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ABSTRACT

Tipping the Tower of PISA: Cross-National Learning as a Strategy to Inform Leaders

about Diverse Students and Achievement in the Global Neighborhood
Maureen Hughes, Author

Audrey A. Friedman, Dissertation Chair

Despite the inherent obstacles posed by increasingly diverse student populations,
school leaders worldwide are under mounting pressure to raise student achievement.
This study utilizes hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to investigate the relationship
between principal priorities and student achievement in reading literacy on the
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) in sixty-four jurisdictions
worldwide. Disaggregating the sixty-four systems into three performance levels, the
research aims to equip principals across the global landscape with insights into current
performance patterns of diverse learners and the leadership behaviors that associate with
student achievement. The diverse groups of interest include boys, immigrants, language
learners, socio-economically disadvantaged students, and rural pupils. Three conditions
of effective leadership organize the priorities of investigation: defining a mission,
managing instruction, and developing a climate (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).

The results reveal that across performance levels, diverse learners are
underachieving but specific subgroups are faring better than others in some jurisdictions.
Commonalities emerge from these jurisdictions and set a roadmap for interpreting the

achievement of diverse learners worldwide. The leadership priorities that most



frequently associate with student achievement when controlling for background factors
vary across systems and across performance levels. The priorities under ‘defining the
school mission’ are most frequently statistically significantly associated to student
achievement in promising systems and the priorities under ‘managing the instructional
programming’ and ‘developing school climate’ are most frequent among high-
performers. Overall, however, the associations are weak and ultimately open the
possibility of a fourth condition of effective leadership: establishing a community

connection.
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1 TIPPING THE TOWER OF PISA

Student populations around the world continue to diversify. Monoculture schools
are increasingly transforming into miniature United Nations, rich with linguistic,
religious, ethnic, and racial diversity. Simultaneously, school leaders worldwide are
under increasing pressure to raise student achievement (Leithwood, 2010), but how can
principals continue to elevate academic performance when students’ backgrounds are
becoming more varied? Leaders must increasingly look beyond their communities,
counties, and even countries, to understand the background skills and knowledge of new
students. It is from this global perspective that a renewed urgency emerges to explore the
worldwide educational landscape, gaining deeper insights into the leadership under which
diverse students achieve.

International datasets are one tool to explore the worldwide educational
landscape. While principals historically focus their attention on their own school and
district scores, there is increasing interest to refine practices by learning from systems in
other context and even across international borders (Crow, 2007). The Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development’s (OECD) Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA) is one dataset that can provide leaders with such a context. PISA is a
tri-annual assessment that monitors fifteen-year-olds’ academic performance in reading,
mathematics, and science literacy. The assessment, which ranks participating
jurisdictions (countries and systems within nations) based on the achievement of their

students, continues to gain international prestige.



Top-ranked nations are increasingly becoming national laboratories for
researchers and educators around the world. For instance, after Finland ranked 1st on
PISA 2003 and 2006, hundreds of visitors studied its educational system. In reaction to
this, Finnish entrepreneurs created services such as ‘Educvisits’ that provide tours of
teacher-training units, schools, and administration centers to foreigners for 800 euro per
person (Educvisits, 2007). A marketplace for similar educational tours is already
emerging in Shanghai, China, after it claimed Ist place on PISA in 2009.

Beyond overall rankings, tipping over the tower of PISA and looking within and
across participating jurisdictions (where diverse students are performing on or above par
with mainstream peers) could provide new insights into the relationship between school
leaders and the achievement of diverse learners. Disaggregating PISA 2009 data by
gender, for example, reveals Colombia ranks 1st for the narrowest girl/boy achievement
gap (with a five-point statistical difference at a < 0.05) while Shanghai, China falls to
34th place, with a forty-point difference between genders (OECD, 2010b).
Disaggregating by students’ socio-economic backgrounds again shifts national rankings.
Thus, there are insights to be gained by exploring which systems lead when it comes to
the performance of their diverse students. The leadership priorities of principals within
and across these systems could potentially refine our understanding of who and how we
should lead schools.

Understanding the priorities of school leaders in systems where diverse
populations are achieving on par or above mainstream peers is increasingly important.

According to Johnson, Mgller, Pashiardis, Vedey, and Savvides (2011), school leaders of



diverse populations have to find a balance between honoring students’ culture and
emphasizing learning and achievement. Darling-Hammond (2010/2011) argues that the
quest for access to equitable education for all children is a critical requirement in the
twenty-first century. With Global Trends 2025 predicting a steady increase in diversity
across the world and the U.S. Census Bureau reporting racial and ethnic minorities will
surpass 50 percent of the total population in the United States over the next twenty years,
it is timely that we explore the leadership priorities under which diverse students excel
and further inform principals on how to lead within the global neighborhood (U.S.

Census Bureau, 2004).

Purpose of Study

This study uses PISA 2009 data to investigate the relationship between school
leaders and the achievement of diverse students. In particular, it explores diverse
students’ reading and writing achievement, defined on PISA as reading literacy
performance. Reading and writing competency are widely recognized as necessary skills
for full and productive participation in twenty-first century societies across the world.
UNESCO’s (2006) Education for All Global Monitoring Report highlights its
importance:

The nature and social function of literacy has changed dramatically: from a means

of understanding religious precepts and selecting military recruits to an essential

building block of information processing and worker productivity; from a

specialized tool of merchants, administrators and professionals to a vital

instrument for cultural intercourse and global commerce; and from a way of



enforcing legal contracts and determining voter rights to a basis for linking
individuals and families to public institutions and international networks.

Literacy today has become essential. (p. 212)

Despite literacy’s critical place as a foundational skill, illiteracy persists worldwide.
Over the past decade, illiteracy rates declined by 5 percent (from 25 to 20 percent) but
due to population growth, the actual number of illiterate children and adults in the world
has remained the same (UNICEF, 2007). Furthermore, over 900 million people
worldwide can recognize and understand the alphabet but have not attained the literacy
fluency necessary to understand simple reading passages and writing skills. The PISA
assessment is one tool available to monitor reading literacy performance of diverse
fifteen-year-olds worldwide. Comparing reading literacy performance across
jurisdictions will provide a meaningful glimpse into the skillset and preparation of

today’s emerging adults.

While many scholars define effective leaders as those who raise student outcomes
(Wilkinson, 2008; Fullan, 2001), there is no consensus as to the exact priorities of
principals that ensure the improved achievement of students. Furthermore, while the
achievement of diverse students is gaining increasing attention across the international
research community (Niesche & Keddie, 2011; Lumby & Coleman, 2010; Lumby &
Morrison, 2010), even fewer studies identify the priorities of school leaders most
associated with the improved achievement of diverse learners. It is unclear if effective
leadership aiming to raise the achievement of mainstream students is sufficient to ensure

significant, sustainable, widespread gains in the achievement of diverse pupils.



Johnson, Mgller, Ottesen, Pashiardis, Savvides, and Vedey (2010) are some of the
few who connect effective leadership specifically to diverse learners. They argue that
leaders “who are deemed successful because of increased student achievement must also
be evaluated in light of their ability to respond to the needs and perspectives of students
and their families from diverse racial, ethnic, and religious groups” (p. 2). Few other
prominent scholars articulate such a clear connection between the achievement of
specific student populations and the responsibilities of school leaders. Exploring the
priorities of principals with a focus on identifying how they impact the achievement of
diverse students will generate greater understanding into this void. The global breadth of
nations included within PISA 2009 will provide a rich foundation to explore such a
relationship. The patterns identified by this study serve as preliminary results. Further
research will be necessary to discover conclusive solutions regarding leadership priorities

that associate with increased achievement of diverse students.

Research Questions

Two research questions guide this dissertation:
e Which diversity indicators (gender, immigrant status, home language, socio-
economic status, and geographic location) predict reading literacy achievement in

PISA 2009 jurisdictions when controlling for all other diversity indicators?

e Which leadership priorities have an association with student reading literacy
outcomes when controlling for diversity indicators at the school and student levels

in PISA 2009 jurisdictions?



Defining and Characterizing Diversity using PISA 2009
The student and school questionnaire that accompany the PISA assessment

determine which subpopulations are identified as ‘diverse’ in this study. These
questionnaires ask students and principals to self-identify on a variety of factors. The
five diversity indicators of focus in this study derive from these questions. They include
gender, immigrant status, home language, ESCS (socio-economic status), and geographic
location. One specific subpopulation is the group of interest in each indicator and will be
described in full in chapter 3; they are:

e Boys: While there are international concerns around girls’ access and retention in
school, boys globally have a pattern of underperforming in reading achievement.
“Lower reading proficiency among boys has become a major concern in many
education systems” (OECD, 2010d, p. 16). Since this study focuses on reading
literacy performance, this dissertation identifies boys as the subpopulation of
interest.

e Socio-economically disadvantaged: Students from low socio-economic
backgrounds chronically underperform in school (Rothstein, 2013). Achievement
gaps between these learners and their middle and upper class peers are evident
around the world and thus are a subpopulation of interest in this study.

e Immigrants: Population shifts continue to alter the student demographics in
schools worldwide and the achievement patterns of these learners are closely

observed. OECD (2010d) reports “learning outcomes among students from an



immigrant background are the subject of much scrutiny” (p. 62). These students
are a subpopulation of interest in this study.
e Language learners: Scholars carefully monitor the performance of students who
speak multiple languages. OECD (2010d) reports “students who speak a different
language at home than the [mainstream language in society] face considerable
challenges in reading and other aspects of education” (p. 62). These learners are a
subpopulation of interest in this study.
e Rural pupils: The achievement of students in rural areas is an issue worldwide.
The “location of a community in which a school is located is strongly related to
student performance” (OECD, 2010d, p. 62). According to Washington Kids
Count “rural children face more problems, perform worse in school and have less
support and resources than urban children” (as cited in William, 2005, p. 1).
These students form a subpopulation of interest in this dissertation.
Other populations, including some historically oppressed groups, ethnic minorities, and
indigenous populations do not receive direct focus in this study since they are not
identifiers collected on the PISA questionnaire. Students from these subgroups are,
however, included within the five groups of interest when they self-identify as belonging
to one of these populations.

While the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) argues that most countries in the twenty-first century endorse the principle of
equal opportunities in education, inequalities associated with a child’s wealth, gender,

language or geographic location continue to point to the ongoing educational



marginalization of these students. “Marginalization in education is a form of acute and
persistent disadvantage rooted in underlying social inequalities. It represents a stark
example of clearly remediable injustice” (UNESCO, 2006, p. 135).

In her book The Flat World and Education, Linda Darling-Hammond writes
“Globalization is changing everything about how we work, how we communicate and,
ultimately, how we live” (2010, p. 3). As the speed increases in which international
inequities are brought into the world’s spotlight, it is imperative to react accordingly
by denouncing injustices and finding immediate but thoughtful solutions. This
dissertation uses two terms to draw attention to the increasing interconnectedness of the
world and the shared ownership and social responsibility we, as one people, have for
addressing these inequalities:

e Global neighborhood: This originates from the 1995 Commission on Global
Governance report, entitled “Our Global Neighborhood,” which suggests nations
around the world are becoming increasingly interdependent. In this study, the
term emphasizes the interconnectedness of education systems in the twenty-first
century.

e FEducational landscape: This term describes the richly diverse and increasingly

complex nature of schooling and education worldwide.

Research Setting

The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) provides a useful

backdrop to explore the leadership practices under which diverse students succeed. In



2009, students across sixty-five jurisdictions participated in the assessment (see shaded in

locations on Figure 1.3.1.).

-

Figure 1.3.1. PISA 2009 participation

The 2009 participating systems (countries, provinces or regions) collectively
represent 87 percent of the global economy. The continental breakdown is as follows:
Africa (one participating system), Asia (fifteen participating systems), Europe (thirty-five
participating systems), North America (five participating systems), South America (six
participating systems), and Oceania (two participating systems). While this is a wide
continental distribution, there remain notable pockets of underrepresentation, particularly
in African and South East Asian nations. According to the Population Bureau, Africa and
Asia have the highest population density (Nations, 2012). Neglecting these populations
in comparison studies will have increasing ramifications as the global neighborhood
continues to grow more interconnected. Perhaps in future years the knowledge available

in the PISA dataset will broaden its scope to account for these missing performers.



Significance of the Problem

There is an international epidemic of underperformance across the global
neighborhood: diverse students disproportionately continue to underperform in
comparison to their mainstream peers (Leithwood, 2010). Despite this reality, research
identifying the leadership practices that do raise the achievement of diverse
subpopulations is inconclusive.

As country populations continue to diversify, it is increasingly imperative that we
understand how best to lead schools with diverse students (Rayner, 2009). Classrooms
housing student populations of multiple native tongues, or learners with different cultural
traditions will continue to redefine understandings of effective schooling. Identifying the
priorities of leadership that reduce the gap in achievement between learners with varying

backgrounds is critical to the future well-being of all nations.

Organization of the Chapters

This chapter outlines the purpose, research questions, and design within a broader
educational and sociological understanding of leadership and diverse student
achievement. Chapter 2 examines what the current research says about the achievement
of diverse learners and the leadership priorities that associate with diverse student
achievement. Chapter 3 details the study’s research design and methodology. The PISA
2009 dataset is reviewed in detail in this chapter. The questionnaires are explored and a
rationale for the research design is disclosed. Chapter 4 presents the analyses and results.

The formulas and equations are presented followed by the detailed findings and a

10



descriptive summary of the analysis. Chapter 5 provides cross-national interpretations
and then widens to consider how these findings are useful for school leaders worldwide.
Chapter 6 concludes with implications for the fields of leadership and diversity in

education.
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2 CROSSING THE GLOBAL NEIGHBORHOOD

Multiple international comparative studies showcase systems that achieve
“significant, sustained and widespread gains in student outcomes” (Tucker, 2011; OECD,
2010d; McKinsey & Company, 2009; OECD, 2009b), but few studies unpack these
outcomes to document the leadership most effective in producing significant, sustainable,
widespread gains in the achievement of diverse students. This chapter contributes to this
void by examining and merging the literature around student achievement and effective
leadership. It does this first by exploring the current research on boys, immigrants,
language learners, socio-economically disadvantaged, and rural pupils by building upon
the widely recognized truth that “school leadership directly influences the effectiveness
of teachers and the achievement outcomes of students” (OECD, 2009a, p. 191) and by
investigating international perspectives of effective leadership, to identify which

priorities of school leaders associate with the achievement of diverse students.

Organizational Framework
Three distinct frameworks organize this review: geographic, conditional, and
performance. Collectively, these frameworks offer multiple perspectives that aim to
“assist readers in understanding the whole body of available research on [diverse student

achievement and effective leaders]” (Rhoades, 2011, p. 353). Each is detailed below.

12



Geographic

A geographic framework details global trends. Lubienski (2007) suggests a
geographic framework can offer “an advantage in analyzing data, not only in that it sets
data within context, but it allows researchers . . . to discern unanticipated patterns in the
data that might not be apparent using traditional statistical approaches” (p. 54). In part
one, this framework illustrates the amount of current discussion worldwide focused on
diverse students’ achievement. A numerical bar, color-coded from zero to fifty, indicates
the percent of discussion in each location. Further clarification on this framework is
provided in part 1 of the review. Five heat maps are presented within the geographic
framework to depict the varying patterns in the literature regarding who and how much is

being said about each diverse population.
Conditions of Effective Leadership

Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) three conditions of effective leadership organize
the fourteen priorities on PISA’s Index of School Principal’s Leadership. The conditions,
commonly referred to as Hallinger’s Model of Instructional Leadership, derive from their
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) and includes: defining the
school mission, managing the instructional programming, and developing the school
climate. To be an effective leader, a principal must balance all three of these

responsibilities.

o Defining school mission: A leader who effectively defines a school mission has a
clear vision of the core school goals. Such an individual can use “concise and

simple statements that communicate broad themes” (Stemler, Bebell, &
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Sonnabend, 2011, p 383). The core goals outlined in their mission support all
decisions. Hallinger and Murphy (1987) describe such a leader as one with the
ability to “lead the staff in developing school-wide goals and [the ability to]
communicate them to the entire school community” (p. 57). A leader with a clear
vision who is able to articulate school goals establishes a shared sense of purpose

among their staff, students and the community.

Managing instructional programming: A principal who is an effective manager of
instruction connects students, teachers, the curriculum, and the learning-teaching
processes (Gumuseli, 1996). Hallinger and Murphy (1987) agree, describing
effective instructional managers as more than simply supervisors and evaluators
of curriculum. They suggest an effective instructional manager is “capable of
analyzing another’s teaching” and proficient in tracking student performance (p.
55). Distinguishing these priorities from those under the previous condition is the

focus on instruction and curriculum.

Developing school climate: A school climate builds upon the relationships within
a learning environment. Hallinger and Murphy (1985) include four descriptive
points under the umbrellas of developing school learning climate: protects
instructional time, provides incentives for teachers and learning, promotes
professional development, and maintains visibility. Two years later, the
researchers emphasized that an effective leader directly and indirectly shapes the
learning culture in the school by establishing “norms and attitudes” (Hallinger &

Murphy, 1987, p. 57-58).
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These three conditions serve as the framework for investigating what the research says
about the fourteen leadership priorities explored in this dissertation. In part 2 of this

review, the alignment between each priority and the conditional framework is presented.
Cross-National Performance Framework

A three level, cross-national performance framework interlaces the entire literature
review. The framework derives from OECD’s 2010 rankings of overall reading
achievement on PISA 2009 and includes high-performers (systems that scored above 500
on the PISA 2009 assessment), middle-performers (systems with performance rankings
between 425 and 500 on PISA 2009), and promising-performers (systems that scored
below 425 on the assessment) (see Figure 2.0.1). As detailed by Kay Cheng Soh (2012),
investigating performance patterns on PISA 2009 using the original rankings systems can
result in small but substantive differences because of biases in a ranking scale. Instead,
she advocates that a “more meaningful way to interpret [PISA results] is to cluster them
into groups” (p. 83). Thus, the cross-national performance framework will assist in
reducing biases and ensure distributive representation from across the PISA ranking
system. The same framework resurfaces in chapter 5 to interpret the results from this

study.
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Organizing Approach

Hemingway and Brereton (2009) suggest that a review should be clear,
transparent, and replicable. To adhere to this vision and to inform the reader of the body
of literature examined for this synthesis, I disclose the organizing approach informing
this review.

Two separate sections (part 1 and part 2) organize the synthesis. Part 1 of the
literature review explores what the research says about diverse students’ achievement. It
reveals precisely the amount of current research in each jurisdiction that focuses on
diverse students’ achievement, and the main themes within and across the discussions.
Part 2 of the review investigates what the current research says about the priorities of
school leaders. It examines the conversation around the fourteen leadership priorities of
interest in this study. Notably, in both parts of the review, the topics introduced could
have full-fledged literature reviews. The purpose of this review therefore is to focus
specifically on current conversational trends. This is to affirm Lathers’ (1991) call that a
“review is gate keeping, policing and productive rather than merely mirroring” what is
already part of the public arena (p. 2). Throughout the chapter, citations are introduced
for readers interested in larger reviews that cover both past and present ideas. The
themes in present day conversations set the stage for forward thinking and generate new

approaches to address chronic underachievement.

The data collected in both reviews comes from three sources: Education Research
Complete, ERIC, and JSTOR. The descriptors entered into each search engine varied

slightly to account for linguistic differences across the jurisdictions but the most frequent
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for the first review include: ‘achievement,” ‘reading,” ‘boy,” ‘gender,” ‘immigrant,’
‘language learner’ ‘socio-economic,” ‘disadvantaged,” and ‘rural.” In the second review:
‘principal,’ ‘leader,” ‘leadership,” ‘headmaster,” ‘priorities,” ‘goals,” ‘mission,’
‘instructional programming,’ ‘learning climate,” and ‘learning culture’ are the frequent
descriptors (see Appendix I, Table 2.0.1). In instances when a jurisdiction is within a
country (e.g. Shanghai), the country name is also included in the search.

The majority of the articles in the syntheses (approximately 90 percent) are from
peer-reviewed journals. Beyond this search, select reports and documents such as the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) publications and
books are included. These publications are frequently cited throughout the examined
articles and are therefore valuable for this review. Extra efforts to identify large-scale
studies that are relevant to the scope of this dissertation were also undertaken. Literature
published between 2000 and 2013 is the major focus in this review. This thirteen-year
period narrows the discussion to explore recurring patterns and emerging trends most
relevant in the first part of the twenty-first century. There are exceptions to this self-
imposed boundary, generally in the case of pioneering works, which have been included
under the premise they will provide valuable background or significantly contribute to the
shaping of the discussion during this period, and are thus essential to form a complete
picture for the reader.

Ultimately, the synthesis includes articles that: (i) are qualitative and quantitative

with primary or secondary empirical data analysis; (i1) focus on the achievement of
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diverse groups; and (iii) addressed some aspect of the influences or effects of leadership

and multi-marginalized populations in a school setting.

Review Limitations

Three limitations in this literature review merit immediate disclosure:
representation, database biases, and questionnaires. Representation from across the
global research community is a priority in this review. The publications in the field of
educational leadership are, however, lopsided. Wealthy, industrialized, and Westernized
nations are overrepresented while developing nations are marginalized, in part due to
historical patterns. Until the 1970s, the theoretical traditions of the United States largely
dominated published literature. Alternative paradigms emerged in the 1980s and 1990s
from other Anglo nations throughout Western Europe, Canada, Australia, and New
Zealand (Chapman, Sackney, & Aspin, 1999).

Literature about the actions and behaviors of leaders in schools in Asia —
particularly Southern Asia — are still today largely isolated, contained within specific
journal collections of comparative studies. Asian exceptions are nations considered high-
performers such as Shanghai and Singapore, both of which performed very well on PISA
2009 and are frequently showcased within top-tier journals. Publications discussing
leadership in African nations are also almost always separated (Jackson, 2004).
Countless authors of comparative studies acknowledge these limitations, disclosing
statements such as “we recognize our review on school leadership literature is

predominantly Westernized” (Jacobson & Bezzina, 2008, p. 82) but few acknowledge the
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perpetual marginalization this places on nations consistently left out of discussions. Even
fewer admit that omitting this knowledge is a loss for the research community.

To account for this limitation, this review prioritizes geographical representation
from across the educational landscape. It makes every attempt to give developing
countries — particularly in Africa and Southeast Asia — as much voice as larger nations,
progressive countries, and those perceived as being international powerhouses, such as
China, the United Kingdom, and the United States. The jurisdictions that participated in
PISA are presented within the chapter; systems that did not participate are not explored in
this study but are discussed in the future research agenda at the end of this dissertation.
This recognition responds to Chapman, Sackney, and Aspin (1999), who call for a “more
international approach to education [which] requires that the diversity of views and
approaches be addressed” (p. 75). In acknowledging this premise, I join the small pocket
of scholars worldwide who are calling for a better-rounded sample of views and voices
that can lead to a fair understanding of the problem.

The second limitation in this review is database bias. As mentioned above, the
three databases used in this review are Education Research Complete, ERIC, and JSTOR.
All three are robust search engines, which collectively house over 3,000 journals. They
each aim to include publications from both peer-reviewed and non-reviewed journals
worldwide. Articles in multiple languages surface in searches conducted across the
databases. However, all three databases are housed in, and maintained, by United States
providers. It is therefore conceivable that these databases contain a disproportionate

number of publications from North America and from Anglophone nations in comparison
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with other regions of the world. This representation (or misrepresentation) is important
to note and may skew the results for the heat maps in section one of the review.
Expanding the review to include databases from other regions is an important next step to
ensuring a full picture is present.

The final limitation in this review derives from the PISA questionnaires
themselves. The leadership priorities and student populations examined in this review
are limited by the questions asked on the questionnaire. The advantage of this limitation
is it allows the review to examine the data most relevant to this study, but the
disadvantage is the questions may not include all the necessary parts to form a complete
picture of the relationship between leaders and diverse students. For instance, beyond the
five subgroups of interest, the achievement of other diverse populations, such as ethnic
and religious minorities contribute to the grandness of the underperformance epidemic
worldwide, but are not highlighted in this review since they are outside the scope of the
PISA dataset. Furthermore, some students are a member of more than one diverse group,
such as immigrants who also speak a home dialect different then the PISA testing
language. These students could be included under both the category ‘immigrant’ and
‘language learner.” Given this limitation, these learners are represented in multiple
groups. A next step to resolving this issue would be to repeat the analysis using a dataset
that has clearer student background categories so that the literature review could provide
greater distinctions. The leadership priorities examined in this study derive from the

school questionnaire and are limited to the fourteen priorities asked on the questionnaire.
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This limitation could have profound impacts on this study and will be explored at the end

of part 2.

Part 1. Tracing the Underachievement Epidemic Worldwide

Researchers document the underachievement of diverse students worldwide
(Bruner, 2008; Auernheimer, 2005; Guisbond & Neill, 2004; Rimers, 2004; Rothstein,
2004; Rakocevic & Miljevic, 2003; Noguera, 2002). Children born into the lowest class,
those who speak a language different from the mainstream population, and those who are
immigrants are underperforming in schools across the world. This part of the review
scans the research in participating PISA 2009 jurisdictions to investigate why these
students are underperforming. Understanding who is speaking (about boys, immigrants,
language learners, socio-economically disadvantaged, and rural students), and what they
are saying, will flesh out what is understood and what remains unresolved regarding each

population.

Recent OECD publications justify the importance of exploring the achievement of
each of these diverse groups. OECD (2010a; 2010d) compares achievement in the PISA
2000 and 2009 assessments and reveals gaps and changes over time. The achievement
gaps are cited below, as the research from each population is considered. While OECD
uses different definitions and scales to identify diverse students, their results establish an
initial justification for investigating achievement patterns of diverse learners worldwide.
Furthermore, their findings contribute to this study’s goal of identifying how schools

worldwide can further the achievement patterns of diverse learners.
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This review utilizes both quantity and quality metrics. First, heat maps depict the
quantity of current discussion within each jurisdiction targeting the diverse students’
reading literacy achievement. Peer-reviewed publications, national reports, and NGO
documents are the sources for this analysis. As discussed earlier, the color-coding metric
illustrates the amount of research: the darker the color, the more the research on any
specific population. The color range is from 0 publications to 50 or more. Separate heat
maps are constructed for each diverse group, accentuating the varying amounts of
conversation within the jurisdictions targeting each population.

Second, a quality metric spotlights conversational themes within the discussions.
Themes illustrate commonalities across multiple jurisdictions, either within one
performance level or across many. Themes were not predetermined; rather, they emerged
from scanning the current research and sorting studies into “look alike, feel alike” groups
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 347). On average, three themes emerge under each diverse
group but the conversations that unfold are distinct. A summary at the end of this section

offers cross commentary.

Boys’ Performance Worldwide
OECD (2010d) reports, “in every one of the sixty-five countries and economies
that participated in PISA 2009, girls have significantly higher average reading scores than
boys” (p. 16). Despite this reality, only 60 percent of the jurisdictions that participated in
PISA 2009 show evidence that they are currently discussing boys’ underperformance in
literacy (see Figure 2.2.1). This percentage is the lowest of all the diverse groups,

revealing that boys’ underperformance is receiving the /east attention worldwide.
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Among those who are discussing boys’ underperformance, researchers in Canada,
Great Britain, and Finland dominate. Twenty or more publications emerge from the
current literature in each of these jurisdictions focused on boys’ underachievement in
literacy. There is less, but still some, discussion around boys’ achievement in China, the
United States, Sweden, and Australia (see lighter shading on the heat map). Each of
these systems has at least fifteen publications in the current literature focused on boys’
performance. As indicated by the color white on the map, in Albania, Bulgaria, Czech
Republic, Hungary, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Luxembourg, Macao, Panama, and
Peru there are no current publications that emerge in this review featuring boys’
underachievement (also shaded white are the jurisdictions that did not participate in PISA

2009.)

0 50
Figure 2.2.1. Heat map of discussion on boys’ literacy achievement in the PISA
2009 jurisdictions

The results on the heat map echo other researcher’s findings. Booth, Elliott-
Johns, and Bruce (n.d.) state, “there has been a great deal of assessment, research and

critical examination of the issue of boys’ literacy attainment, in Canada, the United
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Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand, and there is growing awareness in the United
States” (p. 2). Despite its recognition in these locations, the overall lack of worldwide
discussion around boys’ underachievement is curious. Martino (2008) accurately notes
“policy and research-based literature identifies boys’ underachievement and specifically
their engagement with literacy, as both a Canadian and an international problem” (p. 1).
However, as the heat map reveals, many jurisdictions have yet to focus on boys’ literacy
in their research discussions. The silence could be due to a number of factors, including a
strong international attention devoted to girls’ education (retention and science and math
performance) (UNICEF, 2009).

