
Learning and Teaching (SALT), which was designed to provide principals with the data
they needed in order to make decisions and improve student performance. Glenn’s
(2001) dissertation examined how urban principals in four Rhode Island school districts
used the data provided in SALT in their decision making. She found that 87% of the
responding principals used SALT but that most did not share their findings with other
principals. One of the more interesting finding in Glenn’s study was that only 40% of the
principals shared the SALT data with teachers and parents, the ones who probably needed
to know it the most in order to improve student performance. In regards to training on
how to use SALT, on 18% of the principals reported that they had received any type of
training even though the use of SALT data was required by the state. The remaining 86%
received training from the district, state, or other sources (Glenn, 2001).

Koop’s (2004) study of 106 Utah schools supported the findings of D’ Agostino
and Jackson when it comes to the perceptions principals have regarding professional

development and training in data collection and analysis. School principals in Koop’s
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study, as a group, did not feel professional development on the post-secondary, district,
or state levels prepared them for their roles in school accountability.

The International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) established the
National Educational Technology Standards (NETS) for school administrators, which
identified the core technology skills K-12 administrators needed in order to perform their
jobs. The ISTE technology competencies in NETS for K-12 administrators were an
attempt to specifically define the skills needed to collect and analyze data using
technology. Two of these skills dealt directly with using technology for data analysis:

1. As educational leaders, administrators use data in making decisions.

2. As educational leaders, administers use technology to collect and analyze data,
interpret results, and communicate findings to improve instructional practice
and student learning. (Technology Standards for School Administrators
(NETS), 2007).

Prior to the NETS standards, Peterson and Kelley (2001) compiled the following

list of knowledge and skills needed by school principals:

1. Identifying the school’s mission.

2. Providing instructional leadership.

3. Supervising staffs and administering policies.

4. Developing and managing budgets.

5. Building effective learning environments.

6. Establishing school cultures.

Note that competency in information technology or technology, in general, was

not listed as a required skill. Brockmeier, Sermon, and Hope (2005) did a study of 268

elementary, middle, and high school principals from the state of Florida using an
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instrument called the Computer Technology Survey and found some very strong evidence
that principals are starting to realize the importance of using information technology.
They found that 85% of the principals responding strongly agreed that more professional
development is needed in assessing the impact of computer technology on student
achievement, and using computers to collect and analyze student performance data.
These researchers state, “As educational decision making becomes more and more driven
by data, principals need to have expertise in this area” (Brockmeier, et al., p. 54).
Another finding by Brockmeier’s group was that 59% of the principals in the study
agreed or strongly agreed that their technology expertise resulted in teachers and staff
viewing them as a technology leader.

Schoeny, Heaton, and Washington’s research (1999) listed the most important
administrator uses of information technology to be:

1. Communicating with students, teachers, and parents.

2. Analyzing and organizing student performance data to make informed
decisions.

3. Encouraging teachers to use technology.

4. Utilizing Internet resources for professional development.

5. Staying abreast of current research in education and technology.
The second use listed by Schoeny, et al., analyzing student data to make informed
decisions, highlighted the need for administrators to be trained in this skill (Schoeny, et
al., 1999). Staying abreast of current research was also important as schools integrate
technology into the curriculum. The student-to-computer ratio decreased from 14:1 in

1992 down to 6:1 in 1998, with many states seeking a 1:1 ratio. However, the increase in
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technology use in the classroom has not resulted in the intended student achievement
(Anderson & Ronnkvist, 1999). The research indicated three reasons for this: limited
administrator knowledge of how technology is effectively integrated into the classroom,
lack of teacher training in technology, and the lack of computer skills among minority
and lower socio-economic students. Brockmeier, et al. (2005) found that 50% of the
principals surveyed reported they had not received the training that prepared them to
integrate technology into the classroom.

Benson, Peltier, and Matranga’s 1999 study of Washoe County School District
administrators in Reno, Nevada also found administrators lacked the necessary skills to
use information technology effectively in education. Only 34% of the district’s
administrators used computers to research student achievement, with less than one-half,
43%, using computers for data-driven decision making (Benson, et al. 1999).

Groff (2001) stressed that because of the increased emphasis on accountability,
colleges and universities should teach administrators how to improve their skills in data
collection and problem analysis. He stated that management and leadership theory is
important but principals need to have better skills in how to analyze data and make
decisions. In support of Groff’s position, Creighton’s research (2000) found that most
statistics courses taught in colleges of education focused too much on inferential statistics
which did not prepare aspiring administrators for what they needed in day-to-day
decision making. He emphasized that principals need to be taught descriptive statistics.
His justification was that principals were not interested in proving hypotheses based on

samples of data using inferential statistics, rather they wanted to describe a particular
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characteristic of the student body. He stated, “In most cases, the educator encounters
data in the schools which are related to populations rather than samples” (p. 8).
Hallinger and Murphy (1987) found that research on school improvement
indicated principals should pay greater attention to coordinating curriculum and
monitoring student progress in the individual classroom and across grades. The bulk of
the research implied that administrators and principals should focus on student
performance but there is very little research dealing with the most effective way to do it.
In 2001, Paul George conducted a study of 50 principals and 25 district office
administrators in Florida to evaluate their strategies for improving student performance.
He was especially interested in districts and schools that had shown dramatic
improvement. His analysis concluded there were 10 strategies these schools or districts
implemented to raise student achievement.
1. Set urgent goals. School leaders should look for tasks that the faculty can
accomplish, and will result in immediate student improvement. This will get the
students and parents support, and buy some time for long term strategies to work.
2. Engage school personnel. Get the support of the teachers and administrators,
and listen to their inputs. Expand and share decision-making to include faculty -
make the teachers feel empowered.
3. Use school achievement data. In the most effective schools, analyzing student
performance data, especially data on different ethnic and socio-economic groups
is a high priority. Schools receive lower grades if minority students perform
poorly, so there is a special focus on their performance.
4. Professional development. Successful schools conduct in-service educational
training for faculty and staff that focuses directly on improving standardized test

scores. A special emphasis is placed on developing the higher-order thinking
skills of students.
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5. Align the curriculum. This is the most contentious strategy when it comes to
school improvement. Schools leaders have to be careful that curriculum it not
aligned too closely to standardized tests or they will lose parent and teacher
support.

6. Increase time for academics. Some districts are opting for a longer academic
day, while others are shifting class time from non-tested subjects to those being
tested. Other approaches include requiring more reading in class and at home,
adopting block schedules to create longer class times, and in extreme cases
removing low-performing students from non-tested subjects to focus on tested
ones.

7. Choosing instructional materials to support standards. Successful schools use
a combination of state and school-produced curriculum materials. Websites such
as FCAT Explorer are also being used to supplement local school curriculum.

8. Build interdisciplinary teams. These teams have worked well in middle
schools and the teams meet daily, or weekly, to compare evaluations and student
work. It also provides a forum for the principal to meet with teachers to discuss
student progress.

9. Promote the test. This is a public relations effort to get student, parent, and
teacher support, and some of the more successful schools have solicited business
and community partnerships to motivate students to do well on standardized tests.
Offering prizes such as limousine rides, bicycles, and other incentives (many
donated by businesses) are just some of the ways creative schools have sought to
promote the test and motivate students.

10. Redefine school leadership. The best school principals deeply care about
students and instruction, but they also realize that instructional leadership in this
era of accountability requires students achieve certain standards. Professional
survival of school administrators requires they maintain a balance between their
core beliefs regarding education, and state-mandated accountability requirements
(pp. 28-32)

Even though these strategies have shown to improve student performance, some

of the principals surveyed