Current Trends in Discussions of Boys’ Underachievement

Because of the limited number of jurisdictions focusing on boys’ literacy
underachievement, I dubbed this group the ‘silent’ underachievers. Among those
discussing boys’ underperformance, three conversational themes emerge. Researchers
are raising awareness, investigating causes of literacy underperformance, and seeking
solutions to address the gap. Each of these themes is visible in current research and is
unpacked below. For a comprehensive review of research on boys’ education

longitudinally, see Booth, Elliott-Johns, and Bruce (n.d.) or Martino (2008).
Awareness

Researchers who are talking about boys are tracking their performance. Most
scholars argue boys are underperforming, but others claim boys’ performance is
adequate. In high-performing Finland, Lehto, Scheinin, Kupiainen, and Hautamaki

(2001) write “girls outperformed boys regardless of the comprehension measure” (p. 12).
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The same conclusion resonates from researchers in middle-performing Croatia, and
promising-performing Trinidad and Tobago. Koli¢-Vehovec and Bajsanski (2006) say
“girls had better results than boys on text comprehension, all measures of comprehension
monitoring, as well as on [a] strategic reading questionnaire” (p. 439) and Smith, Smith,
Gilmore, and Jameson (2012) remark “girls outperformed boys in reading” (p. 202) while
examining students’ reading ability. In each of these examples, and across the majority
of studies, achievement patterns of males are justified by comparing them to girls.
Furthermore, in almost all cases, researchers compare same-age peers’ reading
performance. No studies emerge from this synthesis that focus specifically on boys’
literacy performance in multi-grade classrooms or, that reorganize boys’ results by
subgroups of boys; such research would provide a useful next step in understanding why

boys are underperforming.

Boys’ literacy performance is distinct from their achievements in other disciplines
(Pelletier, 2000). Studies consistently target reading and writing results, while other
subject areas, such as math and science, are less often discussed. From middle-
performing Ireland for example, Murphy (2010) states “the underachievement of boys
appears to be even more marked in the language and literacy curriculum area” (p. 407).

This is understandable since boys’ achievement is considerably better in these subjects.

Assessment scores and achievement patterns are evidence of boys’ challenges
with literacy. Watson and Kehler’s (2012) research in high-performing Canada, as well as
Calvin, Fernandes, Smith, Visscher, and Deary’s (2010) work in Great Britain highlight

the argument that test scores are evidence that boys are underperforming. Watson and
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Kehler (2012) argue the results from national exams in Ontario suggest boys are not
performing as well as girls on literacy measures. “Girls outperform boys on high-stake
literacy tests such as the Ontario Secondary School Literacy Test, [and] the National
Assessment of Education Progress” (p. 43). Calvin et al. (2010) contribute further
evidence, detailing exactly how wide the gap is between boys and girls on verbal
assessments. They find girls’ scored 26 percent of a standard deviation higher than boys
on a verbal assessment conducted in Great Britain. Emphasizing the size of the gap is
important since it acknowledges the extent of the problem. As Calvin et al. (2010)

attests, the problem is serious.

Underperformance spans all school levels and appears to be more complex than
simply poor assessment scores (Eriksson, Marschik, Tulviste, Almgren, Pérez, Pereira,
Wehberg, Marjanovi¢-Umek, Gayraud, Kovacevic & Gallego, 2012; Lau & Ping, 2010;
Millimet & Husain, 2009). Eriksson et al. (2012) considers pre-literacy skills of children
in Sweden. While the gap they find is subtle, they ultimately report it is sufficient to
raise awareness about boys’ skills. “Girls are slightly ahead of boys in early
communicative gestures, in productive vocabulary, and in combining words” (2012, p.
326). Millimet and Husain (2009) add to these findings while considering literacy
ability’s in elementary school. They conduct longitudinal studies in the United States and
report “boys lag behind girls in reading at the start of kindergarten and at the end of third
grade” (p. 38). In Hong Kong, Lau and Ping (2010) consider the daily practices of boys
and girls in junior high school. They compare verbal and figural skills by gender and

conclude “girls in the junior high grades excelled boys in verbal flexibility, figural
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fluency, figural flexibility, figural uniqueness, and figural unusualness” (p. 194). In each
context, the issue is deeper than students’ performance on single tests. Rather, consistent
behaviors over time are documented as being subpar with boys lagging behind female

peers.

Researchers are concerned with the emerging patterns. In high-performing New
Zealand, Eley (2001) writes “the differing achievement levels of boys and girls in New
Zealand schools [are] a cause for concern. This is especially true in the area of literacy,
where the greatest differences in the achievement of boys and girls are occurring”
(p-147). In Australia, there is increasing uneasiness around boys’ underperformance in
literacy, mainly due to pressure outside of education. “Media sources are quick to
express moral panic about boys’ educational failure, and a call for ‘equity for boys’ has
replaced the earlier focus on girls’ issues in policy reform agendas” (Vickers, 2005, p.
46). Vickers (2005) reports a shift as the focus in research moves away from girls and
increasingly on boys. It is very likely that other systems worldwide may be undergoing a
similar change and thus, in time, conversations around boys’ performance will increase.
In middle-performing Great Britain, the same concern is noted. Francis (2006) writes,
“the moral panic concerning ‘boys’ underachievement’ is well established in the UK” (p.
187). Younger and Warrington (2007) add, “issues of gender equity in English
secondary schools over the last decade have been dominated by a concern with the

‘under-achievement’ of boys™ (p. 219).

Interestingly, there is a smaller, but insistent group arguing that boys overall are

not underperforming. Sadowski (2010), Martino (2008), Alloway (2007), and White
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(2007) support this belief. From high-performing Canada, White (2007) argues boys are
performing fine in literacy activities. She uses data from the reading component of the
Ontario Secondary School Test to argue that “gender accounted for less than one per cent
of variance in reading achievement” and ultimately concludes, “the notion of under-
achievement of boys’ reading performance has been greatly overstated” (p. 554).
Alloway agrees arguing for a “which boys, which girls” approach after reviewing data in
Australia. The “swathe of populist discourse centering on boys and on literacy [could]
drive a potentially divisive education agenda” since disaggregating test data reveals boys

are indeed performing well (p. 582).

Sadowski (2010) and Martino (2008) both claim statements such as ‘boys are
underachieving’ are too general since not all boys perform poorly. From the United
States, Sadowski (2010) says that there are patterns in location, income levels, and racial
and ethnic composition of boys that are actually impacting performance, not simply being
male. Martino (2008) presents the same argument using data from Canada. He states
“not all boys are underachieving, nor are all girls out-performing boys” (2008, p. 1). He
argues that boys are always considered as one, homogenous group, when instead, there

are unique differences between different types of boys that must be considered.
Causes

Researchers who believe boys are underperforming are perplexed as to why this
is the case. Many researchers argue boys’ underachievement is due to a developmental

delay; others say it is a lack of effort or interest. Still others consider external factors —
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including the presence of girls and the feminization of schools as the cause behind boys’

poor performance. Evidence of each of these causes is expanded upon below.

Boys underperform in literacy because they are developmentally delayed. Marjanovic-
Umek, Fekonja-Peklaj, and Podlesek (2012), Fredriksson, Holzer, McCluskey-Cavin, and
Taube (2009), Papadopoulos, Spanoudis, and Kendeou (2009), Yiwen, Xingming,
Xiaoming, Jinming, and Hoff (2008), Treiman, Levin, and Kessler (2007) and Baucal,
Pavlovic-Babic, and Willms (2006) provide a comprehensive review of this position.
Yiwen et al.’s (2008) work in high-performing China and Fredriksson et al.’s (2009)
study in middle-performing Sweden clearly spell out the message. “Girls language
development [is] more advanced than boys,” writes Yiwen et al. (p. 145). “Girls are
[just] better readers than boys” Fredriksson concludes (p. 4). The delay is why boys are
underperforming; they simply need more time to mature. Some researchers provide
specific examples to illustrate this same point. Baucal et al. (2006) in middle-performing
Serbia, writes that for the majority of boys “the transition from learning-to-read to
reading-to-learn” is difficult (p. 539). The lag is due to boys’ letter recognition skills,
according to Treiman et al. (2007) in Israel. They report that girls at ages five and six
know more letter names than boys. Marjanovi¢-Umek et al. (2012) suggests the delay
manifests itself in the simpler stories boys write. They report that in Slovenia, “girls told
stories using a greater number of words” (p. 18). Notably, it is also possible that boys
prefer verbalizing elaborate stories rather than writing them. Not all current studies agree

with developmental delay being the cause for boys’ literacy underachievement.

30



Papadopoulos et al. (2009), for example, conduct research in Greece and conclude there

is no “support for gender differences in phonological abilities” (p. 127).

Boys either lack motivation or do not exert enough effort (Van de Gaer, Pustiens,
Van Damme, & De Munter, 2009; Freudenthaler, Spinath, & Neubauer, 2008; Merisuo-
Storm, 2006; Malmberg & Trempala, 1997). In Finland, Merisuo-Storm (2006) attributes
boys’ underperformance to the fact that “girls were significantly more skillful writers
than the boys” at p = 0.002 (p. 117) and in Belgium, Van de Gaer et al. (2009) report “a
decline in the effort for language and the attitude toward learning tasks was steeper for
boys than for girls” (p. 373). It is anxiety and performance-avoidance, say Freudenthaler
et al. (2008) in Austria, with which Malmberg and Trempala (1997) would agree.
Working in Poland, they write “girls expressed a higher level of probability for success in
education than boys” and that may contribute to boys’ poorer literacy performance (p.
231). Basaran and Ates (2009) and Mata (2011) report it is not attitude or motivation.
Basaran and Ates (2009) finds that in Turkey “girls have higher level positive attitudes
towards reading than boys” (p. 73) and Mata (2011) concludes, “boys’ and girls’

motivational profiles are not markedly different” in her study in Portugal (p. 272).

Disinterest in reading and writing is causing underperformance. Lehto, Scheinin,
Kupiainen, and Hautamaki (2001) write “the majority of boys [in Finland] did not
experience school as positively” as girls (p. 99). Results from OECD (2010d) state that
in middle-performing Lichtenstein, for example, “fewer than forty percent of boys said
that they read for enjoyment” (2010d, p. 70) and Smith, Smith, Gilmore, and Jameson

(2012) found girls in Lichtenstein “showed higher levels of reading enjoyment” (p. 202).
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Other researchers examined boys’ interest in writing and most also report boys are less
interested than girls. In the UAE, for instance, Almazoui (2010) looked at the differences
between boys’ and girls’ creative writing and concluded, “girls let their personal
experiences and feelings intrude; boys, however, showed domination and aggrandizement
of self” (p. 13). The researcher argues teachers need to “rethink writing instruction and

reevaluate their effectiveness based on the writing needs of each gender” (p. 13).

External factors, not the boys themselves, may be causing underperformance.
From middle-performing Latvia, for example, Geske and Ozola (2009) find that “school
environment has a great impact on boys reading literacy” (p. 38). Other researchers look
within schools, such as Timmerman (2011), who explores whether the feminization of the
teaching force is having a negative impact on boys’ achievement in the Netherlands. He
writes, “The feminization of education is supposed to have a negative impact on boys’
achievement, causing educational as well as behavioral problems” (p. 457). Carrington
and McPhee (2008) of Great Britain also comment on this as a possibility. “It is
commonly assumed that the gender gap in achievement stems from the dearth of male
role models in teaching, especially at primary level” (p. 109). But Raymond, Tse, Lam,
and Loh (2010) investigated if bringing more male teachers in the field would make a
difference in Hong Kong, and found “no support for the proposal that boys learn to read
better when taught by men teachers” (p. 754). In fact, they report that both “boys and
girls learned better when taught by women™ (p. 754). Sokal (2010) agrees based on her

research in promising-performing Thailand. She notes “viewing reading as feminine is
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not at the root of gender differences in reading achievement” (p. 44). Instead, she

considers other external factures, including one’s culture.
Solutions

Whatever the causes of boys’ underperformance, solutions are essential. Exactly
what will eliminate the performance gap is unknown, but almost all of the current
solutions are calling for a boys-only spotlight. Schools use approaches that cater to girls’
strengths; to improve boys’ literacy, the solutions must be ‘boy focused’ (Mitchell,
Murphy, & Peters, 2008). It is, in the perspective of Weaver-Higbtower (2003), time

schools focus on tactics that work for boys.

Boys-only classrooms are one consideration. Greig (2011) from Canada and
Warrington and Younger (2001) from Great Britain both examine these as a possible
solution. “Sex groupings may offer more advantages for girls than for boys” say
Warrington and Younger (2001) but they argue that “the potential of the system will only
be fully realized when it is explicitly recognized that girls and boys do respond
differently, in certain contexts, to different teaching-learning styles” (p. 339). Greig
(2011) 1s weary of same-sex classrooms as a solution for Canada. He finds “potential
difficulties and consequences that arise when boy-only settings are implemented in
schools as a way to address the educational needs of boys” (p. 127). Instead, he argues,
there is a “need for today's educators to move beyond outdated, simplistic approaches, in
order to help boys not only achieve academically but, more broadly, to lead more

fulfilling and just lives” (p. 127).
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Resources that cater to boys may improve their performance. From high-
performing Canada, Watson and Kehler (2012) call for more boy-friendly strategies in
the classroom. They argue boys’ engagement and achievement can be improved through
“gender-specific and explicitly boy-friendly instructional practices that cater to boys’
innate strengths and interests” (p. 29). They comment on numerous boy-friendly
instructional habits discussed in the Ontario Ministry of Education’s Me Read? No Way!
A Practical Guide to Improving Boys’ Literacy Skills, including letting boys talk,
choosing relevant literature, and using technology. From middle-performing Germany,
Mople, Kleimann, Rehbein, and Pfeiffer (2010) offer an interesting deduction. They look
at the impact of boy-performance games and conclude, “boys who gender-specifically are
better equipped with electronic media devices, who partially have extensive media usage
times and who strongly prefer violent media content, are at the risk of showing poor

school performance” (p. 699).

Revising teachers’ instructional habits to align more closely with the priorities of
boys may make a difference in their achievement patterns. The skills of boys need to be
acknowledged and appreciated (King, Gurian, & Stevens, 2010). The researchers note
that teachers need to choose books with action, adventure, crime, sports cars, hunting,
guns, and fighting if they aim to improve the performance of boys. They also recognize
that boys enjoy non-fiction options, for example, the Guinness Book of Records.
Sadowski’s (2010) work in Canada leads to a similar finding. She advocates that
teachers need to intentionally select stories and topics of interest to boys. Using comics

and sports-themed books will get boys excited about reading, and will ultimately improve
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their performance. In the United States, Sax (2007) offers the claim that instructional
habits are inhibiting movement, which negatively impacts boys. He calls on teachers to

reflect on their instructional styles and find ways to get boys up and active during lessons.

In conclusion, while just over half of the jurisdictions are discussing the
performance of boys in current literature, those who are conversing are contributing to
the increasing knowledge across the educational landscape. They are raising awareness
about the problem, which may get more researchers interested in monitoring boys’
literacy performance. Researchers are considering various practices and behaviors which
could be impacting boys, both within classrooms and outside of schools. Perhaps most
importantly, they are investigating better solutions. While still in its early stages of
development, ideas around boys’ underperformance are germinating across systems
worldwide. This suggests that researchers are taking the underperformance patterns
seriously and making intentional efforts to address them. The results from this study will
be compared to these suggested solutions and may eventually contribute to identifying

better answers to support boys’ literacy development.

Immigrants’ Performance Worldwide
OECD (2010d) reports that “students without an immigrant background now
outperform other [students with an immigrant background] by an average of 43 score
points” (p. 62). The report states that across OECD jurisdictions “the relative

performance of students with an immigrant background did not change between 2000 and
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2009” (p. 62). Seventy-seven percent of the examined systems in this review are

currently discussing the achievement of their immigrant populations (see Figure 2.2.2).
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Jurisdictions

Researchers in the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, and Israel
dominate discussions on immigrant achievement. More than forty current publications
from each of these jurisdictions focus on immigrant underperformance. Immigrant
achievement is also a popular topic in research from Italy, Spain, Finland and Ireland.
There are at least twenty current publications targeting immigrant achievement in these
jurisdictions. There is some discussion found in eight to ten publications in Germany,
Sweden, Portugal, Luxembourg, Japan, France, Austria, Australia, Netherlands,
Liechtenstein, Hong Kong, Denmark, Thailand, Singapore, Belgium, Turkey, and
Greece. On the other hand, there is no evidence in the current publications from Albania,
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Kazakhstan, Macao, Panama, Croatia, Indonesia, Jordan,

Lithuania, Serbia and Montenegro, Latvia, Slovakia, and China of discussion focused on

immigrant achievement (as indicated by the color white on the map). The lack of
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discussion around immigrant performance in some of these systems could be due to the
fact they do not have high numbers of immigrants, which will be explored further in
Chapter 5. Jurisdictions that did not participate in PISA 2009 are also shaded white.

The dark coloring in North America and the concentrated color in Western
Europe on the heat map reflect worldwide mobility trends (Passel, 2011; Luciak, 2004a;
Luciak 2004b). In the United States, for example, immigrant populations are
transforming demographics. Passel (2011) reports currently, “immigrant youth . . .
account for one-fourth of the nation’s 75 million children. By 2050 they are projected to
make up one-third of more than 100 million U.S. children” (p. 19). In Canada,
immigration is also gaining attention. Young and Grogan (2008) report immigration
patterns are carefully monitored and in some regions, schools now serve higher
immigrant populations than native born Canadians. On the other side of the Atlantic, the
creation of the European Union has increased mobility (2004). “Europe's migrant
population in 2005 exceeded that of North America by almost 50 percent” (Herrera,
2012, p. 1). With new populations, come new challenges. Understandably, the effects of
all this mobility impacts what is happening in local schools worldwide and is a popular
topic in the current research.

Current Trends in Discussions of Immigrants’ Underachievement

Conversations around immigrants’ underachievement are as diverse as the
populations being discussed. Some systems have numerous researchers studying
immigrants’ underachievement as they seek to adjust to new populations; other systems

are well adjusted to immigrant populations and have more refined direction in their
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literacy contributions. Collectively, researchers raise awareness, investigate mobility
patterns, recognize challenges, and layout recommendations to resolve the gaps inhibiting
immigrant success. Each of these trends is expounded below. (Note: language issues are
briefly highlighted in this section, but they are intentionally brief since they are covered
in detail in the next section.) As with previous trends in this review, this discussion
reflects current patterns; for a full comprehensive review on research around immigrant
achievement in the United States, see Bajaj (2009) and in Europe, see Luciak (2004a).
Awareness

Discussion on immigrants’ achievement ranges in maturity. In some systems,
there is a long history of being a destination country. In others, it is a newer
phenomenon. Zhu and Leung (2011) note Chinese immigrants’ performance “has always
been a concern to the public as well as the government in Hong Kong” (p. 471).
Muwanguzi and Musambira (2012) offer a similar perspective from the United States;
they write America has a long history of absorbing “more immigrants per year than any
other nation” (p. 6). Hailing from all continents and many countries, the jurisdiction has
a long trail of research detailing these populations. On the other hand, in Germany, the
UK and Ireland, large waves of immigrants are bringing new challenges. “Persistently
high unemployment among immigrants is one of the most urgent problems facing
European Union countries today (Kogan, 2006, p. 697). While experiences with
immigrants are different in seasoned and novice receiving systems, collectively,

immigrant achievement has become one of the greatest concerns for countries worldwide.
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Performance patterns are overwhelmingly negative. Both immigrants and
refugees have lower achievement trends than their mainstream peers. In Denmark,
Andersen, and Thomsen (2011) report “immigrant students on average perform worse in
lower secondary school than native Danish students” (p. 27), and from the UK, Stevenson
and Willott (2007) document refugee underperformance. They cite “interrupted
education, experience of trauma, concerns about status and English language difficulties”
as attributing to underperformance (p. 671). The same concern resonates from research
in the United States, despite its long history with immigrant populations. “Nearly a
quarter of schoolchildren in the United States are immigrants . . . a substantial percentage
of these children, especially those from Latin America, are falling behind in school”
(Haskins & Tienda, 2011, p. 1).

Language proficiency is central to many conversations about literacy
achievement. Rangvid (2010), Fredriksson, Eklund, and Taube (2009), and Tembe
(2008) highlight concern for the literacy skills of immigrants who do not speak the
mainstream language. Investigating literacy development of immigrant and non-
immigrant girls in the Netherlands, Tembe (2008) reports “the contrast...is substantial
when it comes to literacy development” (p. 41). Fredriksson et al. (2009) reach a similar
conclusion for both boys and girls, regarding reading achievement in Swedish
municipalities. They report Swedish students have, on average, higher reading scores
than immigrants “who participated in Swedish as a second language” (p. 17). Rangvid
(2010) compares literacy performance across groups and over time in Denmark. She

finds that “second-generation students from Lebanon and Pakistan increase their reading
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scores substantially compared with the first generation, while there is no improvement for
students from Turkey” (p. 269).

Other academic disciplines are also included in discussions on immigrant
achievement. Simms (2012), Zhu and Leung (2011), and Suet-ling (2009) describe
underperformance of immigrant students in math and science. Zhu and Leung (2011)
consider the math achievement of mainland, Chinese immigrant students in high-
performing Hong Kong. Their results show “first-generation immigrant students’
performance had obvious retrogression compared to native students in the past years” (p.
471). Suet-ling (2009) goes further, arguing immigrants in Hong Kong struggle in more
than just math. In same-age comparisons, he found “immigrants’ children [are] at a
disadvantaged position in reading, and science” as well (p. 405). Immigrants in the
United States are also underperforming, according to Simms (2012). She writes
“students who had been in the United States since at least their preschool years had lower
math achievement than non-immigrants when they began kindergarten” (p. 72).

Similar to the literature on boys’ performance, there is a group of researchers who
challenge the claim that immigrants are underperforming. They do this by showcasing
immigrants who are achieving higher than their mainstream peers. This research is
mostly in high-performing Asian systems but is also visible in middle-performing United
States. Kang (2012), Costa (2010), and Gao (2009) illustrate this side of the argument
from their work in high-performing Singapore and China. They describe immigrant
groups that are ‘beating the odds.” Kang (2012) describes such learners as “multilingual

students with great adaptability to various local situations” (p. 165). Costa (2010) reports
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on a similar outcome from his ethnographic work. He refers to model immigrants as
“designer immigrant(s), that is, immigrant(s) who possesses high-level skills and global
goals and interests” (p. 217). “Even in the face of overwhelming forces, [designer
immigrants] are able to exercise agency and to do so in ways complementary to
prevailing ideologies which subsequently bolstered learning” (2010, p. 217). In both
instances, the ‘Asian Global’ students (Kang, 2012) performed on par or better than their
native peers. In the United States, a similar discussion emerges around ‘model
minorities’ but researchers are more critical. Asian students often “demonstrate a high
academic profile” Wing (2007) reports. When combined with respectful behavior these
students are widely recognized as ‘model minorities.” This can be misleading, Wing
(2007) argues. Wallitt (2008) would agree. Studying Cambodian refugee students in
New York City he found that because these students are generally well behaved, quiet
and self-disciplined, they are often perceived as the ‘model minority’ but in reality “these
children from refugee families are often overlooked” (p. 3). This results in a lack of
supports and, over time, their performance declines.
Mobility

Researchers worldwide are tracking immigrant movement and, as populations
shift, redefining understandings of ‘immigrant.” For decades, emigration and
immigration patterns were predictable. Mobility trends affected some countries and not
others. Today, patterns are less predictable, with more systems impacted by effects of
changing populations. For schools, the struggle centers around understanding the

educational backgrounds and best strategies to seamlessly assimilate new populations
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into their country, or, how to restructure systems in lieu of diminishing populations.
Passel (2011), Chartelard (2010), Luciak (2004), Norton and Leung (2002) document this
change. From middle-performing Great Britain, Norton and Leung (2002) define current
immigrant learners as “students from diverse social and ethnic backgrounds” (p. 93),
recognizing that most new arrivals have different languages, skillsets, and expectations.
Luciak (2004) agrees as a result of documenting the population shifts in the European
Union. The same realities emerge in Passel’s and Chartelard’s work, despite very
different contexts and populations. Passel (2011) monitors the movement of migrants
entering the United States. As waves of immigrants travel through Mexico and
northward into the United States, the researcher details the tensions and challenges they
confront once in America. Chartelard (2010) details similar adjustments for refugees
entering Jordan. The newcomers have to adapt to new ways of life, cultures, and
schooling.

The Turkish emerge as the group most discussed in current literature. While
conversation around immigration in the United States is considerable (with a focus on
Central American immigrants), and the movement of Indonesians, Chinese, and Indians
is highly monitored in Asia, it is the Turkish immigrants who are receiving the greatest
attention in current discussions. (Polish immigrants are second.) Yaman, Mesman,
[Jzendoorn, Bakermans-Kranenburg, and Linting (2010) report there are 370,000 Turkish
immigrants in the high-performing Netherlands, making them the largest immigrant
group in their system. S6hn and Ozcan (2006) find that middle-performing Germany is

the “country with the largest number of Turkish immigrants in Europe” (p. 101) and Crul
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(2008) writes that Turkish immigrants are the most mobile of all immigrant groups in
Europe. The reputation that accompanies the highly mobile Turkish immigrants is less
than desirable. Van der Veen and Meijnen (2002) report that Turkish immigrant parents
of fifteen-year-olds are less authoritative in their parenting practices than what is normal
of Dutch parents and Daglar, Melhuish, and Barnes (2011) report that Turkish immigrant
children “had more externalizing problems, internalizing problems and emotional
deregulation and less social competence than migrant and non-migrant children” (p. 261).
These generalizations shape perceptions about Turkish language learners and could
escalate into societal tensions. This is already emerging in Greece. Danielidou and
Horvath (2006) report that increasingly, Greeks are unwilling to “cohabit with Turkish
immigrants” (p. 405).

Mobility is impacting local languages and societies. From high-performing
Canada, Prasad (2012) identifies how an influx of immigrants in the Francophone
community is changing their society. The researcher notes that four out of five
immigrants in Canada speak a first language other than English or French and argues,
“immigration is increasingly transforming Francophone minority communities” (p. 190).
Already a minority, the increased linguistic diversity in the francophone community
threatens the fragile French dominance. Similar linguistic tensions are seen in the United
States, a country without an official language. Smith-Davis (2004) reveals that currently,
in the U.S., Spanish, Vietnamese, Hmong, Cantonese, Cambodian, Korean, Laotian, and
Navajo comprise 85 percent of the linguistic diversity in public schools. In both large

North American systems, diversity is shifting the linguistic landscape. Smaller systems
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are also experiencing change. In middle-performing Ireland, for example, the fusion of
languages is bringing changes as well, this time in the domain of social networking.
“Unlike other European countries” Byrne et al. (2010) reports, “migration patterns to
Ireland are diverse in terms of the national groups concerned [which] is likely to reduce
the capacity of immigrant communities to build up extended social networks” (p. 273).
The research within this trend traces recent patterns and shifts over time.

Challenges

Researchers across multiple systems emphasize that immigrant students are
disadvantaged in their new country due to extra burdens. Discussions on language and
school effects are common in this trend, but unfair and unjust treatment is also a major

theme. Policies, laws, and poverty also emerge as obstacles for immigrant populations.

Language fluency is a major barrier to achievement for many immigrants. In
high-performing Australia, for example, Sainsbury and Renzaho (2011) report “families
immigrating to Australia face many challenges integrating into the educational system,
including language barriers” (p. 291). In the Netherlands, Vallen, Van Steensel, and
Kurvers (2011) report that children from immigrant families generally start primary
school at a disadvantage and that early literacy development for immigrant students is
impacted by their home language situation. To overcome such challenges, Ender and
Stral31 (2009) from middle-performing Germany, say “[language] mastery is required if

[immigrants] are to participate equally in academic contexts” (p. 184).

Prior schooling also affects immigrant success. Colding, Hummelgaard, and

Husted (2010) state “inadequate Danish language proficiency of immigrants, parents and
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their children is an important reason for high dropout rates...” but they also conclude
“inadequate educational preparedness from grade school” impacts immigrant
achievement (p. 684). Dahlstedt and Bevelander (2010) agree based on their research in
middle-performing Sweden. They find “foreign-born individuals have a higher
probability of employment with a vocational and host country education as opposed to a
general and home country education” (p. 158) because educational preparation in some
home countries is not valued as highly as host education. For many immigrants, this
means, in their new country they have to take jobs doing work below their skillset. Even
years later, some of these immigrants will still be in inferior positions than they would
have had they remained in their country of origin. Van Tubergen and Wierenga (2011)
suggest that language barriers prevent some immigrants from acquiring the same level
work in their new country but their children may not face the same problem. They
examine Turkish and Moroccan immigrants’ second language proficiency in multilingual
Belgium (Dutch, French, and bilingual Dutch-French regions) and conclude “both Dutch
and French skills are higher among those who migrated at a younger age, who have been
living in Belgium for a longer time period, who have received more education
(particularly education in Belgium), and who live in regions with fewer co-ethnics” (p.
1039). For those who arrive later in life, the lower prestige associated with their home
education can be a burden. Receiving schools often assume students have gaps in their
learning, lower quality training, or have lower expectations. While systems are all
different, they are not always worse; sometimes, the value between systems simply

misaligns.
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Another challenge for immigrants is discrimination. Societal discrimination is
often grounded in schools, according to Soon-Won (2010) and Steren and Wiers-Jenssen
(2010). In high-performing South Korea, Soon-Won (2010) writes, “immigrants are
subjected to discrimination and excluded from ethnocentric Korean society, and abused
in terms of universal human rights” (p. 287). Such an issue is also noted in high-
performing Finland, although some populations have a harder time than others. Steren
and Wiers-Jenssen (2010) report discrimination is worse for some immigrants than others
because of societal understandings. They disclose that “different forms of discrimination
against non-Western immigrants exist” and influence success (p. 29). Race may be more
of a factor than origin, especially in Italy. Gobbo (2011) states racism is a major concern
for immigrants. Love and Varghese (2012) agree. They write that in Italy “historic
racialized identity construction is currently excluding immigrants from Italian national
identity” (p. 1). So it appears that some immigrant groups receive better treatment than
others, and appearance more than background, may impact initial acceptance or rejection

from a new country.

Discrimination is also an issue within classrooms and schools, according to Byrne,
McGinnity, Smyth, and Darmody (2010), Kivirauma, Klemel4, and Rinne (2006), and
Lesar, Cuk, and Pegek (2006). From high-performing Finland, Kivirauma et al. (2006)
report a disproportionate number of immigrant students end up in special education
classrooms:

Children from immigrant families account for less than one out of ten students in

general education, but in classroom-based special education they represent nearly
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14 percent, and in part-time special education as much as one-quarter (25

percent). (p. 117)
While in middle-performing Ireland and promising-performing Slovenia, the concern is
less about placement and more about daily interactions in classrooms. Byrne et al. (2010)
reflect on the participation of immigrant students in Irish schools. They report that while
immigrant students “have equality of presence” in classrooms, they are not “securing
equality of participation or achievement” (p. 271). Immigrant students are ensured an
educational placement in Ireland but beyond that, the supports that they receive and the
attention from teachers vary across the system. School attendance does not guarantee
equal access to education argues Lesar et al. (2006). They find in Slovenian classrooms
that “teachers treat children from ethnic minority groups in an assimilative rather than
inclusive way” when examining the interactions between teachers and Romani children
from the former Yugoslavia (p. 77). To promote inclusion in new receiving countries
will require changes to the culture, politics, and daily practices; without the necessary
shifts, the educational gains of immigrants will continue to be inferior to mainstream

students.

The policies, laws, and reforms around immigration and education may also be a
challenge. Arphattananon (2012), Ersanilli (2012), and Ribeiro, Almeida, Fernandes-
Jesus, Neves, Ferreira, and Menezes (2012) summarize the major points from this
perspective. Arphattananon (2012) expresses dissatisfaction over national policies in
promising-performing Thailand. He argues current education policy falls short of helping

immigrant students.
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Thai government does not have a policy to promote or to persuade migrant

parents to bring their children to school. A policy to follow up on children of

migrants who drop out also does not exist. Additionally, school practices and

curricula do not match the circumstances of the children (p. 1).
Ersanilli (2012) compares integration policies in Germany, France, and the Netherlands
that aim to bring immigrant and native populations together. They focus specifically on
Turkish immigrants and ultimately argue none are sufficient. “The effect of integration
policies is modest at best” at promoting authentic integration of Turkish immigrants (p.
338). Ribeiro et al. (2012) have a similar dislike for policies in middle-performing
Portugal. They argue that current laws are not aiding Angolan and Brazilian migrants.
“A huge gap between educational policy and the real life of schools partly explains the
(dis)empowerment of [immigrant] youth” (p. 207).

The educational systems themselves create additional challenges for achievement.
In Germany, for instance, there is increasing hostility regarding the tracking and structure
of the system. Auernheimer (2005) calls the system “dysfunctional for an immigration
society” (p. 75) and states it is “failing to meet the pedagogical challenges posed by
emigration and immigration” (p. 75). S6hn and Ozcan (2006) agree, claiming Germany
“fails to provide adequate language training for children who speak non-native mother

languages and shows a strong tendency to reproduce social inequality” (p. 101).

It is easy to blame policies, according to Brinch, Bratsberg, and Raaum (2012)
and Tunger, Mar-Molinero, Paffey, Vigers, and Bartog (2010) but these simply mask the

true issues. Tunger et al. (2010) argue the realities within the system are inhibiting

48



immigrant success. They search for a more holistic, socio-cultural approach to
integration by contrasting the language learning provisions and government requirements
for immigrants in Wales, Spain, and Switzerland. Brinch et al. (2012) spotlight the
National Norwegian School Reform, arguing it unintentionally has positively impacted
the educational attainment of immigrant youth. They report “the immigrant transition
rate from compulsory schooling to completion of the first year of upper secondary
education improved significantly” under the reform and call for more untargeted
educational reforms since they can have a large effect on the education of immigrant

students (p. 447).

Historic, demographic, and sociolinguistic factors that surround policies create
immigrant challenges. Antecol, Cobb-Clark, and Trejo (2003) compare the United States
immigrant policies to those in Australia and Canada and report the latter two systems
have policies that “seek to increase the number of immigrants admitted on the basis of
employment-related skills” (p. 192). This elevates the educational background and socio-
economic status of incoming immigrants in a society and thus the immigrant children in a
school, but researchers conclude the United States policy is not the issue. “The
comparatively low overall skill level of U.S. immigrants may have more to do with
geographic and historical ties to Mexico than with the fact that skill-based admissions are
less important in the United States than in Australia and Canada” (p. 192). Smagulova
(2008) also challenges current policies, this time in promising-performing Kazakhstan.
He notes that the current national policy, which seeks to support Kazakh and Russians,

suggests attitudes and interpretations of the policy are the issue, not the actual policy.
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Home environment can also cause challenges, according to researchers
considering the effects of poverty on immigrant populations. In Switzerland, Meunier
(2011) argues students’ home economic conditions “explain around one quarter of the
achievement gap between Swiss and first-generation immigrants” (p. 16), as conditions in
most immigrant homes are more disadvantaged than in mainstream homes. If true, this is
alarming for low socio-economic, high immigrant populated communities, such as the
United States, where Borjas (2011) reports “nearly half of immigrant children are being
raised in households that receive some type of public assistance, compared with roughly
one-third of native children” (p. 247).

Recommendations

Researchers detail advice on how systems can improve the achievement of
immigrants. The most frequent recommendation is to improve their linguistic fluency in
the language of instruction, but scholars offer varying recommendations on how this
should be done. From middle-performing Germany, Marx, and Stanat (2012) suggest
monitoring oral proficiency to determine reading comprehension. Interestingly, it is not
uncommon for strategies in the current discussion to conflict with each other. For
instance, in middle-performing Greece, Magos and Politi (2008) promote creative lessons
and role-playing as a tool to aid immigrants in gaining confidence and language fluency
faster than traditional techniques. They write, “role-play helps learners, especially
immigrants, to practice the new language in real-life communicative situations, to enrich
their vocabulary and to develop new skills and attitudes” (p. 96). On the other hand, in

high-performing Finland, Tonne, and Phil (2012) advocate for literature-based literacy
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education, suggesting it “may reduce possible negative effects of low socio-economic
status and linguistic minority background on reading engagement in the language of
instruction” (p. 183). These suggestions reveal the range of current ideas in the field to
support language instruction for immigrants.

Many researchers narrow their recommendations to focus on specific immigrant
populations. Dali (2012), Chow (2007), and Liebkind, Jasinskaja-Lahti, and Solheim
(2004), offer recommendations from high-performing systems that target specific
immigrant groups. In high-performing Canada, Dali (2012) looks specifically at Russian-
speaking immigrants and Chow (2007) considers immigrants from Hong Kong. Dali
(2012) argues that the leisure reading practices of Russian immigrants are an advantage
that can be useful to develop English reading skills and Chow (2007) emphasizes how
important it is for Hong Kong immigrants to feel a sense of belonging in Canada, in order
to be successful. In high-performing Finland, Liebkind et al. (2004) investigate how
Vietnamese youth are adjusting to Finnish schools. They conclude that to raise these
learners’ achievement, schools must increase parental support and address discrimination
in Finish schools. Jordan and Singh (2011) identify strategies for Sikh, a new and
increasing immigrant population, in Ireland. They believe that to gain acceptance in
mainstream society and to improve their performance in school will require “keeping
[Sikh] traditions alive, using improvisation, erasing markers of difference and
downplaying racism” (p. 407). Alzaroo and Hung (2003) are one research team out of
many in the current discussion that focus on Palestinians in promising-performing Jordan.

They argue education offers strategy, incentive, and identity to Palestinian children and
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families. Since the needs and backgrounds of immigrants vary worldwide, the strategies
and recommendations offered in the literature are also distinct. One type of solution may
work with one population but not with another. Some populations want opportunities to
keep their cultural practices alive and will find comfort in activities that affirm this
personal identity. Others will reject these options preferring supports that aim to help
them assimilate into the new culture. These differences exist even within immigrant
populations from the same background. Age factors also impact how best to support
specific populations.

Researchers call on schools to rethink their strategies. Community matters,
according to Diez, Gatt, and Racionero (2011), Sunder and Uddin (2007), and Kanan
(2006). From middle-performing Spain, Diez et al. (2011) report that for schools to
decrease immigrant dropout, they must engage with immigrant communities “in more
active, decisive, and intellectual ways” (p. 184). Schools cannot simply fold these
students into a learning community without first intentionally reaching out to recognize
their backgrounds and the value they add to the new school community. Sunder and
Uddin (2007) call for schools in Great Britain to rethink how they are supporting
Pakistani children. They argue that if immigrant performance patterns between groups
remain unbalanced for long periods of time, this can create chronic underperforming. In
their work, they find Bangladeshi students are “improving at a faster rate” than Pakistanis
in Great Britain (p. 43). They attribute their success to the fact that the schools serving
the Bangladeshi students are more responsive to parents and the needs of the community

and call on schools serving the Pakistani families to spend more time with their
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immigrant populations so they can implement better supports. In systems with high
concentrations of immigrants, schools need to embrace opportunities that promote
tolerance and cross national sharing, according to Kanan (2006). Working in Qatar, he
details how a school with a large immigrant population is improving its culture by
promoting sharing and communication about different nationalities.

Segregation within systems and communities need to dissolve. Researchers
notice that some systems, due to parent choice or school zoning, are becoming
predominantly immigrant schools and others are filled with mainstream students. This is
problematic and harmful to the linguistic gains and long-term achievement of
immigrants. Van Houtte and Stevens (2010) detail the effect of segregation in high-
performing Belgium. The researchers reports “immigrant students in high concentration
schools tend to aspire to finish high school and move on to higher education slightly
more than those attending medium concentration schools (20-50 percent immigrant
students)” (p. 209). Researchers call on schools to vigilantly monitor enrollment across
their system for a balance between immigrant and native populations. Similarly, an
immigrant student living in a residentially segregated neighborhood is growing up under
different conditions than an immigrant who is not. Bygren and Szulkin (2011), Borjas
(2011) and Meunier (2011) present recommendations on how these realities impact
immigrant students in high, middle, and promising systems. Investigating residential
segregation in high-performing Sweden, Bygren and Szulkin (2011) write

Immigrant children who grow up in neighborhoods with many young coethnics

who have limited educational resources, obtain relatively low average grades
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from compulsory school, and on average, do not attain the same levels of

education as do immigrant children who grow up elsewhere. (p. 1305)
Intentional practices in schools that mix immigrant students with mainstream learners can
make up for a lack of interaction outside of school.

In summary, the research on immigrant underperformance is more comprehensive
than the conversations on boys’ underachievement. Immigrants are viewed as a
heterogeneous population with distinct backgrounds that impact their assimilation and
success in their new country. Scholars recognize immigrant populations as multilayered
with different skillsets and backgrounds. They identify challenges unique to specific
groups as well as some that are common for all immigrant learners. ‘Recommendations’
surface as the final theme in this section, not ‘solutions’ because more studies call on
systems to select the best remedies from existing solutions, rather than offer new answers

to improve immigrant performance.

Language Learners’ Performance Worldwide

OECD (2010d) reports students who are both immigrants and speak a different
language at home score, on average, “thirty-five points lower than students without an
immigrant background, after accounting for socio-economic background” (p. 54). While
OECD’s definition of language learner differs from identifiers in this study, their results
reveal a gap between native speakers and non-native speakers. Language learners, as
defined in this study, include the widest range of populations (aboriginal, ethnic
minorities, migrants, refugees, asylums, and generational immigrants who speak a

different home language than the language of instruction in school).
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In the current literature, 88 percent of the jurisdictions that participated in PISA
2009 are discussing the achievement of language learners, so there is more focus on this
population than on the previous two subgroups (see Figure 2.2.3). A substantial number
of publications, however, focus on English language learning and English as a foreign
language. Unless English is the language of instruction in these jurisdictions, these
conversations are not included in this review, since they do not align to the focus of this
study. Research spotlighting best practices for teaching mainstream students reading and
writing are also not included since they are beyond the scope of this study. Instead, this
section exclusively showcases current research discussing students who speak a different
home language than the main language of instruction in their school (the language of the
PISA assessment).

Dominating discussion on language learners’ performance is the United Kingdom,
Israel, the United States, Spain, South Korea, Ireland, and Germany. In each of these
jurisdictions, twenty or more publications emerge from the current literature spotlighting
language learners’ underperformance. Language learners’ achievement is also a focus in
discussions in Sweden, Serbia, Montenegro, Portugal, Peru, New Zealand, Mexico,
Luxembourg, Latvia, Japan, Hungary, France, China, Canada, Bulgaria, Austria,
Australia, and Argentina. In each of these locations there are ten or more publications
spotlighting language performance (see lighter shaded countries on the heat map). On the
other hand, discussions around language learners’ performance are not prominent in the

current discussions in Chile, Czech Republic, Greece, Panama, Qatar, Russia, Tunisia,
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and Turkey (as indicated by the color white on the map). Jurisdictions that did not

participate in PISA 2009 are also shaded white and are not highlighted in this review.
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Figure 2.2.3. Heat map of discussion on language learners’ achievement in PISA 2009

The extensive dark coloring on the heat map reflects the wide range of
populations included in discussions around language learners’ underperformance. Many
European researchers showcase ethnic minority students who are language learners. The
Roma (the largest ethnic minority population in Europe), for example, are “faced with
serious problems in education, because they do not know the language of the majority”
(Cvjeti¢anin & Zivanovié, 2012, p. 53). American studies predominantly document the
chronic underperformance of indigenous and immigrant learners who speak a different
home language than that of the mainstream society (Calderdon, Slavin, & Sanchez, 2011;
Sakellariou, 2008). “The educational achievement of indigenous people in Peru, as well
as in the other Latin American countries with significant indigenous minorities, has been
lagging behind the Spanish-speaking population” (2008, p. 371) and Calderon et al.

(2011) recognize “wide and persistent achievement disparities between [10.6 percent of
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United States students in K-12 public schools who are language learners] and English-

proficient students” (p. 103).

In Asia, particularly in the South East, scholars express concern over the
performance of migrant and refugee students (Uchikoshi & Marinova-Todd, 2012; Lee,
2011; Oh, 2008). Thailand, for example, is “a prominent receiving country for refugees
and asylum seekers” (2011, p. 811); the system has had a continuous “flow of refugees
since the mid-1980s” (2008, p. 589). Newcomers arrive with a range of linguistic
backgrounds and many have had extended periods of interrupted schooling. These
challenges are particularly pronounced among the 142,000 refugees living in nine camps
along the Thai-Burmese border (2008).

Current Trends in Discussions of Language Learners Underachievement

Apprehension and distress are more prominent tones among the current research
in this group than in previous discussions. Some researchers are embittered by the
chronic underperformance of Aboriginal and ethnic minority populations while others are
increasingly disillusioned by the performance of second and third generation immigrants.
The April 2000 Report of the Auditor General of Canada states “the progress in closing
the education gap for Indian students living on reserves has been unacceptably slow” (as
cited in Stewart, 2006, p. 1004). In one Ontario board with a high concentration of First
Nation students, an administrator described it like this

Our board’s Aboriginal students comprised 40 percent of enrollment. Many of

them had been deprived of their own heritage language and also excluded from

the majority language of English. . . We have kids that grunt. (Hargreaves, Braun,
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Hughes, Chapman, Gurn, Lam, Lee, Morton, Sallis, Steiner & Welch, 2012, p.

188)

Despite lamentation, the copious researchers who have dedicated their lives to bettering
the educational outcomes of language learners with few victories persist forward. The
heightened concern among these scholars is heard in the four trends that emerge from the
current research: persistence, power, policies, and solutions. For a full comprehensive
review of language learners achievement over time, see Craven, Bodkin-Andrews, and
Mooney (2012) (indigenous education); McCarthy and Vickers (2012) (refugee and
immigrant education).
Persistence

The underperformance of language learners is tireless. Descriptors distinguish
this theme from ‘awareness’ used in previous sections. Terms such as “chronic academic
underachievement” “inequitable chances” and “on-going risk” are used to describe the
dismal conditions that are too frequently realities for language learners (Benzies, 2011;
Tadoada, Kidd, & Tonks, 2010; Espinosa, 2005). Researchers inevitably document
continuous, sustained effects. The ‘deteriorating conditions for refugees in Thailand,’ the
‘historic oppression of Buraku in Japan,” and ‘the generational poverty of Aboriginals in
Canada’ are examples of the poor conditions language learners endure worldwide and are
documented in the current literature (Benzies, Tough, Edwards, Mychasiuk, & Donnelly,
2011; Gordon, 2006; Lee, 2011). While researchers in this group advocate for different
populations, collectively, they argue the underperformance of language learners is long

overdue.
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Researchers recognize the educational disparities between language learners and
mainstream peers by considering their achievement on national assessments. In middle-
performing Serbia, Baucal, Pavlovic-Babic, and Willms (2006) reports that Roma
children score 130 points below average on national tests. Academic gaps are not a new
issue; rather they have persisted for decades. This means that multiple generations of
Roma lack basic math and language literacy skills. The same pattern is visible among the
travelers in middle-performing Ireland. The travelers are a mobile group who speak
Gammon (or Shelta). They have a lengthy history of underperforming, compared to their
peers (Nugent, 2010). For decades, the travelers have had “the lowest rate of educational
attainment of any group” in Ireland, with 47.5 percent of traveler children scoring in the
bottom tenth percentile for their age group on the national assessment (Department of
Education & Science, 2010, n.p.). The mobility of this population means most traveling
children attend multiple schools. It is not uncommon for these youngsters to forge large
periods of schooling while their community is relocating.

In the United States, generational underperformance among Alaskan indigenous
children and Hispanic children are widely documented. Akiba, Chiu, Zhuang, and
Eastman-Mueller (2008) investigate data on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), and report Alaskan indigenous language learners continue to obtain
lower reading and mathematics scores than their English speaking white and
Asian/Pacific Islanders peers. Hispanic underperformance is also documented in the
United States. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is just one report

that documents Hispanic students are underperforming in comparison to their white
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peers. Grogger and Trejo (2002) find that most Mexican-American students who are
second or third-generation have better English fluency than Spanish, but academic gains
appear to plateau or even decline. Furthermore, with the passing of each generation,
these learners access fewer resources from their community of origin (Callahan,
Wilkinson, & Muller, 2008). While their English fluency advances, the achievement gap
continues.

Despite persistent performance differences, ethnic minority language learners are
increasing worldwide. Hattie (2003) argues that over the past twenty-five years the
Maori and Pacific Islanders in high-performing New Zealand have steadily increased
while their performance in school has consistently declined. Efforts to improve their
educational attainment have emerged but have not had the necessary impact on
Aboriginal achievement. Similarly, the Aboriginal (or First Nation) students in high-
performing Canada have a long history of underperformance. The Inuits in Nunavut are
particularly interesting since they comprise the majority of people in the province. In
2006, 84 percent of people identified as Inuit (24,640 of 29,325 residents) with young
Inuits comprising the largest proportion in the system (Nunavut Tunngabik, 2010).
Rasmussen (2011) details how for over the past forty years these language learners have
underperformed compared to mainstream students in the jurisdiction.

Power

There are linguistic and cultural tug-of-wars between mainstream and language

learners. Language giants — English, French, and Spanish — are threatening the

maintenance of heritage language among language learners. Finnish linguist Tove
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Skutnabb-Kangas (2000), for example, argues English is ‘killing off” low powerful
languages, such as ethnic indigenous languages, and putting others in danger as schools
opt out of language support programs that value children’s home language. The same
call for more heritage language support is hear from researchers in high-performing
Canada. Prasad (2012) explains
The federal government only guaranteed support for immigrants to acquire one of
Canada’s official languages — English or French — rather than both languages. As
a result, culturally and linguistically diverse immigrants have little support both to
maintain their first language and to access Canada’s official linguistic duality. (p.
194)
By not offering language learners an opportunity to develop linguistic skills in their
native language, their achievement in the second language is stunted. Cummins (2001)
and Oller and Eilers (2001) are some of the numerous researchers who describe how
cross-language transfer furthers the learning of bilingual students. Limiting heritage
language development, through educational programming, also indirectly strips students
of their prior linguistic identity, a contentious practice (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000).
Language tensions are not unique to high-performing systems, similar issues
emerge in Uruguay and Peru, only now the language giant is Spanish instead of English.
Spanish fluency is perceived as a symbol status in these two systems, while Portuguese
and Quechua are disempowered. According to Waltermire (2012), the government in
middle-performing Uruguay strictly prohibited individuals to use Portuguese, forcing

immigrant families living near the Uruguayan-Brazilian border to hide their linguistic
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identity for decades. While the law has now eased, the stigma attached to speaking
Portuguese lingers. Portuguese still “lacks the prestige of Spanish” in public domains,
and it is viewed as a status symbol of those who speak it outside of the home (p. 509). In
promising-performing Peru, according to Lewis (2009) approximately 60 million of the
329 million speakers of Spanish are second language learners, a large number of whom
speak Quechua as a first language. Since the language within mainstream society is
Spanish, Quechua students are schooled in Spanish. It is, therefore, the language of
opportunity and mobility. Godenzzi (2009) writes Quechua is increasingly associated
with the economic and educational disadvantaged since employment opportunities are
limited for individuals who only speak Quechua (as cited in Kalt, 2012). Such
perceptions empower the Spanish ‘giant” while deflating the value for Quechua. Spanish
fluency is necessary to acquire professional employment and the same opportunities are
not available for Quechua speakers. Thus, the language is disempowered.

A language giant can also threaten a dominant mainstream language. This is most
noted in literature from South East Asia. In promising-performing Thailand, for instance,
English is a threat to refugee assimilation. Non-governmental Organization (NGO)
refugee schools offer English-only education for refugees instead of Thai, the language of
mainstream society. Lee (2011) argues this is a disservice.

Despite the fact that learning English language has become a critical resource of

gaining power, prestige, status and socio-economic mobility in this age of

globalization, we cannot rule out the need to teach a local language for urban

refugees in countries where they resettle. (p. 811)
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Power struggles also create cultural clashes, which contribute to sustained
underachievement (Ames, 2012; Nunavut Tunngabik, 2010; Seale, Shellenberger, &
Spence, 2006; Power, 2005). In Canada and the United States, a lack of respect for
Aboriginal culture is omnipresent. “Inuit perceive this inequality and many parents and
community members are consequently reluctant to support an education system that in
many ways is incongruous with our culture, identity and way of life” (2010 p. 12). The
power of the dominant culture is overbearing, causing distrust between Aboriginal
families and local schools. In order to improve this relationship, both cultures must have
equal respect within the schools. Powers (2005) illustrates the same cultural tension in

schools in the United States.

At school, many American Indian students must negotiate unfamiliar discipline,
instruction and evaluation methods, rules for forming interpersonal relationships,
and curricula that diverge from those promoted by their family, tribe, and

community. (p. 338)

The power struggle between the giant mainstream culture and American Indian’s home
culture are distinct. The tensions from this disconnect increase as a student matures,
which may explain the widening gap that develops between forth and tenth grade (2005).
Older students are acutely aware of this tension. After struggling to thrive within both
cultures, they frequently reject the mainstream culture because it lacks respect for their
home Native American values. Societal problems, including alcoholism and abuse, are
abundant within these Aboriginal and Native American communities. Researchers

continuously recognize how a lack of respect for minority languages and cultures fuel
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dysfunctional patterns (Seale, Shellenberger, & Spence, 2006). When children’s
language and culture are excluded from school, their very identity is disregarded. This
has a negative effect on their educational performance (Ames, 2012). In promising-
performing Peru, Ames (2012) argues that Quechua students’ transition to primary school
is critical to their long-term success. When teachers make intentional efforts to diffuse
power struggles between the school’s language and culture with those that the indigenous
child brings into the classroom, the students have a more successful integration into the
public school system. When these power tug-of-wars are disregarded by the teachers and
left unspoken, Quechua students have an ongoing experience where they are forced to
make sense of the difference between their home and school life, a taxing responsibility

for a small child.

Policy

There are numerous researchers reviewing the policies around language learners,
with the majority advocating for new regulations. In middle-performing Turkey, for
example, until 1991 Turkish Law No. 2820 section 81 denied the complete existence of
Kurds, the largest ethnic and linguistic minority group in the country. “It is forbidden to
claim that there exists minorities in Turkey. It is forbidden to protect or develop non-
Turkish cultures and languages” (as cited in Taylor & Skutnabb-Kangas, 2009). While
this law has since dissolved, Kurds continue to underperform compared to their
mainstream peers and have limited opportunities to be educated in their native language
(CIA, 2007). The profound impact of laws that strip people of their cultural and

linguistic rights leave deep wounds that may take generations to heal. Furthermore,
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while laws now recognize Kurds, the laws do too little to compensate for the cruel
realities of the past. Greater language protection and cultural appreciation between the
two populations is urgently needed to improve this relationship.

Political pressures and larger agendas often are prioritized over supports for
language learners. In promising-performing Azerbaijan, for example, researchers
recognize that the society intends to support language learners, but beyond lipservice,
there is little evidence. Rust (2008) examines minority education policies in promising-
performing Azerbaijan and report schools aspire to provide indigenous ethnic minority
students “with a sense of cultural identity and equity” (p. 5). Such visions are written
into school documents, and faculty and staff are open to these ideas, but the practices in
schools emphasize mainstream culture and language. Political agendas are prioritized.
Schools are under pressured to focus on developing “nationalism and cultural
homogenization” at the expense of supporting the cultural and linguistic backgrounds of
language learners (p. 5).

In middle-performing Bulgaria, Van der Anker (2007) and Fay and Davcheva
(2005) are also suspicious of how political agendas marginalize actions that could lead to
authentic improvements for language learners. Van der Anker (2007) investigates
interculturalization and states “neither the implementation of the Durban agenda nor the
protection of minority rights” is sufficient to support minority students when other
policies take precedents and have more support (p. 287). So, in all three of these systems
— Turkey, Azerbaijan and Bulgaria — researchers are recognizing that discriminatory and

disrespectful policies are contributing to hostility between majority and minority
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populations. Negative relationships lead to tension interactions and poor results; for
these systems to improve, the majority population has to empower the linguistic and
cultural rights of the minority population.

Policies that are not directed towards language learners also come under attack by
researchers investigating underachievement. In the United States, No Child Left Behind
is one such policy. Wright (2007) describes that English language learners “lack the
language abilities to take tests as native English speakers, [but] are nonetheless required
to take the exams” (p. 2). Their participation is, in theory, to ensure their progress is
accounted for. It is difficult to ascertain whether a language barrier is playing a role in
comprehension. “The expectation that all [language learners] should be performing at
grade level after one year of learning...is totally without empirical foundation” blasts
Cummins (2011, p. 143). Students who do not have fluency skills in the mainstream
language become frustrated by such exams. “The option of testing students in their
native language is considered as a solution but states do not administer them because of
impracticality” (2007, p. 2). The lack of motivation to ensure native language testing
options are available is irresponsible and may be an indication of a deeper disregard and
commitment to language learners.

There are a few researchers who are less pessimistic regarding policies that
support language learners. In Canada, for example, Fallon and Rublik (2011) review the
2006 language policy implemented in Quebec that made English as a second language
compulsory in grades one and two in all francophone primary schools across the

Province. They cautiously report the policy recognizes “the need for system-wide
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adoption of measures aiming at functional bilingualism for every young Quebecer” as
well as the “need of Quebec francophone to preserve and improve their own language
while protecting and nurturing the francophone character of the society” (2011, p. 102).
The researchers are quick to add that their findings are tentative and that further research
is needed to ensure the language policy continues to protect and promote French as the
official language. Their cautious optimism suggests the policy may be an improvement
on previous ones. A similar message resonates from O’Laoire (2012) who reviews the
language-in-education policy (LEP) in regards to the Irish language. The researcher
identifies the daunting task of protecting the Irish language, since it is a first official
language of only three to five percent of the population. Irish language maintenance is
contingent upon strong policies that uphold it as a priority and protect it against the
powerful English language giant. Improved policies over the last generation have
brought some revival to Irish, with Irish-medium schooling options emerging across the
country and weekend language immersion workshops (Harris, 2009). Policies have
empowered Irish and given it a closer status to English, though time will tell if such
actions are sufficient to equalize the tensions in this system. Hence, while Quebec is
making room for English within schools as a means to foster bilingualism, Ireland is
promoting Irish-only immersions programming. This difference signals the different
relationships English has in the two systems. In Quebec, French is the mainstream

language, while in Ireland, English is still the language of power.
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Solutions

Researchers are eager to improve the achievement patterns of language learners
but recognize that two layers of transformations are necessary: in-school and societal
change.

Instructional programming is the most frequent in-school change recognized by
researchers. Some programming is better than others, although researchers do not agree
which is best (Short, Fidelman, & Louguit, 2012; Paciotto, 2010; Hornberger, 2006).
Hornberger (2006) advocates for bilingual instruction. Based on work in New Zealand
and Peru, she writes “the biliterate use of indigenous children's own or heritage language
as medium of instruction alongside the dominant language” leads to greater
understanding and deeper learning than when the mainstream language is the only
linguistic tool (p. 277). Paciotto (2010) adds that there must also be a value for
developing heritage language skills. She argues that language maintenance programs
which allow students to continue learning their home language while learning academic
knowledge through the mainstream language, is a strong model. Paciotto (2010) builds
her argument by showcasing the Raramuri community in Mexico. The literacy skills of
language learners in this community increased when Indigenous-language maintenance
programs were added that aimed to simultaneously develop both L1 and L2 schools
(2010). Double literacy instruction led to double the learning. Other researchers support
sheltered language programs, where teachers use the mainstream language to teach grade
level content and build academic skills (Short et al., 2012). Monitoring middle and high

school English learners in the United States, Short et al. (2012) argue that sheltered
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models offer better supports for writing and oral language development because students
are still learning the same concepts as their mainstream peers while building English
fluency.

Some scholars argue it is less about which language is used and more about the
actual programming. Mainstream schools too frequently teach isolated skills through
direct instruction, followed by independent or group work. This style does not align with
the strong oral tradition of storytelling in some indigenous communities, argues
Neugebauer and Currie-Rubin (2009). If instruction shifts to align more closely to the
patterns of learning to which indigenous students are accustomed, they will do better in
school. Dockrell, Stuart, and King (2010) and Ballantyne, Sanderman, and Levy (2008)
offer alternative perspectives. Docktrell et al. (2010) suggest that interventions need to
start earlier to improve language learners’ performance. They find young language
learners in England need extensive talking time in preschool to build “vocabulary, oral
comprehension and sentence repetition skills” (p. 497). So, for language learners who are
in the country at ages three, four, and five, efforts to get them into strong preschool
programs will have a positive effect on their educational outcomes. Ballantyne et al.
(2008) review all types of instructional programming and note, among their findings, that
too frequently programming disregards the knowledge language learners bring into
school. To improve achievement, programming must be flexible enough to build upon
the prior skillsets of language learners.

School programming also needs to be more flexible, according to researchers

seeking ways to improve the achievement of language learners. Language learners all
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gain fluency at different speeds, yet the current schooling structure offers two options for
students not learning at the speed of the current academic schedule: retention or summer
school. Both options are seen as penalties to most students. Short and Fitzsimmons
(2007) provide an alternative solution. They recommend schools extend the school year
or day schedule to include nights and weekend options. If students had more options to
practice their language skills without feeling they were being punished, it could yield the
flexibility these learners need.

Societal changes are also vital to improving the achievement of language learners.
The relationship between language learners and mainstream society must improve.
Correa (2011) writes, “as long as heritage language learners hold negative linguistic
attitudes about their own language variety, they are unable and unprepared to learn
successfully” (p. 308). Negative attitudes develop from animosity, discrimination, and
inferiority. Students must feel their language and culture is accepted in mainstream
society (Chavez-Reyes, 2010). The context surrounding schools impacts the experience
language learners have in school. Language learners notice when the signage in their
community completely disregards their native tongue. To improve achievement,
tolerance and acceptance needs to replace hostility or disrespect within societies. Biases
and stereotypes must be broken down so that language learners feel they are valuable
members of mainstream society. Tensions between these two realities must be dissolved
if schools aim to improve the achievement patterns of diverse learners.

Equitable opportunities within mainstream society to live and practice the values

and traditions important to language learners are essential parts of a sustainable solution.
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This must first include increasing the representation and communication between
mainstream and language learning communities. Nunavut Tunngabik (2010) writes
Today, avenues are scarce for parent and community participation in decision-
making about what our children will be taught in school, what values will be
enforced, what teaching methods will be used, and what qualifies as teachable
knowledge and skills...in addition to preserving staggering educational deficits
that in turn correspond with social and economic inequity between Inuit and
Canadians as a whole. (p. 10-11)
Equity is not equality in systems with decades of inferiority. Creating equality will
require a substantial investment from the mainstream community to uplift the living
conditions and opportunities available to language learners. Where severe poverty and
addiction is pervasive, programs and jobs that align with the values of the local
community must be developed to move these populations forward. Such societal issues
have to be addressed through mutual respect and deep investment if the relationship
between distinct populations is going to improve.
The literature review describing the performance of language learners is bleak.
The perpetual staleness of underperformance, the lack of cultural tolerance, and the
linguistic power struggles are ongoing issues; time is needed to heal some of the
injustices that have lingered for decades. But the interest of researchers to document an
identify the underperformance of language learners generates a strong, collective voice.
Efforts to involve governments on enforcing policies that support language learners

(while chastising actions that inhibit them) are signs that these individuals are getting

d
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more support. Greater change, both within and outside of schools, is needed to truly

improve the learning of language learners.

Socio-Economically Disadvantaged Performance Worldwide

OECD (2010b, 2010d) reports a strong association between socio-economic
background and reading performance. In fact, among OECD countries, 14 percent of
variation in reading performance can be explained by a students’ socio-economic
background (p. 48). Ninety-two percent of the jurisdictions that participated in PISA
2009 are currently discussing the achievement of low socio-economic students (see
Figure 2.2.4), making this population the most widely conversed about of the five groups
explored in this study.

Researchers in the United States, Canada, United Kingdom, China, Mexico, and
Australia currently dominate discussions on the performance of socio-economically
disadvantaged students. In each of these countries, more than twenty current studies
focus on these learners. Other systems, including Israel, Spain, South Korea, Ireland,
Germany, Portugal, Japan, France, Taiwan, Switzerland, Netherlands, Hong Kong,
Singapore, Finland, Brazil, Turkey, Greece, and Chile are, to a lesser degree, also
discussing low income students. In each of these locations, fifteen or more current
studies spotlight language performance (see lighter shaded colors countries on the heat
map). Only five of the PISA 2009 jurisdictions are not discussing socio-economically
disadvantaged students in the current literature: Azerbaijan, Slovenia, Uruguay, Austria,

and Latvia (as indicated by the color white on the map). As with previous maps,
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jurisdictions that did not participate in PISA 2009 are also shaded white and are not

discussed in this review.

PISA 2009

The coloring on the heat map accentuates the prevalence of research targeting
socio-economically disadvantaged learners. The United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affairs (2009) estimates that 1.4 billion people worldwide live on
less than $1.25 each day. The highest rates of poverty are in Asia, the Pacific, and Sub-
Saharan Africa. In promising-performing Tunisia, for example, overall literacy rates
among young people are 94 percent (fifteen to twenty-four year olds) but disaggregating
the same student population by socio-economic status reveals about two-thirds of poorer
people have lower skills or are illiterate (World Bank, 1996). But in all regions,
worldwide poverty is an issue. In high-performing Canada, in 2005, 10.8 percent of
people fell under the nations low income cut-off point (LICOs) measurement (Ligaya,

2007). Marginalized populations are most vulnerable to poverty and carefully tracked by

researchers. In middle-performing Bulgaria, for example, 80 percent of the Roma live on
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less than $4.30 per day and the Papuans in the Eastern island of Papua in Indonesia have

a long history of high poverty (UNICEF, 2010a).
Current Trends in Discussions of Socio-economically Disadvantaged Students

Three themes interlace discussions on the achievement of socio-economically
disadvantaged students: acknowledgement, causes and effects, and solutions.
Researchers worldwide are discussing the performance of socio-economically
disadvantaged students and making claims as to why they are underachieving. The most
frequently cited effects of low achievement are also explored in this section. Each theme
illustrates a current focus in the literature regarding these learners across the sixty-five
jurisdictions. For a comprehensive review of research on social class and achievement in
the United States, see Lareau (2003).

Acknowledgement

There 1s wide spread acknowledgment that students from disadvantaged
backgrounds are overrepresented among low achievers. Smyth (2012), Oshio, Sano, and
Kobayashi (2010), and Patel (2010) study the relationship between socio-economic status
and achievement in high-performing systems. All three separately document low socio-
economic students’ underperformance. In high-performing New Zealand, Patel (2010)
states students with “low socio-economic status are over-represented in the low achieving
category” (p. 51) and in Japan, Oshio et al. (2010) remark “children from poor families
tend to have lower educational attainment” (p. 81). Smyth (2012) details the chronic
underperformance of poor students in Australia as the “intensification of social

stratification, as the already ‘disadvantaged’ miss out yet again in education” (p. 153).
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Researchers repeatedly link this association to specific subjects. Literacy
underachievement has the most attention in current literature. “There is a statistically
meaningful difference between students’ reading comprehension and their socio-
economic status” says Yilmaz in middle-performing Turkey (2011, p. 3). Verhoeven and
Vermeer (2006) examine family economic well being in the Netherlands and conclude
that “students’ socio-economic status is a strong predictor of their reading literacy skills”
(p. 951). Curdt-Christiansen (2009) describes that among Singaporean low socio-
economic students, “children [are frequently] identified as having reading difficulties
when they enter primary school” (p. 69). Math and science underachievement receive
some attention but remain secondary to literacy. Chen, Crocket, Namikawa, Zilimu, and
Lee (2007) and Lubienski (2007) are some of the numerous researchers who consider the
relationship between socio-economic status and math performance. Lubienski (2007)
considers disparities in math achievement in the United States and ultimately concludes,
“low socio-economic status students...do not achieve the same results as other students”
(p. 54). Conducting research in Taiwan, Chen et al. (2007) report “there is a large
mathematics achievement gap among high SES and low SES and minority students in
eighth grade” (p. 553). Mere, Reiska, and Smith (2006) use TIMSS data to explore
students from disadvantaged backgrounds performance in science. Ultimately, these
researchers conclude, there is a “strong association between student SES and science

achievement” (p. 517).

There are generational patterns and long term effects of underachievement.

Performance trends across generations are cyclical. In New Zealand, Marie, Fergusson
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and Boden (2008) report that the Maori were “exposed to significantly (p < 0.05) greater
levels of socio-economic disadvantage in childhood” and now, their children have
“generally lower educational achievement outcomes when compared to non-Maori” (p.
183). The same results emerge from Driessen and Dekker’s (2008) work in the
Netherlands. They compare generational attainment and report “the under-performance
of children with under-educated parents” leads to repeated achievement gaps (p. 449).
According to other researchers, performance gaps do not just sustain over time, they
worsen. In high-performing Canada, Caro, McDonald, and Willms (2009) write “the
[socio-economic] gap remains fairly stable from the age of seven to eleven years and
widens at an increasing rate from the age of eleven to the age of fifteen years” (p. 558).
Yang, Rosen, and Gustafsson (2011) reach a similar conclusion after inspecting reading
achievement in Sweden between 1991 and 2001. “Educational inequality in Sweden has
increased over time” (p. 197). The widening gaps may extend across all Nordic

countries, according to Turmo’s (2005) longitudinal research. There is a

Relatively strong dependency on SES background in the Nordic countries [with a]
gap in reading, mathematical and scientific literacy between high and low SES

students . . . the gap will most likely become larger over time. (p. 155)

Studies that track the impact of low socio-economic status across generations offer
important insights to understanding underachievement patterns. If home environment has
a profound impact on reading literacy performance, it makes sense that children growing

up in the lower classes, whose parents also grew up socio-economically disadvantaged,
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are at-risk for low performance. They likely have the same number of books and

exposure to literacy and communication patterns as their parents did as children.

A few scholars are hesitant to connect low socio-economic status to
underachievement. Grieshaber, Shield, Luke, and Macdonald (2012) explain how such a

deficiency can actually mask deeper issues:

... recent refinements of the broad terms of social class or socio-economic status
have questioned the established links between social class and achievement. . . it
remains difficult to move beyond deficit and mismatch models of explaining and

understanding the underperformance of children from lower socio-economic
groups. (p. 113)

Schleicher (2009) is also cautious of models that assume socio-economic status explains
low achievement, noting that “poor performance in school does not automatically follow
from a disadvantaged socio-economic background” (p. 251). He uses PISA data from
Japan, Korea, Finland and Canada to identify ‘shared features’ that can also generate
underperformance. Zuzovsky (2010) provides an example of how SES class can mask
the underachievement of some Arabic students in Israel, arguing that diglossia is the main
cause of the low reading attainment between Hebrew and Arabic speaking students, not
low SES. Both languages are used in Israeli society but one has greater power over the
other, reflecting the achievement patterns of students, which the researcher reports

“although decreased, remained large” (2010, p. 153).
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Causes and Effects

In-class, in-school, and out-of-school differences are possible causes of chronic
underperformance. Is it because of in-classroom differences, such as the teaching and
learning? Is it because of the quantity and quality of resources in a school? Or, is it
because of external factors such as a student’s family situation? Researchers explore all

of these possibilities in the current literature.

Limited exposure to high quality teaching and learning has a profound impact on
the achievement of low income students. “Bad teachers can cost pupils up to half a
grade...[while] the best 24 percent of teachers add around half a GCSE [General
Certificate of Secondary Education] grade to pupils’ overall results” say researchers at
Briston University (Education, 2009, p. 2). “Even taking prior pupil ability into account,
student performance differed depending on the teacher” (2009, p. 2). What constitutes
‘good’ and ‘bad’ teaching for socio-economically disadvantaged students is part of these
conversations. In Turkey, Aydeniz and Kaya (2012) report excessive fact memorization
and regurgitation on end-of-unit exams as poor teaching that impacts learners’ attitudes
and eagerness to excel in school. Katsikas and Therianos (2006) agree. In Greece, they
refer to such learning as ‘education of non-learning.” The general consensus across the
research is that this is indeed ‘bad’ teaching. ‘Good’ teaching, or meaningful learning,
comprises “collaborative pedagogy aiming to make students active learners and critical
pedagogy aiming to empower students to become critical thinkers” (Efstathiou, 2009, p.
383). Disadvantaged students who also attend classrooms where teachers heavily rely on

lecture and rote learning are likely to underperform.
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The amount of time devoted to learning also impacts the achievement of socio-
economically disadvantaged students. The National Center on Time and Learning
(NCTL) argues that until the variable of ‘time’ is considered, progress towards narrowing
the achievement gap will remain elusive (as cited in Gabrieli & Goldstein, 2008).
Students in classrooms with highly interruptive schedules have less time to engage in
meaningful learning. For instance, secondary schools where students switch subjects
every forty-five or fifty minutes are not always beneficial for students who come from
disadvantaged backgrounds. Georges and Pallas (2010) consider the math improvements
of low income students after a summer program: when teachers maximized longer blocks
of time dedicated to “developing analytical and reasoning skills” (p. 274) there was a
positive effect on overall learning. Without uninterrupted blocks of time, low socio-
economic students often only acquire the basic competency. Middle and upper class
students who have opportunities outside of class to return to concepts or to ask parents
for further explanation are advantaged. Low income students may not have these out-of-
school supports and thus, their understanding is inhibited. The tension between time and
content emerges from discussions on curriculum as well. “The teaching load mandated
by the new curriculum is too [full] for students to master the content within the limited
class hours” Wang (2011) argues. He warns packed lessons lead to “shallow literacy and
numeracy foundations” (p. 90). Deciding what should be added and subtracted from
curricula is important. Low socio-economic students do not usually have access to tutors

to offer them the chance to learn more deeply about a subject in which they are
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interested. So, what they learn in class is as far as their knowledge on some subjects will

permit.

In-school resources and realities also influence the achievement of disadvantaged
students. When low income students are in schools without a library or without
laboratory equipment, their achievement is impacted. In Argentina, Tufion, and Halperin
(2010) report access to resources differ across socio-economic levels. “Children and
adolescents at the same educational level have unequal access to resources based on their
socio-economic status” (p. 1). Similarly, when human resources in a school are less
accessible to lower class students, their achievement is negatively affected. For example,
OECD (2009c) reports low socio-economic students in the United States, Turkey,
Slovenia, and Israel often have larger student-staff ratios. This means they experience

fewer one-on-one interactions with teachers, which can negatively impact achievement.

The conditions and intake patterns of schools also influence academic growth
trajectories of low income students. Students attending schools with poor conditions or
minimal expectations and are socio-economically disadvantaged usually have poorer
achievement patterns than their peers in other schools. In Brazil, Thiago, Gouvéa, Backx,
and Viana (2012) describe a relationship between the performance of low socio-
economic status students and the educational infrastructure available in their
municipality. They argue the conditions are poorer in places that have high proportions
of disadvantaged students. Student intake patterns are also consequential. When socio-
economically disadvantaged students attend schools with mostly other low income peers,

they will not perform as well as when they attend schools with middle and upper socio-
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economic students. In Spain, Lizasoain, Joaristi, Lukas, and Santiago (2007) investigate
the achievement of students from low SES backgrounds attending schools with other
students from low SES backgrounds compared to those attending schools with high SES
students. They report that students with low SES who “attended high SES schools obtain
the best academic achievement results” (p. 2). Systems with class segregation within the
same neighborhood or community foster achievement stratification and the

disadvantaged students lose out.

Tracking structures within schools emerge as a critical issue that repeatedly
disadvantage poorer students (Greger & Holubova, 2010; Caro, Lenkeit, Lehmann, &
Schwippert, 2009; Crul & Schneider, 2009). Researchers raise issue with vocational and
academic paths. The most frequent discussions emerge from Germany. Caro et al.’s
(2009) work is one of many investigating the role of academic achievement in Germany.
In particular, they examine the selection process and find that “higher SES students are
more likely to obtain a college track recommendation” while other students are more
likely to be in lower academic or vocational tracks (p. 183). But Germany is certainly not
the only place where tracking is a concern. Muijs and Dunne (2010), for example, argue
SES is a determinant of school placement in England. Using data from the National
Public Database, they conclude “over and above the effect of attainment . . . pupils from
higher socio-economic status backgrounds are more likely to be assigned to higher sets
and less likely to be assigned to lower sets” (p. 391). Kivirauma, Klemeld, and Rinne
(2006) raise another important point regarding school tracking. They note that lower SES

children are much more likely to be placed in lower sections or special education groups
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than their middle and high class peers in Finland. The proportion of high SES students in

general education is twice that of high SES students in special education.

Continually, researchers connect the achievement patterns of socio-economically
disadvantaged students to their out-of-school environment. Decoding skills, vocabulary
development, and reading fluency all begin in the home (Robins, Treiman, Rosales, &
Otake, 2012). Since home environments vary across social class groups, children’s initial
literacy exposure also differs. Middle class children, according to Storch and Whitehurst
(2001), log between 1,000 to 1,700 hours with picture books before they enter first grade,
compared to only thirty-five hours for an average child from a lower-income family.

This leads to profoundly different learning foundations. Lower class families who own
fewer books spend less time with print text, whereas middle and upper class families who

own large numbers of books spend more time engaging with print.

As a child grows, their motivation to read and value literacy is shaped by their
family’s interactions with print. Researchers in promising-performing Peru write “the
family context strongly influences to what extent pupils believe that reading is an
important activity for their personal and academic development” (Silva, Verhoeven &
Lleuwe, 2011, p. 963). Literacy-play also contributes to different learning. Robins,
Treiman, Rosales and Otake (2012) report socio-economically disadvantaged families in
the United States “focus more on alphabetic order” than of comprehension when
engaging in literacy play with their children (p. 2039). These interactions lead to less
developed phonological awareness skills among these learners, ultimately impacting

reading development. Lundberg, Larsman, and Strid reach the same conclusion,
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reporting “a clear SES-effect” between children’s phonological skills and their home
stimulation (2012, p. 305). The home environment argument extends beyond early years.
These starting realities also impact reading achievement in upper grades (Guthrie &

Wigfield, 2000).

Health challenges, to which low socio-economic students are more susceptible,
are also recognized in the literature. In middle-performing the United States, Basch
(2011) details the prevalence of vision problems in high minority areas. He argues that
low income-children are less likely to have diagnosed eye conditions than upper income
children and these have an adverse effect on academic achievement. Students’ “sensory
perceptions, cognition and school connectedness” are impacted by vision issues and
contribute to poor achievement (p. 599). Oral health also impacts academic performance,
according to Seirawan, Faust, and Mulligan (2012). “Students with toothaches were
almost four times more likely to have a low grade point average” (p. 1729). Poor oral
hygiene leads to higher absentee rates and more concentration challenges, which impacts
the achievement of low socio-economic students. “Oral health status is associated with
performance independent of absence of pain” (p. 1900) according to Jackson, Vann,
Kotch, Pahel, and Lee (2011) who report improving the oral health of disadvantaged
students may be a way to narrow the achievement gap. Even the perception of being
unhealthy can impact the achievement patterns of low socio-economic students (Florin,
Shults, & Stettler, 2011). While examining the achievement patterns of students who are

medically defined as overweight and those who perceive themselves to be overweight,

Florin et al. (2011) adjusted for demographics, depression, television, video game use,
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and physical activity and found “the perception of overweight was a more significant
determinant of academic performance compared to medically defined obesity” (p. 663).
Students who come from disadvantaged backgrounds and perceive themselves as being

overweight are at higher risk of lower school performance.

The major effect of chronic underperformance is school dropout. There is
considerable concern for dropout rates worldwide (Wu, 2012; Yi, Zhang, Luo, Shi, Mo,
Chen, Brinton, & Rozelle, 2012; Xiao, 2001). “In many peoples’ minds the state of
dropping out of school is a closely guarded secret,” Xiao (2001) reports from China (p.
50). The researcher, along with Yi et. al. (2012) and others, fear dropout rates in poor

regions may be underestimated. Xiao (2001) writes:

There was a great discrepancy between the actual dropout rate and what the
school authorities had told us...we calculated that there should have been an
eighteen percent dropout rate [in this town]. Actually this should be even higher,
because there is a number of students who were repeating grades (even first
graders) ...we could therefore say that the dropout rate is more than eighteen

percent. The figure given by the school authorities was 7.3 percent. (p. 50)

Conjuring dropout numbers is not unique to China. Archer (2003) writes, “the truth is
that the misreporting of dropout and graduation statistics is a national phenomenon” in
the United States (p. 2). The high number of researchers in this literature review who

discuss dropout rates suggest it is an international problem.

Dropout rates appear to spike at different ages but frequently align to the

emergence of fees. In middle-performing Russia, for example, as early as preschool,
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low-income children are increasingly absent. Oberemko (2006) claims this is, in part,
due to fees. While in previous decades preschool was free, parents are now required to
pay at least a portion of the costs. Post-Soviet systems, such as Kyrgyzstan, point to the
same fee-based issue in low preschool attendance (Tiuliundieva, 2006). In Britain, the
concern is emerging during nursery school years. As prices for nursery school increase,
attendance among children from socio-economically struggling families decreases.
Gaunt (2012) reports “more than six in ten nurseries have seen a drop in the numbers of

children attending their setting during the past year” (p. 6).

Fees also emerge as a possible explanation for high dropout rates in secondary
school. Secondary education in promising-performing Jordan is fee based and according
to UNICEF (2010c¢) “in 2007, almost 30 percent [of students] did not enroll in secondary
school at all” (p. 17). The two main reasons for not enrolling were financially based: the
fees associated with attending and mounting pressure to contribute to the family income
(2010c¢). Ziyatdinova (2001) acknowledges dropout rates are an increasing problem in
education in Russia and Gjermeni, Van Hook, Gjipali, Xhillari, Lungu, and Hazizi (2008)
state fees place added pressure on disadvantaged students in Albania. They report that in
a high number of cases when the student came from a poor family they drop out of school
to work on the street. Their financial contributions, while small, were a necessary
supplement to the family income in many instances. High dropout rates are impacting
the performance of socio-economically disadvantaged students across all performance
levels simply because many learners are not attending school. If not attending, students

are not acquiring the knowledge being presented in lessons.
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Solutions

Researchers are keen to find solutions to increase the achievement of socio-
economically disadvantaged students. Eight in-school solutions are currently at the
center of these discussions. They include: improving classroom instruction, reallocating
time, retraining teachers, adding resources, redistributing student populations, delaying
tracking, addressing special issues in schools, and rethinking the academic calendar.
Out-of-school factors are also under consideration. In particular: reforming local and
national policies, building stronger relationships with the community, and tightening
parent-school partnerships. Scholars who are contributing to the conversation of low
income students’ achievement worldwide believe that by reforming or transforming these
aspects of schooling and society, the academic growth of students from disadvantaged

backgrounds will improve.

There are in-school realities that could be reformed to enhance the achievement of
socio-economically diverse learners. Improving instruction is well noted in these
discussions. In middle-performing Taiwan, for example, Chen and Crockett (2012) argue
teachers working with low SES students should substitute practices that encourage
understanding instead of rote learning. They report that instruction in classrooms with
high SES students is “more formative” and describe the teachers as “pressing for
understanding” while in schools catering to predominantly low SES students, learners are
“pressed for rote understanding” (p. 553). The same change is needed in classrooms
serving students from both high and low social classes. Sztajn (2003) details the subtle

differences in how teachers instruct and pose questions to students from different socio-
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economic backgrounds. “While children from upper socio-economic backgrounds
experience problem solving, those from lower socio-economic backgrounds undergo rote
learning” (p. 53). These researchers call for instructional change so that teachers learn

how to provide learning opportunities for a// children that foster high thinking skills.

Time reallocation in schools with low socio-economic students may also lead to
improvements in the achievement of diverse learners. In Estonia, Mere, Reiska, and
Smith (2006) call on teachers and schools serving low income students to spend less time
on factual understanding and increase the amount of time dedicated to conceptual and
reasoning skills. If classroom time is redistributed to increase the amount of focus
dedicated to higher order thinking skills, student achievement scores will improve.
Schools need uninterrupted learning blocks where teachers work with socio-economically
disadvantaged students to build upon their basic knowledge. The focus during these
learning blocks must remain dedicated to higher level learning skills. Students need the
ability to understand, challenge, critique, and interpret all types of text. Using these
blocks to review or teach basic skills through rote activity is detrimental to the academic
growth of disadvantaged students. Schleicher and Stewart (2008) press that it is
increasingly essential for low income students to be exposed to teaching that emphasizes
meaningful learning. “The labor market demand for routine cognitive competencies —
the kinds of skills that are easy to teach and test — has declined rapidly over recent
decades” (p. 47). To increase the skillset of socio-economically disadvantaged learners
and ultimately their long-term opportunities, students need to master higher level thinking

skills.
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Teachers require more training to improve the achievement of diverse learners.
From Ireland, Kennedy (2009) argues it is not a question of desire; it is a question of
capability. Teachers are willing to shift their instructional style but need explicit
instruction on how their actions can be altered to narrow the gap. Teachers need to attend
tutorials and trainings where they are taught what it means to have a “dual emphasis on
both the cognitive and affective dimensions of literacy development” in their teaching (p.
1). Additional professional learning is also needed to provide teachers with new ways for
their students to practice and refine their skills while they are focused on giving
disadvantaged students extra support. In France, Wilson, Dehaene, Dubois, and Fayol
(2009) suggest “adaptive games may contribute to reducing the socio-economic gap in
math achievement” (p. 224). This also requires training so teachers know how to
implement games that increase engagement and active learning. Professional
development aimed at furthering teachers’ learning on balanced instruction is necessary if

teaching and learning are expected to change.

Educators need more resources to improve the achievement of socio-
economically disadvantaged children. Tufién and Halperin (2010) argue that the number
of resources available to teachers working with low income students is insufficient. To
improve the performance of disadvantaged students, teachers need access to equal if not
more resources than those available for middle and upper class students. Teachers need
access to books, technology, manipulatives, and current research to engage students with
learning and aid them in becoming proficient with skills to which they are not introduced

at home. While upper and middle class students worldwide are increasingly gaining
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access to computers, iPads and smart phones at home, lower class students still have
limited access outside of Internet cafés or public libraries. Describing two poor schools
in Mexico, Kim, Hagashi, Carillo, Gonzales, Makany, Lee, and Garate (2011) write the
“schools seriously lack educational and technology resources” (p. 467). Providing
opportunities for low class students to use technology at school to retrieve information,
sift through searches, and create professional documents are skills needed in higher

education and the work place.

School populations need to be mixed if the gap between low and high socio-
economic students’ is going to narrow. Low income students too frequently attend
schools with like-socio-economic peers, which by itself can have long-term effects on
achievement. “The socio-economic mix of the children's final early childhood education
center also had a bearing on their competency levels five years later” (Marie, Fergusson,
& Boden, 2008, p. 183). School zoning laws and parent choice options should be
reconsidered so that schools do not become too lopsided catering to one socio-economic
class. In Ireland, Smyth and McCoy (2009) note that parent choice has a profound
impact on the student populations attending schools within the same town. Halfway
around the world in Colombia, the experiences within two schools in the same town are
just as dramatic. Angrist, Bettinger, Bloom, King, and Kremer (2002) discover that the
vocabulary exposure, emphasis on learning, and expectations between two schools in the
same town are profoundly different. Disadvantaged students attending a predominantly
middle and upper class school had exposure to higher tiered vocabulary words, a learning

environment that values academic progress, and high expectations. At the other school,
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which had a high concentration of socio-economically disadvantaged students, the same
environment did not emerge. For lower class students who come from homes and
communities where education is not prioritized, attending a school with an atmosphere
that promotes learning and education has the potential to increase their educational

achievement.

Socio-economically disadvantaged students also gain social capital from attending
mixed class schools. In the high-performing Netherlands, Denessen, Driessen, and Bakk
(2010) consider how classroom heterogeneity, in terms of socio-economic status of
students, impacts achievement. They find “students in mixed schools and classrooms
perform somewhat better on achievement tests and have more positive intergroup
attitudes” (p. 79). Friendships between social classes are more likely to form in mixed
schools than in schools segregated by class. In the middle-performing United States,
Flashman (2012) recognizes that without forced integration, high-performing students are
more likely to “extend ties to other high-achieving students...while low-achieving
students are more likely to extend ties to other low-achieving students” (p. 61).
Intentional programming that brings these students into the same classes furthers the
likelihood that students from different backgrounds will become friends, which can have
a positive impact on disadvantaged students’ academic growth. Such relationships can

spur study groups or discussion about higher education and long-term goals.

Tracking structures within schools also need to be reconsidered if such systems
strive to improve the performance of students in the lowest social class. According to

OECD (2012a) “early student selection has a negative impact on students assigned to
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lower tracks and exacerbates inequalities, without raising average performance” (p. 2).
Delaying tracking until (at least) upper secondary school offers all students a strong
comprehensive education, especially valuable for lower class students. Bedard and
Dhuey (2006) suggest the type, time, and duration of tracking play an important role in
explaining student outcomes. With socio-economically disadvantaged students
overrepresented in lower testing tracks, which start as early as age ten and eleven (in
Germany) or at twelve and thirteen (in China and Mexico), it is a sign that these
structures need to be revised to provide all learners a chance to master educational skills

before selection begins.

Space limitations in schools also could be tweaked to further advantage students
from low class backgrounds. Smyth and Mclnerney (2012) suggest adding new social
spaces in schools for students to connect and socialize as a way to reengage
disadvantaged youth in Australia. The space will provide them with a new environment
within the school “in which they can become powerful ‘active agents’ in reforming an
educational identity for themselves” (p. 187). Blondal and Adalbjarnardottir (2012) may
agree, as such a space could reengage their low socio-economic students in Iceland.
These researchers discovered that “male students from lower-SES backgrounds were
generally more disengaged” in school (p. 85). As students progressed to the last year of
compulsory school, their disengagement increased. To improve the performance of these
students, space available in schools should be restructured to include new study rooms,
socialization spaces, and creative environments to get these students excited about being

in school.
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The academic calendar also emerges as a possible structural issue that needs
attention. This topic is most active among United States researchers, such as Graves
(2011) and Huebner (2010). Year-round schooling, which aims to lower students
learning loss during the summer months, is controversial and more research is needed.
Graves (2011) examines how socio-economically disadvantaged students who attend
year-round schooling perform on national tests in California and concludes it is not a
solution for improving the achievement of low income students. She reports the structure
has “negative and significant results” on achievement (p. 1281). Huebner (2010) is less
sure, recognizing that while economically disadvantaged students learn about as much as
their peers during the school year, they lose more during the summer months. She
suspects year-round schooling could be a viable alternative but recognizes “the research

is inconclusive ... results are mixed and many studies were poorly designed” (p. 83).

Out-of-school changes are also recognized to dissolve the gap between high and
low socio-economic students; in-school solutions are insufficient on their own (James,
Brammer, Connolly, Fertig, James, & Jones, 2011; Berliner, 2009). Schools are under
too much pressure to improve disadvantaged students’ achievement. Parents,
communities, and citizens outside of schools must also be held accountable if the
achievement gap between the wealthy and the poor is to disappear. Reforming local and
national policies so that they provide greater supports for families in poverty is one
societal change that could have a profound impact on student learning. In the United
States, for example, Berliner (2009) writes “much of the achievement gap that is the

focus of educational policy in the U.S. is caused by OSF [out-of-school-factors]” (p. 18).
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In UNICEF’s (2010a) The Children Left Behind, which ranks the world’s wealthiest
nations, the United States scored second to last (twenty-three out of twenty-four) in
health and distribution of material (as cited in Mitchell, 2011). Low SES students in the
United States have poorer health and less access to materials than middle and upper class
students in all but one of the wealthiest systems worldwide. The National Center for
Children in Poverty reports that 20 percent of American children are in poverty and 41
percent of children reside in low-income housing (Wright, Chau, & Aratani, 2010).
Better national and local supports to get families out of poverty and provide more
equitable health and access to material are desperately needed if this system aims to

narrow its achievement gap between social classes.

The relationships between communities and schools must strengthen if the
academic performance of students from disadvantaged backgrounds is to improve. Ngai,
Ngai, Cheung, and To (2008) examine the effects of community on low-income families
in Hong Kong. They identify how community support, activity, and involvement have a
positive effect on “young people with economic disadvantage” (p. 399). When
relationships are positive, schools are often the hub of the community. Events, meetings,
and local activities are usually held in the school and are open long hours each day. This
means community members are physically in the school frequently and see the culture of
the school through student work and classroom pictures. These subtle informal moments
can lead to greater awareness of the quality of learning in the school and the general
environment it offers children. When community members are proud of their schools and

see them as successful, they support school budgets and programming.
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Neighborhood involvement impacts student preparation. In areas with quality
daycare options, health clinics, and family assistance programs, low income families have
greater access to services that will better their situation and the preparation of their
children for school. Doyla, McEntee, and McNamara (2012) recognize that
neighborhoods without these services are at a disadvantage and need more help to reduce
the achievement gap. “School readiness interventions should target all children living in
disadvantaged communities as each child may be at risk of poor school readiness” (p.
133). The access and conditions within preschools profoundly impact the skillset and
readiness of children entering a school. Neighborhood services therefore play an

important role in preparing a child for learning.

The partnership between schools and families also needs to strengthen. “The
school-family partnership is an important link in the educational process” (Hafizi & Papa,
2012, p. 38). Effective partnerships are built on strong community and trust. A student
living in a homeless shelter, on the street, or in a shared home is experiencing an out-of-
school culture that is very different than most middle and upper class students. Similarly,
a child living in a home with no electricity or where food is scarce has a different
perspective than one without these challenges. Parents must feel comfortable sharing this
information with schools and, in return, schools need to be sensitive and aware of how to
provide greater support for these families. MacKenzie and Chamberlain (2008) review
how Australian schools are changing to provide these at-risk families with greater
support. “Schools are better at facilitating family reconciliation and assisting students to

remain in schools. Nowadays, schools and community agencies work more
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cooperatively than in the past” (p. 20). Systems need to be set up to support (or at least
provide information for) families with difficult home situations. Free meal programs,
clothing drives, and parent networks can make a noticable difference in the lives of socio-
economically struggling families. Aid in finding employment and housing are also assets

that can further a child’s ability to learn in school, as their home environment improves.

Assisting families to create stability at home, despite demanding work schedules,
can be helpful for students (Tédht & Mills, 2012; Barnett, Gareis, Sabattini, & Carter,
2010; Defries, 2010). Parents worldwide juggle work and family obligations. In many
low SES families this can mean “long hours, a lack of control over schedules, and
unsupervised after school time [for their children]” (2010, p. 606). Working multiple
jobs and picking up extra shifts can translate to constant change for children as they
shuffle between childcare providers and relatives or have revolving bed and meal time
schedules. In disadvantaged, single-parent homes, scheduling can be even more taxing
on children. Older siblings are often called upon to watch younger children — attending
to cooking, feeding, and supervising. These realities are starkly different than those in
middle and upper class homes. Téht and Mills (2012) report that effective parents with
non-standardized schedules who work evenings, nights or weekends in the Netherlands
“engage in tag-team parenting” to ensure that one parent is always present (p. 1054). In
Great Britain, Defries (2010) discusses ultra-flexible work schedules that allow parents to
be with young children. For lower class parents who do not have work flexibility, after
school programs that permit students to stay late to finish homework and be supervised

are ideal when no other options are feasible. Any assistance schools can provide for
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families to establish stability in a students’ home life can further their learning in the

classroom.

Strong school-parent partnerships also enhance students’ learning at home. From
Poland, Szumski, and Karwowski (2008) argue that parental engagement is often
overlooked and it can be a useful strategy to improve achievement. ‘“Parental
engagement mediated the positive effects of SES and placement in regular and integrative
schools on school achievement” (p. 1615). Advising parents on how to establish a
literacy-rich home, a homework routine, and a quiet space for students, can make a
difference in achievement. Involving parents in the learning process, by having “precise,
coherent, and continuous” conversations regarding their child’s progress, are important to
improving the performance of disadvantaged students (Musti-Rao & Cartledge, 2004).
Inviting caregivers into the classroom combined with regular phone calls and home visits
(to praise students when they meaningfully add to the learning community), can empower
a parent and improve their participation in the schooling of their child. These
relationships tend to be strong in primary school, but decline as students ascend the
educational ladder. Keeping the partnership strong through secondary school is essential
to reducing high dropout rates among these learners. Especially as content becomes more
challenging, it is important for parents to feel they can still support students learning at
home. Offering free adult courses where parents can be exposed to the same content as

their adolescences can aid in this process.

Finally, the values and priorities of socio-economically disadvantaged students’

do not always align to those of the school. Burger (2011) explores the relationship
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between families’ social and cultural background and student cognitive competencies in
Switzerland and reports “social and cultural background variables were related
significantly to children’s competence” (p. 875). Educators need to listen to parents and
understand their dreams and aspirations for their children. Working with parents to align
their values and visions to what is happening in school is an important step to a solid
relationship. In the Netherlands, El Moussaoui, and Braster (2011) report that Moroccan
mothers with less formal education emphasized “moral, social and religious values”
while middle and highly educated mothers “valued scholastic development™ (p. 370).
This changed the skillset that students brought to school and explained why middle and
upper class Moroccan parents placed a priority on monitoring their children’s academic
performance while the lower class parents wanted to know their children were learning to
play fair, to follow rules, and to make decisions. Understanding these differences can
allow schools to adjust their support for students while also working with parents to

explain the schools intentions.

The literature on socio-economically disadvantaged students’ achievement is
comprehensive. Researchers worldwide offer effective solutions that build on best
practices from previous literature. These researchers are less disillusioned about the
performance gap and more confident that with the right interventions, these students can

— and will — perform better.
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Rural Students’ Performance Worldwide

OECD (2010d) compares reading literacy results of students based on school size
and location. They report “in most countries, students in cities perform better than those
in rural areas” (p. 56). While OECD considers multiple indicators when making this
claim (including socio-economic status), their findings suggest there may be rural
achievement gaps worldwide. Across the current research, there is evidence that scholars
in 75 percent of the participating jurisdictions are discussing the achievement of rural
students (see Figure 2.2.5).

Studies from Canada, South Korea, and Mexico dominate current conversations
among the researchers discussing rural underperformance. Twenty or more publications
emerge from the current literature in each of these jurisdictions spotlighting rural
learners. Rural achievement is also a topic being discussed, to a lesser degree, in the
United States, United Kingdom, China, Australia, Russia, Spain, Ireland, Germany,
Japan, Brazil, Sweden, Colombia, and the Czech Republic. In each of these locations,
there are approximately ten publications in the current literature on rural performance
(see lighter shaded countries on the heat map). This differs from Israel, France, Hong
Kong, Singapore, Bulgaria, United Arab Emirates, Lichtenstein, Italy, Croatia, Slovakia,
Luxembourg, Belgium, Qatar, Uruguay, Slovenia, and Azerbaijan where there is no
evidence in the current research on the achievement of rural students (as indicated by the
color white on the map). Understandably, some of these systems do not have rural areas,
such as Singapore, which likely explains their void. Again, jurisdictions that did not

participate in PISA 2009 are also shaded white.
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Figure 2.2.5. Heat map of discussion on rural students’ achievement in PISA 2009
jurisdictions

Many of the darker colored systems on the heat map are also geographically large.
This makes sense since large countries often have a wider population spread, simply
because there is more space in which to live. Russia, China, and Canada are three such
jurisdictions that devote considerable attention to rural education in current discussions.
China and Russia both have large rural populations (World Bank, 2011b). In China, 49
percent of people live in the rural countryside and in Russia, 26 percent of people reside
in remote areas. Canada also has a notably high rural population at 19 percent (2011).
Investigating discussions on rural achievement within and across these large systems, as
well as in smaller jurisdictions with remote populations, provide reasonable insights into

current realities around rural education.
Current Trends in Discussions of Rural Underachievement

The juxtaposition of rural and urban achievement is at the center of this
discussion. Three themes organize the conversations in the literature: acknowledgment,

challenges, and solutions, but underlying each is a strong belief that rural education is
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distinct. While it suffers from some of the same stresses as suburban and urban systems,
it also has a unique host of problems that are only relevant to its particular context. Until
solutions encompass both rural issues and traditional educational challenges, rural
education specialists believe the achievement in remote settings will remain inferior. For

a comprehensive review of research on rural performance, see Stelmach (2011).
Acknowledgement

Achievement in rural schools is subpar to those in other locations. Researchers
around the globe are acknowledging this performance gap, often situating their discussion
within a comparative framework. From high-performing Australia, Young (1998) reports
“the location of the school has a significant effect upon student achievement, with
students attending rural schools not performing as well as students from urban schools”
(p. 386). Rao, Sun, Zhou, and Zhang (2012) reach a similar conclusion in China. They
note that despite the same curriculum and teaching time, “student achievements vary
significantly between city and rural schools” (p. 66). And in the middle-performing
United States, D'Agostino and Borman (1998) look specifically at early rural learners and
report “students in rural first-grade cohort schools learned at significantly slower rates in

reading and math relative to their urban peers” (p. 401).

There are also differences within rural education. Rural and remote education is
not necessarily synonymous. Cartwright and Allen (2002) compare urban and rural
students in high-performing Canada and conclude “students from urban schools in
Canada performed significantly better in reading than students from rural schools” (p. 6).

They report the widest gaps in the most remote locations (the provinces of Newfoundland
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and Labrador, Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick, and Alberta), suggesting that
geographical isolation can further compound the challenges of rural education. The same
finding emerges from literature in Australia. Panizzon and Pegg (2007) replicate
Young’s (1998) comparison of rural and urban achievement and report “large gaps
emerge in student achievement between remote, rural, and metropolitan schools” (p. 17).
Other within-rural differences are gender related. In high-performing Iceland,
Steinthorsdottir and Sriraman (2008) note that even within rural communities, there are
achievement differences. While reanalyzing PISA 2003 data they find rural differences
between boys and girls in math achievement. Alvarado (2006) spotlights the limited
educational options for Andean females in the Peruvian countryside. Looking at past
generations, the researcher describes the “oppressive patriarchal cycle their mothers and
female relatives endured,” illustrating how different their experience was than that of

boys in rural locations (p. 1).

Rural education may be in a state of decline, citing societal changes and economic
downturn as key causes. Tiuliundieva (2006), for instance, writes nostalgically about the
decline of preschool attendance in promising-performing Kyrgyzstan. “In the rural areas
of the country, as a whole, the coefficient of children’s accommodation by permanent
preschool institutions stands at [just] 3.8” (p. 72). The researcher compares this to almost
universal preschool accommodations under previous Soviet rule. In Trinidad and
Tobago, George (1999; 2006) believes increased globalization is impacting rural
achievement negatively. Investigating science education, the researcher finds some

similarities between world-views in the science curriculum and those in the village,

101



arguing this requires teachers and students to “function in two worlds — the traditional
one and the world of science” (1999, p. 77). Such a reality is increasingly putting

pressure on rural educators to explain local and global beliefs.

Changing economies are also contributing to the decline. According to Cho, Lee,
Lee, Kim, Lee, Hong, and Kim (2009) while some parts of Korea have had significant
economic improvements, this is not the case in most rural areas, leading to deteriorating
remote education. The researchers report that poor rural Koreans are “largely dissatisfied
with their economic status, living conditions, and life in general” (p. 223). Downman
(2012) also believes economic patterns are impacting rural education in promising-
performing Thailand. The researcher reports that parents in Nan, Thailand, increasingly
have to leave the community to find work. As a result, child-headed households are
becoming common. This has “resulted in an escalation of youth-based violence and have

local authorities seeking urgent solutions” as rural attendance and performance is
dropping (p. 53).
Challenges

Specific rural-only challenges attribute to inferior achievement. Some
researchers identify multiple factors that derail rural success. In high-performing
Taiwan, Shan-Hua, Hsuan-Fu, and Cheng-Cheng (2012) say that despite best efforts,
there are numerous challenges that work against rural schools. “Most of the features
created by the schools [will] not last due to the un-stabilization and away of teachers,

short of financial support, and lack of favor from community” (p. 5). Corbett (2005)
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agrees, and describes a wide range of issues plaguing rural education in Canada. He

reports:

In addition to the mismatch between rural/working class homes and school, which
has been well established by educational sociologists, additional factors such as
rising tuition costs, the centralization of educational and other services in rural
areas, the high cost of living, and the expansion of low-wage, low-skilled work in
the expanding rural service economy may help to explain continuing high dropout

rates and low post-secondary participation rates in rural communities. (p. 52)

The same web of issues is also noted in research on rural education in Peru. “Rural
schools are usually geographically dispersed and socially isolated, frequently under-
funded and receive very limited professional support” (Alsop, Ames, Arroyo, & Dippo,
2010, p. 636). All three studies paint a dismal picture of the current state of rural

education.

Other scholars highlight specific rural-only challenges (Secer & Yelken, 2009;
Silova, Johnson, & Heyneman, 2007). In promising-performing Turkey, Secer & Yelken
(2009) detail the challenges that come with rural transportation in Gulnar, a district in
Mersin Province. They state that while “transportation provides rural area students same
opportunity for education and school access like in cities...transportation in education
has some problems” (p. 24). Most rural students have extra-long bus rides before and
after school, and escalating fuel prices place heavy burdens on school finances. In
Azerbaijan, Silova et al. (2007) admit the pace of developing schools in rural areas has

been a challenge. While “a solid infrastructure for educational provision and
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administration was established” the researchers add “development lagged in the rural and
mountainous regions” (p. 159). Such a challenge is not uncommon in remote locations.
Before construction can even begin, terrain often has to be cleared and roads built to
transport supplies before school construction can begin. In Serbia, mobility is an issue.
Most recently, rural families are moving towards the cities in Serbia; in 2009, rural
enrollment overall declined significantly (UNICEF, 2010d). As a result, each year
municipalities have to reexamine school enrollment numbers and make tough decisions
about which schools to keep open and which to close, affecting routines for students and

staff.

In-school disparities are also a point of tension in current literature on rural
education. Material and human resources are frequently inequitable with those found in
suburban and urban locations. From middle-performing the United States, Fluharty and
Scaggs (2007) argue that rural communities have fewer financial resources. “Current
federal funding policy inadvertently, but significantly, disadvantages the areas served by
rural” schools (p. 21). Funding schemes that force rural areas to compete against one
another or set arbitrary requirements that result in rural ineligibility impact school
resources. Funding needs to take into consideration the distinct costs of rural education
(such as fuel costs) to ensure the teaching and learning supplies in remote locations are
not impacted by such oversights. In some systems, rural school conditions are not
expected to meet the same standards as urban locations. In Peru, for example, Alsop,
Ames, Arroyo, and Dippo (2010) report “many schools lack even basic facilities such as

running water and sanitation...rural teachers often sleep in their classrooms or stay in
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temporary accommodations in the community during the week” (p. 636). Other studies
report crumbling heating systems or broken windows, resulting in students and staff
wearing coats, hats, and mittens all day. Others offer insufficient desks and ill-fitting
chairs. It appears that rural schools are ‘out of sight, out of mind’ in many systems,
enabling problems to go unfixed or unresolved for longer periods of time than in other

locations.

Human resources, such as highly qualified teachers, are also an issue. From
middle-performing Greece, Saiti (2005) writes, “the recruitment of the teaching staff has
attracted concerns in the development and the effectiveness of the rural education in
Greece” (p. 32). Monk (2007) acknowledges a similar concern in the United States.
“Rural teacher turnover is often high, and hiring can be difficult ...rural schools have a
below-average share of highly trained teachers” (p. 155). These researchers believe low
compensation and high isolation are key challenges to attract and retain quality teachers
in remote areas. When human resources within a school are stretched, poor programming
can become the norm. There is evidence of this in China and Ireland. Rao, Sun, Zhou,
and Zhang (2012) describe how the quality of preschool programming in some rural areas
of China is resulting in poor attendance and low achievement. “Children who merely ‘sat
in’ Grade 1 classes or had no preschool experience did not perform as well as students
attending developmentally appropriate classrooms with effective programming” (p. 66).
Similarly, in middle-performing Ireland, McGettigan and Gray (2012) report that, “due to
a paucity of preschool provision in rural areas, attendance was mainly on a sessional

basis with a small number having full weekly attendance and others no preschool
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experience” (p. 15). These realities exemplify that while rural students may be attending
preschool programs, they are not necessarily exposed to the same learning as peers

attending early learning centers with age appropriate instruction.

Out-of-school challenges impact rural achievement patterns. Researchers
repeatedly acknowledge how employment limitations in rural areas and high poverty are
chronic concerns. In promising-performing Indonesia, Hsin (2007) identifies the
misalignment between school and local work: schools prioritize academics while rural
employers seek physical laborers. Schooling does not necessarily prepare rural students
for this employment, so the motivation to stay in school once a student has the physical
ability to work is limited. Hsin (2007) writes a “parents’ education, household income,
and rural residency are important predictors of children’s labor and schooling time” (p.
1297). Shan-Hua, Hsuan-Fu, and Cheng-Cheng (2012) argue that this perpetual cycle
has stigmatized parents and students in “remote and rural schools as labors [with]

relatively lower social and economic status in the Taiwanese society” (p. 49).

In the countryside of Mexico, farms are the major employer but are also highly
unpredictable (Haenn, 2004). Poor soil, severe weather, or blight can easily wipe out an
entire season of crops, leaving a family or a community hungry and poor. In other
seasons there are plenty of crops and attractive pay to lure some students from school.
When rural students do not want to be laborers or farmers they are often forced to move
to find work. For rural youth in high-performers Belgium and the Netherlands, Thissen,
Droogleever, Strijker, and Haartsen (2010) state the key question is “should I stay or

should I leave my home region?” (p. 428). This challenge adds to the ongoing migration
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patterns worldwide. In Kazakhstan, Eshpanova, and Nysanbaev document “intense
migration from the countryside to the cities” (2006, p. 75) and in Switzerland, Smit and
Humpert (2012) note, “rural areas in the alpine regions suffer from dwindling student

numbers” as youth leave for work or for the cities (p. 1152).

Generational poverty is a large challenge in rural education. In Mexico, Bruma,
Chamberlin, Lewis, and Ceballos (2007) recognize the widespread manifestation of
poverty. In homes, families have “dirt floors, a lack of access to piped water, one-room
dwellings, unavailability of milk and eggs” (p. 37). Students in such poverty are not
assured their basic needs will be met, raising questions like: will there be any food
tonight? Will there be clean water? Will I be able to sleep tonight? These basic needs
are common concerns for children from this background. Such environments often leave
little quiet space for homework, making it challenging for some of these students to
complete assignments outside of school hours. In the United States, Viadero (2000)
notes that while roads have improved, homes have replaced trailers, and a Dairy Queen
has come to rural Wolfe County Kentucky, poverty has not changed. Local job options
have actually declined due to the closing of a recent coal plant, increasing the number of
families with both parents out of work. These economic strains are obviously difficult
for families. Living circumstances become less predictable, tension at home becomes
more common, and pressures on students to obtain jobs to contribute to the family

income intensify.
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Solutions

Researchers are eager to find solutions to improve rural achievement. Some are
disillusioned with current and past solutions, complaining many are removed from rural
contexts. In Canada, Wallin (2008) argues that general reforms can be unhelpful for rural
schools. “School reform efforts have a tendency to essentialize schooling across
contexts, which provides many challenges to rural school divisions when they do not
reflect local purposes, interests and/or capacities” (p. 566). Kostin (2006) is concerned
with the lack of reforms exclusively addressing local issues in middle-performing Russia,
and calls on the educational systems in Russia to develop regional strategies for
improvement stating, “there is an inadequate understanding of regional needs and
therefore large reforms can overlook what is needed in rural areas” (p. 63). Reforms that
align to rural contexts, however, are better received and more effective. In Colombia, for
example, Rodriguez, Sdnchez, and Armenta (2010) inspect the Rural Education Project
(PER) and conclude “we find positive and significant effects on measures of efficiency
(dropout, passing, and failure rates) and quality in the schools where PER (rural

education project) was implemented” (p. 415).

Smaller, personalized solutions are more consistently considered successful in all
three performance levels. In high-performing South Korea, Hee-Yung and Hye-Yoon
(2010) investigate the impact of digital textbooks in rural areas. They discover students
using the digital textbooks “scored significantly higher” than students in the printed
textbook groups (p. 257). Smit and Humpert (2012) examine how differentiation can be

a powerful tool in rural classrooms in Switzerland. They are pleased with their results,
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finding differentiation can “help improve the teaching culture by allowing instructors to
better adapt to heterogeneous student groups” (p. 1152). In middle-performing Portugal,
Ferreira (2009) reviews a transportation program in the most isolated parishes of the
municipality and concludes the impact from the program extends beyond educational
gains to have wider community advances. In promising-performing Jordan, Middlestadt,
Grieser, Hernandez, Tubaishat, Sanchack, Southwell, and Schwartz (2001) consider the
impact of a curriculum on water conservation. Again, the tailored study yields positive
results. “Students who were exposed to the new curriculum demonstrated a higher level
of knowledge about water conservation and performed recommended behaviors more
often than students in the control group” (p. 32). Students were more eager to participate
and interested in the subject since it directly related to their local context than abstract
topics which have little connection to their daily life. These four successes, each with
unique populations, illustrate precise interventions that are yielding gains in student
outcome. The challenge is how to build on these gains in such a way that learning

continues to increase over time.

Interestingly, community is center stage in evidence of successful solutions.
Kovac (2012) reports how one community in Hungary is “remarkably vibrant with strong
intra-community” and has been able to overcome their lack of resources in their local
schools with these healthy infrastructures. In Latvia, Katane (2006) reports on how a
rural community commitment to their local school fosters life-long learning. “The
modern rural school has become an inwardly inclusive environment. It has become a

formal and non-formal educational environment for pre-school children, pupils and their
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families, educators, the whole rural community in the context of life-long and wide-long
learning” (p. 27). In Great Britain, Bagley and Hillyard (2011) perhaps say it clearest

when they report “local schools are at the heart of many rural communities” (p. 37).

Community is also at the forefront of solutions where specific populations
overcome rural challenges. Ruzicka (2012), for example, reports on how Roma
communities in rural Czech Republic were minimally affected by post-socialist
transformations. He credits this to their unique social and historical conditions, arguing
they “helped shelter [these] rural communities” (p. 81). Suérez Pazos, DePalma, and
Membiela (2012) interview former students of unitary rural schools in Spain, reporting
that despite the strikingly difficult conditions, “students tended to relate these hardships
with a strong sense of nostalgia, focusing on the sense of community that they
experienced” (p. 1018). The reoccurring link to ‘community’ in discussions on effective
solutions suggests it may be the critical component to reversing chronic

underperformance in rural locations.

Beyond these solutions, researchers note many unresolved problems in rural
education. In Argentina, Amado and Borzone (2012) investigate ‘activity systems’ as a
learning tool in a rural community but find that the language in the texts was too ‘foreign’
for many of the rural students to understand and were thus unable to fully participate in
the intervention. Jubani, Lama, and Gjokutaj (2012) also hit an unexpected challenge
while investigating rural students’ reading skills. They theorize that their intervention
was unsuccessful because current quality indicators are too low and that rural students are

not gaining the literacy proficiencies required to read at the level of their non-rural peers.
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They call for new strategies and techniques to improve the quality of reading in rural
schools, especially for boys. In China, Xie (2011) also seeks new solutions for rural
education. While “inter-provincial rural education disparities and educational equality
have significantly improved” the researcher argues, “the convergence rate on inter-
provincial disparities of education equality is declining” (p. 714). New provincial and
central government supports are needed to address this change. Kantabutra and Tang
(2006) are also perplexed with their results in Thailand. They seek solutions to keep rural
schools open and improve efficiency, arguing that reforms in rural education must
“expand school size while reducing class size” (p. 355). Addressing the ongoing

challenges of rural education is necessary to improve learning in remote areas.

The literature on rural underperformance spells out the unique challenges of
isolation, remoteness, and population shifts that are distinct to rural education.
Researchers recognize how increased communication with suburban and urban locations
could improve rural schooling but may also open new challenges and issues. Scholars
examining rural education report distinct solutions that are personalized to specific
contexts; these fare better than large reforms aimed at improving every rural school
within a system. This personalization is a theme throughout current literature and offers
insights into the complexities of rural education, which appear to exacerbate even further

in the most desolate locations.
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Summary

The first part of this review presents a one time snap-shot of what the current
research says about the performance of boys, immigrants, language learners, socio-
economically disadvantaged students, and rural pupils. While some students belong to
more than one group, exploring each diversity strand in isolation offers richer insights
into the amount of attention and ideas circulating about each population. Building on the
themes within each strand, this summary looks across the five groups to identify
commonalities that impact all diverse learners. Four intersecting themes surfaced from
this analysis:

The achievement patterns of diverse learners are being monitored in current
research. Some groups receive more attention than others. Socio-economically
disadvantaged students are most frequently monitored in current research discussions,
followed by language learners. In over 80 percent of the jurisdictions, there is current
evidence suggesting these populations are being discussed. Between 70-79 percent of
jurisdictions are discussing immigrant and rural learners’ achievement. On the other
hand, only 60 percent of jurisdictions focus on boys’ underperformance. While the
amount of conversation varies within systems, in over half of the jurisdictions there is at
least some exchange around the achievement of diverse populations.

The conversational themes of ‘awareness,” ‘persistence,” and ‘acknowledgement’
allude to ongoing monitoring. ‘Awareness’ emerges as the first theme in current
conversations about boys and immigrants. Boys’ underperformance is a particular focus

within Anglophone systems, while discussions on immigrant underperformance span a
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wider radius, including contributions from both novice and veteran receiving countries.
The issue of ‘persistence’ first emerges from the literature on language learners while the
theme of ‘acknowledgement’ centers upon socio-economically disadvantaged and rural
learners. Both of these exemplify a similar commitment to monitoring performance of
marginalized populations. In the case of language learners, researchers have diligently
tracked patterns for generations and are dispirited by the lack of improvement.
Researchers monitoring the achievement patterns of socio-economically disadvantaged
and rural learners are less disenchanted and more confident that they have identified in-
school and out-of-school solutions to narrow performance gaps. Though these three
themes share subtle differences, they all have an ongoing interest in tracking performance
patterns.

The obstacles and barriers associated with underachievement are identifiable.
Researchers worldwide want to understand why diverse learners are underperforming.
Scholars are moving beyond the actual students to identify social, community, and school
behaviors that have a negative impact on achievement. They pinpoint disengagement in
class, lack of linguistic fluency, cultural intolerance, poverty, and unequal resources as
contributors to the perpetual underperformance of distinct populations. These factors
emerge under the themes ‘causes,’ ‘causes and effects,” ‘power struggle,” and
‘challenges.” Researchers across the strands contribute both speculations and
documented evidence of negative factors. They identify correlations, (such as if a socio-
economically disadvantaged student attends a school with predominantly lower class

peers, they will not perform as well as a disadvantaged student in a school with mostly
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high and middle class peers), as well as tensions, (such as the clashes that persist between
ethnic minority and mainstream cultures). Researchers acknowledge unresolved barriers
such as recognition of essential fluency but disagree on which teaching methods are best
for hastening this process. Detecting obstacles is an initial step to resolving the perpetual
underachievement. Researchers are making headway as to why these patterns are
occurring worldwide.

Efforts to resolve achievement gaps are underway but there is more work to be
done. Researchers are discussing how to improve the performance of diverse learners
across the five strands. They scrutinize teaching and learning within classrooms to
determine how it can improve instruction; they look at the relationships between schools
and families — as well as the partnerships between schools and communities — and offer
recommendations as to what needs to be reformed. Scholars also present detailed
arguments calling on societies to further support diverse learners and on families to
embrace intentional behaviors that boost student learning at home. Offering incentives
for businesses to open in rural areas or increasing the participation of ethnic minorities in
decision-making processes can increase job prospects and relationships between majority
and minority populations. Similarly, modeling reading at home, playing literacy based
games with children, and staying involved in students’ schooling experiences can further
their motivation and value for education.

The themes ‘solutions’ and ‘recommendations’ exemplify the answers researchers
currently support, but there is much work still to be done. Some strands offer deep

insights and mature ideas while others are still in their infancy. Improving the
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achievement patterns of socio-economically disadvantaged students, for example, is well
developed and includes multilevel solutions while the research around boys’ education is
currently inconclusive.

Despite best efforts, student underperformance continues to persist worldwide. In
fact, more questions than solutions arise from this review: will selecting different texts
for boys or specific instructional programming for language learners suffice to increase
performance? Are building out-of-school relationships with socio-economically
disadvantaged families — or forming partnerships between urban and rural schools —
enough to transform the learning for these populations? Researchers repeatedly
acknowledge underachievement patterns as multifaceted and complex. Most
acknowledge compound interventions are likely needed to overcome perpetual gaps. But
what if these subpopulations still underperform even after implementing societal and in-
class interventions? The second half of this review builds on these lingering questions by
delving deeper into the sixty-five jurisdictions to consider if the behaviors and priorities

of school leaders can impact the achievement of diverse learners.

Part 2. Identifying the Priorities of Effective Leadership

There is increasing interest among researchers to identify the leadership behaviors
most effective in diverse contexts (Niesche & Keddie, 2011; Eagly & Chin, 2010;
Johnson, Mgller, Ottesen, Pashiardis, Savvides, & Vedey, 2010; Rayner, 2009; Chiu &
Walker, 2007; Lumby, 2006; Brown, 2004; Madsen & Mabokela, 2002). One way to
learn more about effective behaviors may be to examine the priorities of principals in

diverse settings for patterns associated with increased student achievement. While a
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teacher can influence a student’s learning for one year, a principal who remains in a
school at least three to four years has the potential to influence a child’s achievement for
multiple years, ultimately shaping an entire primary or secondary educational experience.
Beyond classroom teachers, “school leadership has a central role in addressing issues of
diversity and equity” (2011, p. 65). Madsen and Mabokela (2002) report that leadership
and diversity are invariably interconnected as schools move from monocultural, non-
diverse contexts to those containing ethnically diverse, multilingual, and economically
disadvantaged children. If principals indeed do impact achievement, urgent progress on
how their actions and behaviors can improve the literacy performance of boys,
immigrants, language learners, socio-economically disadvantaged, and rural students is
long overdue.

This section (part 2) of the literature review details perceptions of effective
leadership across the sixty-five jurisdictions. While researchers concur that effective
leaders impact student achievement (Leithwood, 2010; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty
2005), there is less agreement over which behaviors are central to impacting diverse
student achievement. This synthesis contributes to this void by showcasing current
research on effective leadership in diverse contexts. Specifically, it examines what
studies say about the fourteen leadership priorities of interest on PISA’s Index of School
Principal’s Leadership. The fourteen priorities organize into three conditions of effective
leadership: defining school mission, managing the instructional programming, and
developing a school climate (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). These conditions serve as the

framework to explore the current literature.
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Notably, there are less data on effective leadership priorities in diverse contexts
than on successful leadership in general. To compensate for this, both sets of research
are considered within a three-step process. First, the PISA priorities that fit under each
specific condition of effective leadership are identified. OECD publications that describe
each priority are drawn upon in this subsection to illustrate the close alignment between
priorities and specific conditions. Then, the general data on effective leadership is
scanned to confirm if the condition is considered essential in current literature. This step
is brief but important, since the selected framework, while very reputable in research, is
over twenty years old (Hallinger, 2010; Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Hopkins, & Harris,
2006; Hallinger, 2003). It is therefore important that the conditions are flexible enough
to withstand the evolving demands and responsibilities of school leaders in the twenty-
first century. Finally, research that explicitly discusses effective leadership within
diverse contexts is reviewed to identify what scholars are saying about the three
conditions, in schools with minority populations.

This three-step process provides a solid structure to explore the fourteen priorities
in this study as well as contributes to the larger agenda of this dissertation: to inspect if
‘effective leadership’ and ‘effective leadership for diversity’ are congruent. Studies that
emerge in the synthesis but do not align to the fourteen priorities of interest will be

considered at the end of this review.

Defining the School Mission
Schleicher (2012) states “setting goals for student performance, measuring

progress against those goals and making adjustments in the school programing to
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improve performance” are aspects of effective leadership (p. 19). Four of the priorities
on PISA’s Index of School Principal’s Leadership examine a principal’s efforts around

setting goals, vision, and mission:

e [ use student performance results to develop the school’s educational goals;

e I make sure that the professional development activities of teachers are in
accordance with the teaching goals of the school;

e [ ensure that teachers work according to the school’s educational goals; and

e I check to see whether classroom activities are in keeping with our educational

goals. (OECD, 2009d)

Each of these priorities (referred to from this point forward as performance, PD, school
goals, and class activities) naturally fit under Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) first
condition of effective leadership: defining the school mission. Effective leaders are
individuals that “have a clear vision of what the school is trying to accomplish” and the
skills to “lead the staff in developing school-wide goals™ which interlace all school
activities (Hallinger & Murphy, 1987, p. 57). A headmaster who is able to develop and

articulate school goals will promote accountability and foster instructional improvement.

A clear link between school goals and the decision-making and learning in
classrooms is visible in the PISA priorities performance, PD, school goals, and class
activities. The priority performance evaluates a principal’s focus on student achievement
when establishing goals. “Developing school leaders,” according to OECD means
“acknowledging their pivotal role in improving school and student performance” (as cited

in Schleicher, 2012, p. 12). Effective leaders establish school goals that are driven by
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students’ needs. Student performance results are one important indicator of the quality of
learning and teaching in a school and are at the center of effective leaders’ goal setting
decisions. Understanding academic weaknesses and identifying learning gaps are critical

to developing school goals aimed at improving academic achievement.

The priority PD evaluates principals’ dedication to ensuring professional
development aligns with the goals of their school. Most educators worldwide who attend
PD are dissatisfied with the experience and report it is “ineffective and does not meet
their needs” (OECD, 2009a, p. 48). OECD (2009a) argues that teachers’ needs should
align with the wider goals of a school and successful school leaders “ensure that the
development opportunities available are effective and meet teachers’ needs” (p. 48).
Diligent and ongoing focus to align professional development to school goals is at the
core of improving student achievement, since for many teachers professional

development is the main source for ongoing learning.

The priorities school goals and class activities examine how closely a principal
monitor’s their teachers’ preparation, teaching and learning and ongoing development to
ensure all actions align to the school goals. According to OECD (2009f), guiding
teachers on how to set goals and measure progress is key to ensuring work adheres to the
school vision. Effective leaders collaborate with staff to establish goals and devote
ongoing time to meaningful conversations on how to align all aspects of professional
work. During all stages of lesson planning (including preparation, instruction, and

evaluation), the vision of the school should resonate. This means that teachers should be

119



able to explain school goals with ease and identify how the learning activities in their

classrooms align to these overarching objectives. In effective systems, leaders

Set ambitious goals for students and are clear about what students should be able
to do, and then prepare their teachers and provide them with the tools to establish

what content and instruction they need to provide. (Schleicher, 2012, p. 11)

An effective leader ensures teachers are prepared and ready to integrate school goals into

classroom activities on a consistent basis and in a meaningful way.

These four PISA priorities — performance, PD, school goals, and class activities —
focus on the relationship between leaders and school goals. How individuals create,
monitor, and maintain an educational mission, the vision for a school, and their goals to
improve achievement, are what distinguish effective leaders from average leaders. These
actions are at the center of Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) first condition of effective

leadership.
Verifying the Condition

Across the general literature on effective leadership in the twenty-first century
‘defining the school mission’ emerges as an essential priority to raise student
achievement. Successful principals have clear, well-defined visions, and ambitious (yet
attainable) school goals (Sanzo, Myran, & Clayton, 2011; Muijs, Ainscow, Dyson, Raffo,
Goldrick, Keer, Lennie, & Miles, 2010; McCollum & Kajs, 2009; Lalas & Valle, 2007).
While differences emerge regarding which goals are most effective in raising student

achievement and how they should be created, researchers agree that excellent leaders can
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clearly communicate and describe their school goals (Perez, Uline, Johnson, James-ward,
& Basom, 2011). Effective leaders in both centralized and decentralized systems
consistently model their vision by how they lead (Valentine & Prater, 2011). This
research affirms that defining the school mission is a critical component to effective
leadership in the twenty-first century. The assurance verifies the four PISA priorities
within this condition are relevant and worthy of further exploration. For a more
comprehensive review of research around how school leaders define a school mission,

see Hallinger and Heck (2002).
Effective Leadership for Diversity

In literary discussions of effective leadership in diverse contexts, defining the
school mission is described in a very precise way. Effective leaders in diverse settings
develop a school mission that is built upon their moral and ethical responsibilities,
empowers diverse populations, and targets increasing achievement. Leadership is framed
by a moral and ethical compass. Their vision is focused by a clear commitment to
diverse students and driven by a mission to improve the achievement of their diverse
learners. Distinguishing effective leaders in diverse contexts from general leaders is a
relentless dedication to social justice, which resonates in their priorities and actions. A
headmaster’s behavior around defining the school mission is one outlet in which the
achievement of diverse learners could increase worldwide. Three themes emerge from
the literary discussion on how leaders in diverse schools define a school mission: moral

and ethical, empowerment, and increased achievement. Each is detailed below.
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Moral and Ethical

Effective leaders in diverse schools believe it is their moral and ethical obligation
to improve the achievement of minority populations. Beck and Murphy (1994)
acknowledge ethics and school leadership has, until recently, had limited attention. As
schools continue to become more diverse, pluralism is gaining increasing attention. In
high-performing Canada, Shields (2004) writes, effective leaders in diverse settings
understand their moral and ethical responsibilities. They recognize their leadership duties
include ensuring all learners have the best possible educational opportunities and they
build this into the school vision. Leaders scrutinize their beliefs and actions to identify
biases or injustices and hold staff accountable to the same standard (Begley, 2006;
Fullan, 2003). Gooden (2012) argues that deficit thinking or (color blindness strategies)
are no longer sufficient. Instead, effective leaders must “promote acceptance and respect
for diversity and a commitment to human rights” (Harvey, Paolucci-Whitcomb, &
Comerford, 2005, p. 30). Leaders in diverse contexts achieve this by clearly stating in
their school vision the importance of respect and tolerance towards their specific minority
populations. If school visions are so general that educational goals can be fulfilled
without accounting for their specific minority populations, leaders rewrite them.

Leaders driven by a moral and ethical compass understand their responsibility to
support all students. In high-performing Australia, Gurr, Drysdale, and Mulford (2007)
state leaders who are successful in diverse environments have clearly articulated values,
beliefs and vision. Garrett-Staib and Maninger (2011) in the middle-performing United

States add, “‘educational leaders have a responsibility to act ethically because they are
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responsible for assuring the well-being of the students” (p. 23). What distinguishes
leaders in diverse environments from effective leaders in general is a relentless push to
focus on goals that prioritize diverse students. This does not mean mainstream students
are disregarded, but rather lateral recognition of both populations drive the goals of the
school. How leaders can ensure high achievement of marginalized populations is
debated. In some systems, school missions are constructed around a moral value of
social inclusion. For example, in middle-performing England, Leo and Barton (2006)
state “leaders are reconciling their commitment to moral values of inclusion and
diversity” (p. 167). In other systems, exclusion is viewed as more ethical. In some
schools in high-performing Canada, leaders report separating diverse learners and
establishing targeted interventions can sometimes yield greater focus and resources,
which ultimately speed up the time it takes to narrow the gap between diverse and
mainstream learners (Hargreaves et al., 2012).

Ethical and moral decision-making is central in diverse systems. In high-
performing China, a key feature of the traditional but popular Confucian-based approach
1s morality in action and self-cultivation. Johnson, Meller, Jacobson, and Wong (2008)
describe this as “clear leadership direction in decision-making and effective
implementation from subordinates” (p. 418). In hard-to-staff rural China, effective
leaders set goals to raise student achievement and to curb dropout rates. They adhere to
the required principles of communist education, but set a school vision that connects the
needs of their community with the aim of high academic achievement. When urban

teachers are appointed to remote locations in China, principals work with them to
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understand the needs of the local community. Effective rural leaders in this system make
conscious decisions to assist newcomers to understand and appreciate the rural
surroundings.

Moral and ethical intuition is not necessarily an innate behavior but it can develop
with experience. Billot (2007) reports that leaders in high-performing New Zealand,
develop a ‘no-fear’ attitude over time. Such leaders reject normative constructions of
leadership and exhibit “a form of agency developed through self-identity and experience”
that monitors for injustices (p. 257). This attitude is built on confidence and experience.
As effective leaders begin to notice underperformance trends among their diverse
learners, they become increasingly dedicated to overturning them. This obsession
resonates in their school goals. They commit to authentic diversity teaching: diversity is
not actively promoted. Rather, an underlying, year-round theme is inserted into all
educational activities within the school to foster critical thinking and social justice in
students and staff. They reevaluate assumptions around diversity and question tendencies
to celebrate it in superficial ways. Militello and Berger (2010) describe this as a leader

who values superior personal virtues, self-discipline, and selflessness.

Moral and ethical leadership for diverse contexts should be taught, according to
researchers in middle-performing Greece (Georgiadis & Apolstolos, 2008). They argue
leaders must be “prepared to recognize, reflect on, and appreciate differences and
diversity, tolerance and plurality” if they intend to authentically succeed in schools with
diverse populations (p. 225). Increased professional preparation for school leaders that

focuses on issues of racism and social justice can improve a principal’s ethical and moral

124



stance. Rude, Paolucci-Whitcomb, and Comerford (2005) agree, based on research in

rural schools in the United States. The researchers write

The landscape of rural America is changing. As growing numbers of refugees
and immigrants and other peoples of color have chosen to make their homes in
previously and predominantly ‘white’ rural schools and communities, the “world
out there” in a global sense has become the “world right here,” with extremely
complex ethical ambiguity. Many of the ethical beliefs of these new neighbors are
group-based. These beliefs are not focused on individual identity and rights.
Recognizing that differences exist in ethical belief systems is one critical step for

professionals, learning how to negotiate among them is quite another. (p. 27)

Principals need to know what they believe and understand the values of their staff and
school community. Since perspectives may differ, they need to have tools to navigate
this space. Once a common mission exists, principals need to know how to define and
maintain school goals that fit within this vision. Effective leaders in diverse contexts
explicitly integrate improving the performance of diverse learners into their visions.
Many leaders will also need support to understand what to look for in lessons, and what
to offer in professional development sessions, so that the vision infiltrates all aspects of

their school.

Empowerment
Effective leaders empower diverse learners by ensuring clear, consistent
messaging. School principals make sure their actions, and those of their teachers, align to

the school goals. Since the school goals detail a strong commitment to empowering
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students with the educational knowledge to succeed, the learners hear a consistent
message. In the high-performing Netherlands, Bron and Thijs (2011) report “principals
who develop a school-specific vision and approach to citizenship education, cultural
diversity, and human rights education can support their diverse students” (p. 123). This
is because a vision with such clear messaging serves to ensure everyone in the school is
aiming to improve the performance of diverse students. School lessons and learning now
can (and should) address issues of intolerance or injustice that emerge from the
curriculum or social setting. Young and Grogan (2008) report that in Canada “cultural
and linguistic diversity is considered one of the most important issues facing school
leaders” (p. 303). School leaders throughout Canada empower their minority students by
promoting the two-part mission that is adapted within this national context: a value for
cultural integrity and a promotion of national pride (Shields, 2002). This mission permits
leaders to encourage actions and behaviors that applaud biculturalism, which is essential
to empower immigrant and language learners in their system.

Effective leaders use various tools to ensure the school vision empowers diverse
learners. Buy-in is considered foundational to this success (Robinson & Jeremiah, 2011;
Gurr, Drysdale & Mulford, 2007). In the United States, Robinson and Jeremiah
investigate a turnaround school in Chicago and report involving teachers in establishing
the vision is an important part of the journey. “The vision of the school fully resonated
with the school’s lead teacher’s orientation to education. The mission of the school
provided academic training in a culturally relevant environment while balancing social

skills with content knowledge” (p. 316). In their perspective, including teachers in the
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initial development of the vision was critical to success. Effective leaders work with staff
to create and refine a school vision collectively. The vision holds diverse learners at the
center and teachers are eager and motivated to ensure their lessons align to the needs of
these students. In Australia, Gurr et al. (2007) suggest it is less about creating the vision
together, and more about ensuring teachers are empowered by the vision. They write:
“principals exert an influence on student outcomes through a focus on teaching and
learning driven by their own values and vision [and] an agreed school vision” (p. 21).
Regardless of how the vision is created, the commonality has the same purpose: to ensure
all behaviors in school promote a consistent message of respect and high expectations,
along with dedicated support for diverse learners’ success. Teachers who feel

empowered by the vision are willing and interested in implementing it in their classroom.

Despite their efforts and successes, effective leaders admit intolerance and racism
percolates around them. In Great Britain, for example, Colemana and Campbell-Stephen
(2009) discover many minority principals themselves report racism as an issue in their
educational system. These realities must be resolved before the system can make
authentic advancements around improving the achievement of diverse students. In-
school injustices also go unnoticed too frequently. Dickar (2008) states that some
educators belonging to the majority population are “unaware of their relationship to the
culture of power because they experience it as natural and common sense” (p. 115). Itis
from this unconscious state that individuals can “impose their assumptions as logical and
objective, thus ignoring other ways of knowing and reproducing hierarchies of power that

privilege their perspectives and their voices” (2008, p. 116). Such realities are
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disempowering. Regardless of minority or majority status, school principals must be
aware of advantages and privileges that accompany some populations — and not others —
and ensure their teachers are equipped with the same skills to successfully identify, and
disable, such injustices. To do this, they must be comfortable talking about diversity
(rather than retreating from these conversations) when they arise in their school or
classrooms. If school principals model how the school vision and goals can be an anchor
in such conversations, they have the ability to turn biases and injustices into valuable
learning opportunities that empower diverse learners.

Increase Achievement

The visions and goals in diverse contexts directly commit to raising achievement.
Effective leaders make sure this resonates in classroom activities. In middle-performing
France, Mauny (2008) examines the challenges teachers have in classes to align their
work to school goals. She writes that while it is “presumed that a schools vision and
goals are in line with each other” the unique realities in each classroom result in
individual practices that sometimes align and other times do not (p. 80). In promising-
performing Montenegro, according to Backovic (2001) principals’ opportunities to ensure
classroom activities are aligning to school goals are increasing. While the Constitution of
Montenegro proscribes Montenegrin as the official language, it also supports Serbian,
Bosnian, Albanian, and Croatian languages. This means that school leaders are able to
define mission statements recognizing the needs of linguistic minorities, such as the
Bosnian Serbs and Croatian nationals, who are recognized as an integral part of a unified

educational system. Ensuring that the classroom teaching uses the languages of most
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minorities in Montenegro enables greater understanding and higher achievement among

these diverse students.

Increased attention and support for diverse learners are at the forefront of
successful systems. In high-performing Singapore, for example, the current Education
Minister, Tharman Shanmugaratnam, warns school leaders to avoid distractions leading
to short-term gains and instead urges principals to “stay close to our vision and values,”
which align and provide a well-rounded education for al/l students (as cited in Yong,
2006, p. 2). This permits effective leaders in Singapore to encourage teachers to support
low performers rather than push onward with the brightest pupils. Such a vision is
important since disadvantaged students in Singapore are more frequently struggling
learners. When the school vision and principal are supporting these individuals, teachers
are under less pressure to leave them behind, and instead, are encouraged and expected to
support these students to learn the necessary material. This extra support can make a
significant difference in leveling the playing field between upper and lower class students

in this system.

Strategies to improve the achievement of diverse learners are embedded in
professional development (PD) activities. Eun (2011) argues that professional
development is the most effective way to improve the classroom teaching and ultimately
student performance. This is particularly true in diverse contexts, since PD can be an
opportunity to expand teachers’ capabilities to meet the needs of diverse learners. The
National Staff Development Council (2011) defines professional development as a

“comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach to improving teachers’ and principals’
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effectiveness in raising student achievement” (p. 1). Bishop, Berryman, Wearmouth,
Peter, and Clapham (2012) detail how schools in New Zealand have used professional
development programming to support Maori achievement. They report that when a
strong vision guides PD sessions and a school has wide ownership over the school goals,
principals “will continue to be able to improve Maori achievement levels until they reach
that of their non-Maori peers” (p. 694).

The three themes — moral and ethical, empowerment, and increased achievement
— each are detailed in the research in a distinct way. While effective leaders in all
contexts are defining the school mission, leaders working in diverse settings are more
astute about, and committed to, visions and goals that advantage the performance of their
diverse learners. In essence, effective leaders in diverse settings raise diverse learners’
performance by their deep commitment to equity over equality. Administrators are
finding it possible to develop a school vision and goals that allow for extra support for
chronically underperforming students, regardless if minority populations are the majority

group or comprise a smaller subset.

Managing the Instructional Programming

Instructional management is one of the most important aspects of effective
leadership (OECD, 2009f). In fact, four of the questions on its PISA Index of School

Principal’s Leadership examine leaders’ efforts around instruction and programming:

e [ take exam results into account in decisions regarding curriculum development;
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e [ ensure that there is clarity concerning the responsibility for coordinating the

curriculum;
e [ observe instruction in classrooms; and
e [ monitor student work. (OECD, 2009d)

These priorities (referred to from this point forward as exam results, curriculum, observe,
and monitor) fit under Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) second condition of effective
leadership: managing the instructional programming. The researchers state effective
leaders “should pay equal, if not greater attention to...coordinating the curriculum and
monitoring student progress” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1987, p. 55). This includes ensuring
that all students receive appropriate instruction to closely monitor student progress while
“helping teachers improve classroom instruction, [and] developing, coordinating and

implementing curriculum” (1987, p. 55).

The association between the curriculum, instruction, and teaching and learning is
emphasized in the PISA priorities exam results, curriculum, observe, and monitor. The
PISA priority exam results reveals a principal’s commitment to improving student
performance. OECD (2009f) states “data-wise school leadership is important” and
effective leaders are individuals “with the skills to monitor progress and interpret and use
data to plan and design appropriate improvement strategies” (p. 15). Leaders with these
skills who repeatedly monitor their students’ exam results can modify the curriculum to
increase student outcomes. Understanding student achievement scores are essential when
reviewing or developing curriculum. Knowing what students are able to do, as well as

the weaknesses and gaps in their learning, provide principals with the necessary data to

131



improve instructional programming. Michael Fullan (2013) perhaps said it best while

reflecting on Ontario’s success earlier this year:

They [visitors] can go into almost any school in the province and they will find
consistency of good practice. When they ask teachers or principals to explain
what they are doing and why, they get specific and widely shared answers.
Educators can point to particular actions and show the link to student learning.

They know where each and every student is on the learning journey. (p. 3)

Consistent practices within and across schools is at the center of managing instructional
programming effectively. School leaders and teachers have the professional competency
to connect theory and practice to classroom instruction that moves each student in the

entire system forward.

The priority curriculum reveals a principal’s value for structured, coherent
curriculum planning. “Schools that have a great say in curriculum decision-making
demonstrate higher student performance” (OECD, 20091, p. 14). Principals who are
involved in making curriculum decisions are able to have greater influence on the
direction of learning in their school. This is essential to ensuring the curriculum is
meeting the needs of students. Furthermore, leaders who place curriculum coherency

high on their agenda ensure the content in their school is relevant.

The final two priorities observe and monitor evaluate a principals’ commitment to
teaching and learning. Observe studies how committed a principal is to being in
classrooms, watching the delivery of instruction. Monitor considers how much priority a

principal places on looking at students’ classroom work. Principals with the

132



competencies to recognize high quality instruction and student learning and who stay
current on teaching and learning, according to OECD (2009f), reap educational gains by
prioritizing these two activities. “[Principals] need to keep up with developments in
teaching and learning in order to supervise continuing improvement in teacher and
student outcomes” (p. 17). Leaders who effectively manage instructional programming
spend time in classrooms to gauge instructional and learning qualities. They use their
skillset to build on and develop the instructional tools of their classroom teachers and

carefully monitor changes in student work to ensure growth.

These four PISA priorities (exam results, curriculum, observe, and monitor)
investigate the relationship between leadership and instruction. At the very core of this
investigation is a focus on how individuals manage curricula, teaching, and learning.
This is of particular importance since headmasters are increasingly overwhelmed or
disenchanted with being in the position of the head of the school (Pont, Nusche, &
Moorman, 2008). In England, for example “61 percent of head teachers described their
work-life balance as poor or very poor” and attribute it to long working hours and limited
delegation skills (p. 77). In Ireland, a shortage of qualified leadership candidates is
attributed to the lack of engagement principals have with the teaching and learning in
their school (O’Sullivan & West-Burnham, 2011). The second condition of Hallinger
and Murphy’s (1985) framework explores principals’ relationship with instructional

programming and encompasses the four priorities of interest.
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Verifying the Condition

General literature on effective leadership in the twenty-first century affirms that
‘managing instructional programming’ is necessary to raise student achievement (Klar,
2012; Sofo, Fitzgerald, & Jawas, 2012; Fancera, & Bliss, 2011; Fletcher, Greenwood,
Grimley, & Parkhill, 2011). Principals who effectively manage instructional programing
guarantee a rigorous curriculum and high quality teaching through supervision or actual
engagement in classrooms (Goldring, Xiu, Murphy, Porter, Elliot & Caron, 2009; Shirley
& MacDonald, 2009). While influence on developing curriculum varies across countries,
effective principals are repeatedly described as ‘curriculum experts.” In systems without
a national curriculum, such as the United States, principals often have some say in
developing their curriculum, as vertical teams that include principals, teachers and
specialists are frequently involved in curricula decisions. This does not guarantee
effectiveness; how a leader supervises and directly monitors implementation is most
important (Andrew & Soder, 1987). In systems where national curricula are prescribed
and mandated, as is the case in Germany, Scotland, China, and England, leaders have
limited involvement in creating the curriculum, but still have rich knowledge of what is
required and are masters at personalizing delivery to meet the needs of their students
(Canning, Li, McGlynn, & Pilz, 2012). Canning et al. (2012) consider differences
between prescribed and enacted curriculums. They report that in Germany, some schools
“clearly decided that they could partly neglect topics” (p. 138); in China, teachers
skipped aspects they felt ill-prepared to teach; and in Scotland teachers tended to

emphasize specific aspects more than others. School leaders are not naive to these
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decisions and in fact, in some systems they are the driver of modifications. Those who
are curriculum experts assist teachers to master instructional delivery around the material

that is essential for students.

Effective leaders in systems with and without national curriculums closely
monitor the teaching and learning in classrooms. They are in and out of classrooms,
engaging with students, and guiding teachers to always improve their practice. In some
cases, effective leaders connect instruction to learning workshops (Reardon, 2011;
Duncan, 2010) or establish professional learning communities (PLCs) centered on
improving classroom instruction (Huggins, Scheurich, & Morgan, 2011). Some
researchers recognize leaders who examine multiple dependent measures to monitor
student progress (Knoeppel & Rinehart, 2010) or highlight assessment results as a key
element to elevate student achievement (Anderson, Leithwood, & Strauss, 2010;
Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). Data also emerge as a viable tool to monitor progress
(Fletcher, Greenwood, Grimley, & Parkhill, 2011; Datnow, Park, & Wohlstetter, 2007).
Irrespective of the tools leaders use, their students are at the front of their mind when
making decisions about curriculum, teaching, and learning. Australian Geoff Southworth
(2003) and others (Reardon, 2011; Aitken, 2009) describe such educators as “learning-
centred leaders” since they have students’ needs at the front of all teaching and learning
decisions (p. 1). This drives principals’ efforts to become curriculum experts with the
capacity to hold meaningful conversations around curriculum and model grade
appropriate lessons. For a more comprehensive review of general research around how

school leaders manage instructional programming, see Jefferies (2000).
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Effective Leadership for Diversity

The research on effective leadership in diverse contexts describes ‘managing the
school curriculum’ similarly to how researchers discuss effective leadership in
mainstream contexts. There is, however, closer attention in this literature to scanning
teaching, learning, and curriculum for evidence of negative effects and for monitoring the
achievement patterns of diverse learners. Effective leaders in schools with diverse
populations carefully monitor achievement gaps both during the school year and across
subsequent years, due to academic loss over the summer (Georges & Pallas, 2010).

They are sensitive to subtle messaging in the curriculum and to instructional styles that
may have a negative effect on diverse learners. Equally so, they are aware of how the
same messaging is affirming stereotypes among mainstream learners and seek to remove

them from instruction.

Three trends emerge from the current discussions on managing the instructional
programming in diverse schools: responsibility, curriculum expertise, and accountability.
Leaders who understand their responsibilities, who have curriculum proficiency, and who
carefully inspect student data are managing instructional programming in such a way that
will positively impact the achievement of their diverse learners. Each of these themes is
therefore explored.

Responsibility

Effective leaders in diverse settings understand what is expected of them

regarding managing the instructional programming in their school. While few

researchers contest that leaders are expected to set rigorous standards aimed at providing
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all students with quality learning opportunities, what this means varies worldwide. In
high-performing Singapore, Prime Minister Lee’s 2004 initiative “Teach Less Learn
More” calls on school leaders to support innovation and diverse instruction that can be
tailored to students’ individual needs (as cited in Ng, 2008, p. 1). It recognizes that
students from disadvantaged backgrounds may need more exposure to material in order
to achieve at the same level as mainstream peers and calls on principals to guide teachers
on scaffolding the curriculum. In the middle-performing United States, effective
curriculum management is less about how much is taught, and more about Zow it is
managed. Building upon Ladson-Billings (1994) “culturally relevant pedagogy,”
Johnson (2007) argues effective principals in diverse settings employ culturally
responsive leadership. “Culturally responsive leadership practices are those that help to
empower diverse groups of parents and make the school curriculum more multicultural”
(p. 50). So, effective leaders in diverse contexts in the United States function in the role
of public intellectuals, curriculum innovators, and social activists. They support teaching
practices which incorporate students’ cultures and aim to empower children to identify
biases and stereotypes (Gooden, 2010). Their responsibility is to equip staff with the
tools to connect learning to students’ background and adjust lessons so they are culturally

appropriate for all learners.

Effective leaders in diverse contexts hold themselves accountable for ensuring
that at-risk learners receive superior instruction. At the individual classroom level, this
includes ensuring instructional methods maximize the amount of exposure diverse

learners have to material and their opportunities for application. For example, in high-
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performing Taiwan, Chen, and Crockett (2012) acknowledge that rote learning is
pervasive in classrooms with socio-economically disadvantaged populations. Effective
Taiwanese leaders recognize this as problematic and work with their teachers to introduce
more problem solving and application based learning. At the school level, however, there
is less agreement around the best practices to ensure consistent superior instruction in all
classrooms. Effective leaders agree this is ideal for diverse learners. When high quality
instruction permeates, diverse students are advantaged by consistent, outstanding
teaching, which maximizes their learning potential across years. In Hungary, Barath
(2006) explains how school leaders are increasingly encouraging teachers to collaborate,
including encouraging teachers to observe and critique each other as well as team-teach
so they can get a better sense of what students are learning in other levels, and use this to
drive their own instruction.

Similarly, in high-performing Ontario, Canada, distributive approaches where
principals select model teachers who are connecting with diverse students and making
significant academic gains to serve as mentors for the rest of the staff. These
‘instructional agents’ coach staff and offer an open door policy where teachers can visit
and observe in the mentors classroom (Fullan & Knight, 2011) while in the middle-
performing United States, Gooden (2010) says principals should model their
understanding of effective instruction and how they navigate the space between culture
and pedagogy. Demonstrating sample lessons during staff meetings and going into

classrooms to co-teach can lead to high quality instruction across an entire school.
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Managing instructional programming in diverse contexts also includes taking
responsibility for learning beyond one’s school. This includes access to learning material
at home and instruction in feeder schools. Effective leaders recognize their poorer
learners often live in homes with fewer books and narrower verbal interactions than
diverse learners. They understand that learning material in immigrant homes may not
align to those at schools and may result in students feeling split between two worlds.
Effective leaders in diverse contexts, therefore, seek out programs that increase the
amount of resources they have available for diverse learners to use at home. In one
system in Canada, for example, leaders acquired a grant to provide students with laptops
they can check out and bring home to write papers or play educational games
(Hargreaves et al., 2012, p. 188)

For transient students, continuity across a whole system is essential for high
achievement. Principals recognize that to support all students’ seamless transitions
between schools, it is important to be familiar with the instructional practices in feeder
schools. In Hong Kong, Adamson, Tak-Shing, Yu, Kin-Sang, Hau-Fai, and Wai-Lun
(2010) report that if secondary school principals across an entire system do not have
similar instructional styles or views on reforms, challenges emerge. In high-performing
Belgium, Agirdag (2009) promotes pluralistic instruction that applauds and welcomes
students of varied backgrounds. Such an instructional approach can transcend the unique
realities within schools by establishing a common understanding of what it means to

applaud diverse learners’ strengths and backgrounds across an entire system.
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Curriculum Expertise

Effective leaders in diverse schools have a comprehensive understanding of the
school curriculum that maximizes their ability to make changes, establish curriculum
responsibilities among teachers, and detect biases in textbooks. In middle-performing
Turkey, Can (2007) writes “school administrators are expected to have better knowledge
about the latest curriculum” than anyone else in the school (p. 228). This is because a
leader is the curriculum expert. A leader needs a deep knowledge of the breadth and
depth of content. When the curriculum is prescribed, effective leaders use whatever
autonomy they have to personalize requirements to support the needs of their diverse
learners.

In Hong Kong, Adamson, Tak-Shing, Yu, Kin-Sang, Hau-Fai, and Wai-Lun
(2010) explain, “curriculum design should incorporate a high degree of flexibility and a
low degree of prescription so as to allow schools to take account of their own particular
characteristics” (p. 111). Effective leaders are in tune with their unique population and
use this understanding to align their curriculum with the needs of their students. This
means that principals have the ability to personalize learning to account for the needs of
language learners and recognize these will likely be different than the needs of immigrant
learners who do not speak a different language than that used in the school’s instruction.

What distinguishes an effective instructional leader in a diverse setting from an
average principal is the ability to identify where, how, and why the curriculum needs to
be shifted to accommodate diverse learners. This type of leader can recognize gaps in

students’ work, identify the concepts with which they are struggling, and assist teachers
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to modify teaching to support these learners. To do this, effective leaders engage in
regular conversations with teachers about the curriculum. They ensure staff understand
vertical and horizontal curriculum mapping and have a clear sense of what is expected in
their classrooms to accommodate particular learners. In multiethnic schools, this can
mean assisting teachers with developing lessons that address the unique weaknesses and
strengths of multiple diverse populations at one time. In Great Britain, Cunningham
(2006) highlights concerns about the relevance of the national curriculum for pupils from
ethnic minority backgrounds. Leaders need to guide teachers in how to adopt lessons to
“embrace the needs of an increasingly diverse pupil population” (p. 79). This includes
adaptions for immigrant students with no English skills, those with minimal English
proficiency, and students with high functioning English fluency but no academic
vocabulary, while also meeting the needs of mainstream students. Once a principal is
certain teachers understand the curriculum, they encourage teachers to be pedagogical
leaders. According to Chew and Andrews (2010) Australian and Singaporean principals
provide educators with space and time to have meaningful conversations about teaching
and the “responsibility to make decisions about [lessons] and ensure it aligns with the
structures and processes” of the curriculum (p. 59). This transfer of leadership is
important since it empowers teachers to drive their own decision-making in the
classroom.

Effective leaders in diverse contexts applaud lessons that build upon the
curriculum in a meaningful, culturally appropriate way. In high-performing Canada,

Sensoy, Sanghera, Parmar, Parhar, Nosyk and Anderson (2010) call on principals to
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guide teachers away from the ‘zoo approach’ to multiculturalism. They describe this as
“the dance, dress and dining, or heroes and holidays or taco Tuesday approaches to
diversity” (p. 1). Such flashy lessons are not a meaningful way to deliver culturally
appropriate activities. In the United States, Banks (1989) agrees, noting that
multicultural education is more than a once a year Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. celebration.
Effective leaders work with teachers to understand the difference between authentic
approaches to diversity and superficial ones that perpetuate stereotypes.

Principals also diligently monitor the curriculum and school material for biases.
In middle-performer Lithuania, Birgelyté, Stanaitis, and Gerulaitis (2012) write that
principals must “ensure the development of values of citizenship and national identity”
by selecting ethically and morally sound textbooks (p. 159). Malceva-Zamkovaja,
Miiiirsepp, and Muldma (2012) echo the same message in high-performing Estonia.
They state textbooks support “the formation of children’s socio-cultural identity” (p.
113). They compare Estonian textbooks to those in Finland, Latvia, and the Czech
Republic and conclude “there are countries which textbooks include the texts tending to
support the formation of national identity only . . .[and] countries with textbooks that pay
attention [to] the values of cultural diversity and formation of empathy towards other
cultures” (p. 113). The latter is most ideal for schools. Even within these texts, however,
principals should be mindful of subtle messaging and covert learning that accompanies
resources and material. Effective leaders explain to teachers and students what biases

are, and why it is important to find and remove them. Instructing staff and students how
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to detect prejudices is further beneficial as it enables them to identify injustices in their
own lives.
Accountability

Effective leaders in diverse contexts prioritize high achievement. They
understand diverse students are underperforming worldwide and diligently track the
progress of their at-risk students. This includes collecting and monitoring class work as
well as carefully observing student performance on tests and projects. In middle-
performing Chile, Turra-Diaz (2012) reports the Ministry’s programming provides
schools with “little if any consideration to the Mapuche culture” (p. 81). The researcher
writes, “educational communities in intercultural indigenous contexts have yet to design
curricula ... that incorporate the culture of indigenous-Mapuche students in their learning
processes” (p. 81). Effective Chilean principals have to monitor their indigenous
students’ performance attentively so these learners are not lost in the system. In
promising-performer Kyrgyzstan, it is the Kyrgyz and Uzbeks children who need careful
monitoring. The ethnic violence that broke out in the southern region in 2010 between
these two groups has affected their attendance and learning. Effective principals
understand they are accountable for both groups of students regardless of their personal
beliefs about the situation. They work with teachers to interlace activities and lessons
that build tolerance and increase the safety of these children in their schools (UNICEF,
2010a).

Principals employ high accountability in their schools and throughout the system.

Collective responsibility breaks down the traditional view that teachers all do their own
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thing (Elmore, 2004). In schools where a principal builds collective responsibility, all
staff monitor at-risk students and track their achievement patterns. This means all adults
in the school are identifying which students need more supports and what interventions to
offer them. Finnish researchers Itkoen and Jahnukainen (2007) argue that high teacher
accountability is related to high achievement among diverse students. Cross-staff
accountability means all adults are taking ownership for the achievement of all students.
Accountability, however, does not always taper off at the school level. In high-
performing Canada, for instance, Stewart (2006) acknowledges there is more work to be
done to develop system wide accountability in the Canadian system. The researcher
writes “the Crown’s jurisdictional obligations to provide educational services have not
led to similar educational opportunities or attainment achievement for First Nation
students” (p. 998). Canadian schools with First Nation students, therefore, need to push
for more than cross-staff accountability — they need to position themselves so they can
demand greater system-wide accountability, leading to fairer resources so their staff has
all possible supports available to support marginalized learners.

The three themes (responsibility, curriculum expertise and accountability) that
emerge from the research on effective leadership in diverse contexts stress the relentless
focus effective headmasters have on diverse learners when thinking about curriculum,
teaching, and learning. Their focus is primarily within their school as they consider how
instruction is prepared, delivered, and executed. They also, however, have a wider
understanding of resources outside their school as well as in feeder schools. Effective

leaders delve into curriculums to look for biases and seek out ways to personalize
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required material to meet the needs of diverse learners. Once again, effective leaders in
diverse settings raise diverse learners’ performance by valuing equity over equality.
They use curriculum, teaching, and learning as ways to offer different supports to diverse

learners to help them perform on par with their peers.

Developing the School Learning Climate
The final six priorities on PISA’s Index of School Principal’s Leadership examine

principals’ efforts around creating a school culture. They include:

e [ take over lessons when teachers are unexpectedly absent;

e [ pay attention to disruptive behavior in classrooms;

e [ give teachers suggestions as to how they can improve their teaching;

e [ take the initiative to discuss matters when a teacher has a problem in his/her
classroom;

e [ inform teachers about possibilities for updating their knowledge and skills; and

e I solve problems together when a teacher brings up a classroom issue (OECD,

2009d).

Each of these (referred to from this point forward as take over lessons, behavior,
suggestions, teacher problems, update, and class problems), align with the vision of
Hallinger and Murphy’s (1975) third condition of effective leadership: developing the
school climate. Leaders who successfully develop a school climate set the “norms and
attitudes of the staff and students that influence learning in the school” (Hallinger &

Murphy, 1987, p. 57-58). A leader who is developing an effective school climate
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maintains high visibility and has exceptional communication skills. Such an individual
protects instructional time in classrooms and seeks out high-quality development

programs that can have a positive impact on lifelong learning.

The relationship between school culture, communication, and environment is
central in the PISA priorities take over lessons, behavior, suggestions, teacher problems,
update, and class problems. The priority take over lessons addresses a principal’s
commitment to continuous learning. Systems adhere to different protocols when a
teacher is unexpectedly absent and the resources or time to schedule an appropriate
substitute is not available. In some systems, students are sent to other classrooms for the
day; other systems have students attend an extended study hall or allow leisurely free
time. In cases where principals strongly value learning without disruption, a leader may
opt to step in for the absent teacher and conduct the class him or herself. Interestingly,
only one-fourth of students in OECD countries attend schools where principals frequently

take over lessons when a teacher is absent (OECD, 2012b).

The priorities behavior, teacher problems, and class problems aim to investigate a
principal’s commitment to addressing disruptions in classrooms. Effective principals
worldwide are “vigilant about disruptive student behavior in classrooms” (OECD, 2009a,
p. 194). Disruptive behavior reduces the quality of instruction and amount of time
focused on learning in classrooms. Principals who value a high quality climate for
learning seek to minimize distractive behaviors in their school. They may do this by
removing distracting students from class, being highly present within these classrooms,

or working with staff to set up behavioral plans to support students who are misbehaving.
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Some leaders initiate discussion with the classroom teacher, while others work
collaboratively to address problems. In both cases, principals are aiming to ensure a high
quality learning climate within all classrooms in their school. Leaders who “solve
problems with teachers when there are challenges to learning in a particular classroom,”
are most frequently recognized by teachers as effective (2009a, p. 194). Leaders who
prioritize actions that diminish disruptions maintain a high value for classroom cultures

that are conducive to learning.

The priorities suggest and update monitor a school leader’s eagerness to support
lifelong learning among classroom teachers. Leaders interested in developing a school
climate where staff is committed to regularly refining their skills “make frequent
suggestions to teachers on how to improve instruction in classrooms” (OECD, 2009a, p.
194). Using formal coaching and/or informal mentoring, such leaders watch instruction,
engage in classroom activities, and communicate with teachers regularly about their
instructional strengths and areas needing improvement. Their interactions with teachers
go beyond formal observations since they are more interested in fostering ongoing
dialogue with teachers under the premise ‘we can all continuously improve.” One of the
ways these leaders promote continuous improvement is by staying attuned to professional
opportunities that offer personal or staff growth. Encouraging teachers to gain expertise
beyond those available within their school can further enrich the learning and growth

within a system.

These six PISA priorities (take over lessons, behavior, suggestions, teacher

problems, update, and class problems) measure a leader’s focus on school culture.
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Ackerman and Maslin-Astrowski (2002) acknowledge the challenges principals have
with establishing a culture; they write, “time, space and communication patterns are
integral parts of the messy world of school leadership” (p. 11). While interpretations of
the ideal climate and how to create it differs worldwide, effective headmasters across
jurisdictions develop a school climate for learning. This is at the center of Hallinger and

Murphy’s (1985) third condition of effective leadership.
Verifying the Condition

In twenty-first century literature on effective leadership ‘developing a school
climate’ is repeatedly identified as necessary to raise student achievement (Deenmamode,
2011; Millward & Timperley, 2010; Ngcobo, 2010; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008;
Dimmock, & Walker, 2000). Systems worldwide define effective cultures as ones where
everyone is dedicated to school improvement or achievement (Brockmeier, Green,
Nobles, & Tsemunhu, 2012). But different understandings of what is required to foster
such an effective culture can be heard in current literature. Little’s (1982) pioneering
work around culture called for leaders to embrace collaboration and professional learning
communities and these aspects are still strongly supported in current research (Livesay,
Moore, Stankay, Waters, Waff, & Gentile, 2005; West, Ainscow, & Stanford, 2005).
Some newer suggestions have also emerged in the literature, including offering incentives
such as reducing class size or merit-based pay (Burch, Theoharis, & Rauscher, 2010) and
increased teacher collaboration and accountability (Brown, Finch, & MacGregor, 2012;
Wilhelm, 2010; Feeney, 2009; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). While these ideas have had

mixed reviews within the scholarly community, researchers investigating systems with
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varying levels of autonomy recognize effective leaders as ones who personalize their

school culture to complement the needs of their school.

Effective leaders serve as intermediaries between the outside world and classroom
environments. Principals are constantly filtering external criticism and comments from
parents and colleagues that have the potential to detract from learning. Policies and
mandates are implemented as required, but leaders must be sensitive to external changes
that interfere with teaching and learning. Elmore (2000) writes effective principals
protect their staff from external forces that interfere with the focus of the school.
Mulford (2003) agrees, suggesting “school leaders can be a major influence on school-
level factors as well as help buffer against the excesses of the mounting and sometimes
contradictory external pressure” (p. 2). A principal’s ability to filter unnecessary
distractions is key to keeping a culture positive and learning focused. For a more
comprehensive review of general research around how school leaders develop a learning

culture, see Mulford (2003).
Effective Leadership for Diversity

A school learning climate is the basis for success in a diverse context. Dimmock
and Walker (2005) observe that, “culture is the glue that binds people together” and also
distinguishes people from one another (p. 8). The glue in a multiethnic environment is
safety and respect. Effective leaders prioritize students’ safety and foster a culture of
respect. Regardless of the location, these two priorities appear to be central in the current
literature on effective leadership in diverse contexts. Environments that are safe and

respectful ensure all students have an opportunity to learn and grow. Three trends
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emerge from the conversations around how effective leaders in diverse schools develop a
school climate: environment, relationships, and status. Leaders who exert ongoing effort
to establish a tone for learning, develop relationships with teachers and build connections
with students, and recognize their personal status positively impact the achievement of
their diverse learners. Each trend is described below.
Environment

Effective leaders establish a school tone. McCray, Wright, and Beachum (2004)
note that, “it is the school principal who sets the tone of the school culture” (p. 111).
Beyond this acknowledgment, however, researchers are unsure of what tone is best. In
high-performing Shanghai, leaders aiming to improve the achievement of minority
learners foster a school environment of acceptance and a culture that honors both
Putonghua and minority languages. Efforts to improve the achievement of language
minorities are tightly bound to linguistic power struggles and complications within
society (Zhou, Siu, & Xin, 2009). The ‘2010 Chinese Outline for Medium and Long-
term Development and Reform of Education’ highlights the “need to overcome
educational disparity and the importance of respect for diversity and individual needs” (as
cited in OECD, 2011a, p. 4). This outline provides Chinese leaders with greater
opportunities to promote language acceptance, equity, and individuality in their schools.
In Germany, a school environment of acceptance is also applauded but it is less about
overcoming disparities and more about creating global citizens who are able to interact

with people from different cultures and backgrounds. Incetas (2011) details how
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principals who establish an environment of mutual respect in their school are making the
school more conducive for diverse learners to succeed alongside their mainstream peers.

In other systems, effective leaders are described as those who promote an
environment of learning or caring. With chronic underperformance pervasive in urban
schools in the United States, Ramalho, Garza, and Merchant (2010) report that principals
working with students in low-income predominantly Hispanic neighborhoods keep their
focus on teaching and learning. The leaders view themselves as learners and promote an
excitement for learning throughout the school. Such an environment can increase the
amount of questions and curiosity of students and ultimately knowledge. In high-
performing Norway, Vedey and Mgller (2007) report that effective principals in diverse
settings were firmly committed to “a caring approach [with] a focus on possibilities and
respect, not on deficits” (p. 20). Principals in this system who promoted a positive
atmosphere and generated curiosity were viewed as effective. They spent less time
pointing out differences and more time finding commonalities across students of different
backgrounds.

Selecting a school tone depends on context and student population. Principals are
expected to lead “multiethnic, multiracial schools effectively, without marginalizing or
alienating important parts of the diverse school community” (Woodrum, 2002, n.p.).
Before deciding how to adjust a school environment, leaders need to “understand school
culture and demonstrate cultural competence” (p. 15). They must understand the current
values within a school and the expectations and wishes of parents and the community.

Society and local expectations also contribute to the shaping of a school tone. Dimmock
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and Walker (2005) describe how the tone in Asian and Western schools differs. This is
because the “Asian dragons and tiger nations” have different cultural values and norms
that are shaping expectations in schools. Effective leaders understand the “pulse in their
communities and society and align this to the direction they want the school to move”
(2005, p. 91). In middle-performing Ireland, O’Sullivan and West-Burnham (2011)
detail how the crash of the Celtic tiger, the disgracing of the Catholic Church, and the
opening of the European Union is reshaping the educational environment in Irish schools.
Effective principals in diverse schools within this newly multicultural society are
building strong community leadership. Community leadership is shared leadership that
ensures greater voice to the different populations within a local community as a way to
establish a school tone of acceptance for all.
Relationships

Strong relationships with teachers and students are essential to a healthy school
culture. Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, and Cohen (2007) writes effective
leaders spend the necessary time to build individual relationships with staff. This is
because effective leaders understand that mutual respect and trust are essential to long
lasting partnerships. Investigating relationships between colleagues in diverse schools in
middle-performing Chile, Tapia-Gutiérrez, Mansilla-Septlveda, Becerra-Pefia, and
Saavedra-Mufioz (2011) reach a similar conclusion. They report school leaders dedicated
considerable time to building trust with staff and students and acknowledged ongoing
appreciation for diversity. To develop a positive school culture in this system meant

developing relationships with all players in schools. Communication is critical in a
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system where diversity is respected. In middle-performing England, Lumby (2005)
writes:

People are different along a number of dimensions and they may need to be

treated differently. Their differences should be celebrated and harnessed in

positive ways to benefit the organization and the individual. The organizational

culture should be equally comfortable for all. (p. 35)
Effective leaders tailor their communication to suit each individual. They want teachers
to feel comfortable coming forward to speak with them and for their communication with
staff to be clear and culturally appropriate. According to the TALIS results, school
leaders in Brazil who emphasize strong communication were better problem solvers since
they have an established relationship with their staff (as cited in OECD, 2009a).
Brazilian leaders working in diverse contexts are able to offer suggestions and address
pedagogical issues impacting diverse learners’ achievement more easily in schools where
there is a strong principal-teacher relationship. In Finland, leaders use established
communication channels with teachers to move learning in classrooms forward and to
support the needs of struggling students. Leaders who engage their teachers in debate
and encourage them to take educational risks can increase the learning of their students
(Mulford, 2003).

At the center of strong principal-teacher relationships is a focus on protecting
teaching and learning time. In Great Britain, headmasters handle conflicts, tensions, and
dilemmas while at the same time oversee business-as-usual at their institution (Gunter,

2006). When intolerances, biases, or cultural conflicts arise in a classroom, an effective
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leader clears their schedule and prioritizes the issue. From Kyrgyzstan, DeYoung,
Reeves, and Valyayeva (2006) describe effective leaders as individuals who keep “the
order and morale of the teaching cadre intact” and spend significant amounts of time
finding new revenue sources and keeping business-as-usual moving at schools so
teachers can successfully teach in classrooms (p. 202). In both systems, researchers
recognize that teachers in diverse contexts need to focus on offering the best possible
instruction to students. Principals make sure the resources are available and the school is
functioning properly so that teachers can keep their attention on in-classroom learning.

Effective leaders in diverse systems recognize the importance of developing
individual relationships with students. Effective leaders know the names of their
students, understand their backgrounds, and are interested in their home cultures. Instead
of asking teachers about students, principals themselves reach out to build relationships
with students. Kirk and Durant (2010) call this ‘celebrating diversity’ and ‘identifying
teachable moments.’ Principals show interest in students’ home language, ask about
siblings, and chat with students about their hobbies during informal interactions with
children at the playground, in the hallways, and in school parking lots. Leaders who
make an effort to build relationships with students, understand their culture, and promote
culturally responsive teaching can transform a school into a responsive environment that
supports minority students (Gardiner & Enomoto, 2006).

Principals in diverse contexts also value academic discussions and ways to
empower student leadership. Effective leaders visit classrooms often and sit with

students. They ask students what they are learning, listen to how students explain their
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assignments, and express interest in helping struggling learners. Cinkir and Cetin (2010)
argue that in Turkey, principals cannot leave relationship building to teachers alone.

They note, “principals should possess knowledge, skills and attitudes in maintaining
sound and harmonious interpersonal relationship” with all in-school players (p. 354). In
schools with large Mennonite concentrations in Ontario, Canada, Hargreaves et al. (2012)
detail how principals spent time in classrooms working with students and ensuring
lessons blended their home and school values in a meaningful way. McCollum and Rene
(2011) suggest that leaders can empower diverse students by selecting them to be student
leaders. Increasing communication between administrators and students can promote a
collective spirit and improve student motivation to attend and do well in school.

There is considerable focus on discipline in discussions of principal-student
relationships. Rappaport and Minahan (2013) suggest strong relationships can reduce
behavioral issues. They report building positive relationships with students with
challenging behavior can be an intervention for “anxiety-related and oppositional
behavioral” issues (p. 18). Stepping away from disciplinarian models where students
only interact with principals when they are in trouble, can be more effective with students
who come from diverse backgrounds. Anderson (2008) examines principals’ role and
effectiveness in Mexico, Brazil, Argentina, and Chile, and reports that when a principal
was more focused on discipline than on academics and evaluation, test scores went down.

There is a negative association between school outcomes and the principal

focusing on discipline...this negative association may indicate that some

principals are spending too much time on crisis management. (2008, p. 56)
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In the United States, Hershfeldt, Sechrest, Pell, Rosenberg, Bradshaw, and Leaf (2009)
argue that disciplinary procedures are inconsistent. They say principals must “identify
cultural inconsistencies in disciplinary practices, and develop and maintain culturally
responsive practices that facilitate improvements in student behavior” (p. 2). Effective
leaders search out teachable moments and opportunities to hold difficult conversations
with staff and students to ‘battle biases’ that ultimately lead to productive learning around
injustices (Hawley, Woodrum, Burgess, & Rhodes, 2009; Bradley, 2007). Effective
leaders “model the type of professional practice and behavior” they want adults and
students to use and model the same behavior in their interactions (Jacobson, 2008, p. 6).
Jacobson (2008) writes “you can’t ask people to do things you’re not willing to do
yourself. . . I think leading by example has made all the difference” (p. 10). Leading by
example is critical to transforming a school culture. Principals who resolve disciplinary
issues by using respectful tones and fair procedures set a foundation for a culture of
tolerance.

A principal-student relationship also needs a foundation of trust. Sergiovanni
(2005) writes “leaders should be trustworthy; without trust, leaders lose credibility” (p.
90). This is especially important with pupils who perceive their principal to be fair are
more likely to build a positive relationship with him/her. According to Tapia-Gutierrez,
Mansilla-Sepulveda, Becerra-Pefia, and Saavedra-Muioz (2001), principal-student
relationships are key to Chile’s success. Working in Araucaia region, the researchers
found that high school principals who prioritized building trust with students were most

successful. Despite working in extremely vulnerable social environments, leaders used
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fair, calm language when working through challenging situations. Their actions and
behaviors consistently acknowledged and valued diversity, which was evident to both
students and teachers. For students coming from disruptive backgrounds, consistency
and follow-through are important attributes which principals want to uphold and model
with their actions and words.
Status

Regardless of linguistic background, ethnicity, and skin tone, effective leaders
understand their personal status and seize it as an opportunity. There is considerable
amount of work within the field of leadership and diversity suggesting school leaders
with ‘insider status’ are most effective in diverse schools (Brown & Beckett, 2007).
Insider status includes sharing the same racial background, immigrant status, or socio-
economic upbringing as ones diverse learners. The most research within this subsection
surfaces around sharing the same visible traits. Brown and Beckett (2007), for example,
consider the relationship between black principals and black students in the United
States. They write “black principals understand the predominantly disadvantaged
African American students and families they serve and communicate well with them” (p.
7) while the same has not held true for white principals, at least historically. Kern (1975)
historic piece states

The problem of bettering relations between white administrators and African-

Americans students is primarily one of interpersonal relations. That is, by

understanding the feelings and attitudes of African-Americans students, the

administrator can learn to work more effectively with them. (p. 33)

157



Interpersonal relationships are still considered in recent literature, with scholars
advocating for more diversity among school personnel as a way to improve
communication between diverse students and adults. In England, Lumby (2005) writes
“a diverse staff is better placed to prepare learners to learn and work in an increasingly
diverse society and an increasingly diverse local, national and global workplace (p. 37).
In the United States, Alire (2001) elegantly compares the homogeneity of school
leadership to crayons. “A Crayola box full of yellow crayons is not a good box of

crayons even if the yellow is the most beautiful color” (p. 95).

Other researchers argue it is less about how the leader and staff appear and more
about how comfortable individuals are interacting with people from varied backgrounds.
Effective leaders understand the advantages and disadvantages that come with their
personal status and are comfortable discussing these with staff and students. Similarly,
“if there are no African American students, Latino, Native American or Asian American
students enrolled in their school [leaders] can find it difficult” to engage in conversations
about race (Gay, 2000, p. 55). But Gay (2000) insists regardless of the amount of visible
diversity, school leaders have an obligation to foster a school culture that promotes
understanding and acceptance of diversity. This means they need to feel comfortable
engaging in conversations with children and helping them make sense of, and appreciate,
differences. Hughes (2011) describes how one principal in Ontario, Canada, engaged
with a non-Muslim primary school girl who came to school one day wearing a hijab. She

describes the leaders’ behavior as a responsive diversity practice
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One day [a student] came to school in this pink hijab. She wanted to wear it. . . I
just said, ‘you look beautiful . . .and, you know, if you’re happy wearing it, that’s
terrific.” She tried it out for about a week and decided it was itchy. And I said,
‘but Allah knows you’re just a little girl and he’s not going to hold it against you
and it doesn’t matter if you’re God or Allah or Buddha they’re not up there trying
to get us down here. Okay. He loves you so you just do what makes you happy
and as long as you’re good in your heart, it doesn’t matter whether you’re wearing

the hijab or not. (p. 23)

Nieto (2000) describes this type of interaction as a multicultural success. The students in
the school looked to the principal to see her reaction and instead of chastising or
embarrassing the girl, she acknowledged her positively. In a multicultural environment,
all aspects of schooling are infused with teaching tolerance. McCray, Wright, and
Beachum (2004) also believe leaders who applaud multicultural and multiethnic
differences can develop an inclusive culture. They report such a culture “allows people
to live and work together in a culturally diverse society and creates a culturally pluralistic
society” (p. 114). A school leader’s comfort with his or her background and sincere
appreciation for people of different ethnic and cultural backgrounds impacts their success
for developing a positive culture in a diverse school. McAllister and Jordan-Irvine
(2000) suggest principals who are at ease discussing cultural values can seize this as an
opportunity to build greater acceptance among their staff and across the school no matter
how much diversity is found in their school. Notably, some researchers fear that too

much focus on culture and diversity could have a negative impact on learning in diverse
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schools (Chavez, 1995; Ravitch, 1990). They argue that schools with diverse
populations, in particular, need all their energy focused on supporting students and
increasing reading, writing, and math scores.

The trends of environment, relationships, and status emerge from the research on
effective leadership in diverse contexts and reveal how diverse learners shape the
environment in which their students learn and teachers instruct. The interactions between
people are central to fostering a culture of tolerance and a leader’s own actions should
consistently model the behavior he/she expect of others in the school. Effective leaders
value the opinions and diverse backgrounds of their students. They are comfortable with
their own race, ethnicity, and background and use this as a starting place to help others
understand the advantages and disadvantages that come with holding minority or
majority status within their society. Empowering minority learners to succeed whatever
their status may be is central to building equity in a school culture. Effective leaders use
culture as a space to develop the ideal environment for their diverse learners to thrive

emotionally, socially, and academically.

Establishing Community Connections
While the fourteen leadership priorities explored on PISA easily fit under
Hallinger and Murphy’s (1975) three conditions of effective leadership, making it an
ideal framework for this analysis, there is additional literature on effective leadership in
diverse contexts that does not fit under any of these conditions. This begs the question:
do the three conditions of effective leadership encapsulate all the necessary priorities of

effective leadership for diversity? Susan Moore Johnson would argue they do not. She
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writes “leadership looks different— and is different — depending on whether it is
experienced in a legislature, on a battlefield, or at a rally, on a factory floor, or in a school
district” (1996, p. 14). If context matters, the conditions of effective leadership in remote
locations or in schools with large concentrations of second language learners may differ

than those in mainstream locations.

Returning to the literature that does not fit under the three conditions of effective
leadership reveals that indeed, one additional pattern emerges: effective leaders in diverse
contexts prioritize community connections (Riley, 2009; Riehl, 2008). Community
connections are intentional practices that value and emphasize the interconnectedness
between schools and families, communities, and the global neighborhood. These
connections build partnerships within and across out-of-school players including parents,
local organizations, national corporations, and international networks (Hughes, 2012).
Community connections are concerned with mediating between families and
organizations to ensure productive on-going engagement. At the same time, they are
about structuring teaching and learning within each classroom to intentionally prepare
students to be local, as well as global citizens, who are equipped to move through and
reside in multiple cultures, and have fluency in more than one skillset as well as the

capacity to apply their educational training to varied domains (2012).

Interestingly, OECD also recognizes community connections as important under

what it calls ‘leadership beyond school walls.” They write:

Leaders of the most successful schools in challenging circumstances are typically

known to, engage with and trusted by both parents and the wider community.
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They seek to improve achievement and well-being for children and young people

by involving businesses, sports clubs, faith-based groups and community

organizations. (as cited in Schleicher, 2012, p. 13)
Leadership beyond school walls also includes connecting with a community. “A leader’s
collaboration with other schools and with the local community can help to improve
problem-solving through intensified processes of interaction, communication and
collective leading” (2012, p. 20). It is curious that OECD recognizes this but does not
include questions under leadership management on the PISA questionnaire asking
principals to disclose how they prioritize actions and behaviors beyond their school. The
lack of questions concerning this relationship suggests they may not believe it is a

necessary condition for effective leadership.
Verifying the Condition

There is evidence in general literature suggesting effective leaders establish a
strong link to the community (Harth, 2010; Hargreaves, Halasz, & Pont, 2008; Fullan,
2001). Fullan (2001) suggests effective leaders strengthen ties between school personnel
and communities; Hargreaves et al. (2008) concurs. They state that school leaders need
both an in-school and out-of-school presence in order to understand and impact the
environment that influences their own work with students. Leaders with strong ties to the
community are able to build trust between the school, parents, and wider society.
Partnering with local businesses, sports clubs, and faith-based groups can strengthen

relationships and ultimately improve the well-being and achievement of students.
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Other scholars argue entrepreneurial leadership establishes community
connections (Hentschke, 2009; Leadership Improvement for Student Achievement,
2009). “Schools are more like businesses and their leaders are more like business leaders
— for better or worse” remarks Hentschke (2009, p. 149). The researcher believes that
because of this, entrepreneurial leadership is gaining increasing recognition.
Entrepreneurial leaders have a strong connection with local businesses and companies
and look to their models for inspiration. They develop innovative solutions and seek out
the necessary social and financial capital to turn their vision into a reality (Hentschke,
2009). Throughout this process their inspiration and protocols closely align with those of

successful business models.

Effective principals bring an international perspective to their school that will
ensure all students have exposure to the global neighborhood (Goddard, 2010; Jacobs,
2010). Goddard (2010) refers to this as ‘leadership of glocality.” He calls on principals to
intimately connect learning to both the local community and the global realities beyond
the school. Technology is one tool which can ensure all students have exposure to the
global neighborhood. In some systems, advantaged students would spend summers on
vacations in other countries or attending camp while less privilege leaders would stay in
their local neighborhood. While both experiences offer learning opportunities, the child
who remains in their neighborhood is not experiencing the global learning that the other
student obtains (Harth, 2010; Jacobs, 2010). Leaders who recognize this can build into
their curriculum authentic learning opportunities where all students learn globally.

Videos, images, and websites are essential tools that are increasingly available to schools
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worldwide. Effective principals seek ways to use these tools in their schools to level the
playing field for all students. Selecting curriculum and promoting activities that
encourage authentic learning about governments, cultures, and experiences in different
places in the world will enhance learning for all students.

The presence of establishing community connections within general literature on
effective leadership suggests that Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) framework may need to
be revised to include establishing community connections. This idea will be examined
further in chapter 5.

Effective Leadership for Diversity

Successful principals in diverse contexts prioritize out-of-school connections.
Connecting with students, the community, and the global society are priorities for leaders
who aim to raise the achievement of their diverse learners (Hughes, 2012). Building
strong out-of-school relationships further support in-school learning as well as establish
greater opportunities for learning to be extended into homes and the community.
Principals do this by connecting with parents about how to establish the most conducive
environment at home to support their learner. They do this in the community by building
partnerships that lead to strong ties with local businesses and companies, and through the
larger global neighborhood by building a school website, connect via Skype with students
and teachers in other countries, and enriching learning through videos and images from

around the world. Pont, Nusche, and Moorman (2008) write

In rural areas, school leaders have traditionally stood among the most important

leaders in their community. While it may be argued that urbanisation,
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immigration and school size have weakened school-community ties, these and
other pressures on family structures have at the same time contributed to make the

community responsibilities of school leaders even more important today. (p. 22)

Effective leaders in diverse contexts are sensitive to the historical, political, cultural, and
societal setting in which their school is situated and recognize how these realities impact
their leadership. This is because schools exist in communities that have local
understandings, expectations and realities, and communities exist within states, provinces

and/or regions, nations, continents and a world that further shapes their existence.

Three themes emerge from the literature suggesting effective leaders in diverse
contexts prioritize community connections: demographics, politics and law, and social

movement. Each is detailed below.

Demographics

Population shifts within a community impact effective leadership in diverse
contexts. Thompson (2004) details how the blending of two distinct populations
demands specific actions and behaviors from school leaders. In Germany, the collapse of
the Berlin Wall transformed the educational practices of old East Berlin (2004). With
this moment came a new vision and new expectations in schools. The ideologies from
East and West Germany began to unify as the populations from both backgrounds began
coexisting. School leaders had to redefine their school vision, alter instructional
methods, and reinvent school culture but at the same time, the transformation demanded
school leaders to reach out to families and the local community to support culture shock

(Shaw, 2004). The values and beliefs of East Germany were, in many peoples’
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perspective, brushed aside as Western philosophies dominated the reunification (2004).
School principals who reached out to parents and took the time to explain how shifting
philosophies were impacting the teaching and learning in schools were most successful.
Their actions furthered trust during a time parents felt vulnerable; their knowledge filled
in gaps and clarified misunderstandings. Such efforts, along with in-school supports,
bring comfort and clarity to a school community in transition (Sanders & Harvey, 2002).
Tensions between populations also impact effective leadership in diverse
contexts. The ongoing strain in Canada between Aboriginal and mainstream Canadians
illustrates this point (Hargreaves et al., 2012; Sonneborn, 2007). It is well documented
that native populations continue to feel marginalized in Canada (Mihesuah & Wilson,
2004; Deloria & Wildcat, 2001). The trauma, disrespect, and challenges that have
persisted in this system for centuries, as these two populations attempt to coexist, has had
a profound impact on understandings of leadership. Effective leaders are individuals who
reach beyond their schools to build connections with tribal leaders, listen to Aboriginal
values, and bring meetings onto reserves instead of holding them at schools (Hargreaves
et al., 2012). They show respect to tribal chiefs, their traditions, and partner with tribal
groups to fight injustices and improve living conditions. The historical tensions within
these contexts makes establishing community connections the most important condition
for effective leadership: without strong links to tribal communities, in-school actions
aiming to further the achievement of these students are futile since attendance will be

low, dropouts will be high, and support for local education nonexistent.
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Fluctuating populations also impact school leaders and their relationship with
their community. In Japan, for example, declining birth rates are affecting the incoming
enrollment in schools (Forgach, 2006). Particularly in rural areas, these declines are
resulting in schools merging or closing. Effective leadership in schools that are merging
or in the process of closing requires different roles and responsibilities than what was
expected prior to this reality (2006). On the other hand, the emergence of the European
Union and its borderless entity has increased the flow of immigration in some parts of
Europe, resulting in overcrowding in public schools. In France, the immigrant population
has jumped over the past decade and in 2010 was reported at 5.1 million, 11.1 percent of
the total population (Vasileva, 2011). These population changes have brought
overcrowding and resource challenges to schools but they also have resulted in greater
demands of principals to be present to work with parents, attend community events, and
model respect for all people. A principal sets the tone not only in the school but for the
community on how immigrant populations will be treated. Their actions are important
for both immigrant families as well as for mainstream parents adjusting to this new
population.

Politics and Law

Politics and law have a profound impact on effective leadership in diverse
contexts. Government shifts can alter the purpose and outcome of schooling and laws
can convert what is taught and to whom it is taught within schools. Effective principals
within systems going through these transformations refine their priorities to align with the

needs of their changing environment. In Latvia, for example, independence from Russia
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in 1991 resulted in a full transformation of the political structure in the new republic.
This had a profound impact on schools as the government aimed to shift towards a
European model (Zogla, 2006). Principals suddenly had to reeducate themselves and
embrace “decentralized leadership and flattened hierarchical relationships™ (2006, p.
133). Zogla (2006) provides a compelling description of this transition.
Our orientation had to turn from Russia to Europe, from Russian as the language
in use to English as the universal language, from socialism to a market economy,
from almost centralized governance to decentralization, from authoritarianism to
democratic freedom, from ideological control over education to internal
innovation and professional autonomy from a Soviet-centered world to
globalization. (p. 134-135)
This transition required school leaders to introduce new textbooks and new ideologies but
it also demanded new internal and external relationships. Some students and families
wanted to self-identify as Latvians, rejecting all lingering associations with Russia, while
others wanted to remain in Latvia but hold onto their Russian identity. Effective leaders
reached out to families and their community to assist in building this bicultural space for
both populations to exist harmoniously. Until the external community was able to
embrace this, it would be difficult to reinforce harmony within their schools. At the same

time, they themselves were sorting out their own personal identities.

There is also evidence of principals who reject political norms and are considered
more effective for it. The headmaster at Humanitarian School in Moscow is one of these

exceptions. Levy (2011) describes the philosophy of Russian principal Vasiliy
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Georgievich Bogin, who, despite working in a system with a historical tradition for
memorization and drill, encourages his pupils to challenge him and to think critically.
“Anyone who thinks that 2 + 2 =4 is an idiot” (p. 1). Bogin’s leadership looks different
from other Russian schools because he prioritizes local values over national
understandings. He believes “schools belong to parents and children” and parents seek
out and select Humanitarian because they want a critical discovery education for their
children (2011, p. 1). Bogin’s resistance to the historical tradition around effective
leadership is why his school community considers him effective.

Litigation has also had a heavy impact on effective leadership. When courts in
the United States declared separate public schools for black and white students
unconstitutional in 1954, it led to a chain of decisions that required school leaders to
rethink their actions and behaviors. Leaders of integrated schools faced massive
resistance. Drone (2006) reviews documents of interviews with school leaders in systems
with voluntary desegregation. She writes:

The principals found that it is important to meet with parents, students, and staff

before the beginning of the new school desegregation because parental

involvement is essential to the success of school desegregation. . . Moreover,
successful principals were highly visible and accessible to students, staff, parents,
and the community throughout the period of implementation of the desegregation

program. (p. 414)

Prioritizing out-of-school relationships with both families and the wider community were

considered essential components of effective leadership during this legal transformation.
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More recent litigation that commenced in California under the name proposition
227, and has henceforth spread to several states across the country, has impacted the
teaching and learning school leaders can support in their classrooms. Proposition 227
effectively ended bilingual education as a suitable instructional strategy for second
language learners. Necochea and Cline (2000) details how principals’ reactions had an
effect on what happened in their school. “Principals control information, resources,
symbolic rewards and incentives, which enable them to become ‘gatekeepers’... school
leaders create the ambience necessary for ELLs rights to thrive” (p. 321). Leaders who
found time in their schedule to prioritize meeting with English language learners parents
(and explain what resources would be available in the system to support students and how
the law would impact the community) were creating a different community response than
in those who did not reach out to their community.

Social Movement

Social movement also redefines effective leadership. In Ireland, grievances of
non-Catholic parents led to the emergence of Educate Together Schools. Immigrant
families who refused to baptize their children were not permitted enrollment in the
national schools; they collectively began to establish their own multi-denominational
system (Kitching, 2010). As the abuse scandals in the Catholic Church heightened, non-
immigrant Irish families also began selecting the Educate Together system. As of 2012,
the system included sixty-five schools nationwide. Effective leaders in this system
recognize that their community is more heterogeneous than the national schools and that

strong communication between the school and family is essential. They seek to offer
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inclusive programming where all students and families feel respected and valued. While
principals in the national system continue to utilize organizational leadership, effective
leaders in Educate Together are increasingly valuing community leadership. Community
leadership is shared leadership and is built on a foundation of trust. Leaders build trust
with parents and model their own personal beliefs to achieve open communication with
families. Leaders’ actions and behaviors are a model for their teachers as well as the
wider Irish community as they work through this transformational period (2010).

TALI schools in Israel also emerged from a social movement. Established in
1976, TALI schools align with the Jewish Conservative Movement and provide an
alternative to the Hebrew-secular, Hebrew-non-secular (Jewish Orthodox) and Arabic-
secular, Arabic-religious (Muslim or Christian) schools. They do this by offering an
alternative form of Jewish education that recognizes traditions and culture by connecting
students to their heritage and promoting religious pluralism in the Jewish State. Because
of the deeply divided lives within the fabric of Israeli society, TALI principals prioritize
family-school relationships and building community relations (Schechter Institute, 2009).
Their relationship with families extends beyond students who are currently enrolled to
also connect families of graduates and future prospective students. Vertical relationship
building can ultimately transform communities as they build a network of likeminded
members within the society.

Across the themes of demographics, politics and law, and social movement,
researchers describe how leaders in diverse contexts react to the specific needs of their

school and community due to external events. It makes sense that during periods of
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transition or crisis, school principals are called upon not only to lead local schools but
also to support families and communities. This responsibility places considerable
demands on leaders. They must rethink their priorities and shift their behavior to reflect
the supports needed within their schools as well as the leadership needed beyond the
school doors. Local, national, and world changes impact the lives of students when
outside of school. Effective leaders recognize this and develop partnerships with families
and the local community to ensure not only their students’ safety and respect, but also
that they are acquiring the necessary tools to make sense of and develop into full

contributing members of society.

Summary

The second half of the literature review organizes the fourteen leadership
priorities of interest in this study under three conditions: defining the school mission,
managing the instructional programming, and developing the school climate. It scans
general research on effective leadership to confirm the timelessness of each condition and
then focuses on research that looks exclusively at successful practices in diverse contexts.
There is evidence supporting all three conditions of effective leadership in current
discussions and conversational trends that emerge from what researchers are saying in
diverse contexts.

One additional condition — establishing community connections — emerges from
the research on effective leadership in diverse contexts suggesting effective leadership
and effective leadership for diversity may not be congruent. Evidence also emerges from

general literature on effective leadership supporting community connections. Hallinger
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and Murphy’s (1985) framework may need to be revised to include this additional
condition in the twenty-first century and will be explored further in Chapter 5. While
OECD also acknowledges the importance of out-of-school relationships, it does not
include any questions on the PISA school questionnaire to investigate this condition.
This omission raises a concern, which may be a limitation in the results from this study.

Three cross-cutting themes surface and merit acknowledgement from the
literature on effective leadership in diverse contexts:

Effective leaders focus on diverse populations first and foremost. While literature
on general effective leadership often uses coined phrases, such as “support the needs of
all learners” or “effective for diverse students,” it falls short of identifying the specific
actions of principals that impact diverse learners. Research on effective leadership in
diverse contexts focuses on marginalized and at-risk populations. These studies target
the relationship between leadership and diverse learners. This is an important distinction.
The vague reference to diversity populations within the general literature may mean
leaders who rely on these studies are not receiving the depth of knowledge necessary to
truly have a positive impact on their diverse learners’ achievement. At the same time, the
limited amount of research focused exclusively on how school leaders are impacting
diverse learners is also of concern. It means there is less focus on this relationship, yet
schools are increasingly becoming diverse. Goddard and Hart (2007) admit that school
leaders have had “varying degrees of success” in adapting to a pluralistic society (p. 8).

This could be due to the lack of focus on these populations in general leadership studies.
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Effective leaders proselytize diversity. There is evidence across the conditions
that effective leaders in diverse contexts aim to spread their views and remove barriers
that might be inhibiting diverse learners’ achievement. Under ‘defining the school
mission,’ effective leaders have a strong moral and ethical obligation to support diverse
learners, and they seek out ways to fold this into the school goals and vision. They are
‘on watch’ for biases and prejudices while ‘managing the instructional programming’ and
work with teachers and students to also recognize and remove such context from school
learning. Effective leaders’ actions and behaviors, while ‘developing the school climate,’
are strongly focused on proselytizing diversity. They seek to foster a tone of tolerance
and engage with all school players in discussions about acceptance and respect. This
same commitment drives leaders to go beyond their schools to build relationships with
families and the community. Improving the achievement of diverse learners is contingent
on improving in and out-of-school conditions as well as ensuring the highest quality of
teaching and learning in classrooms.

Effective leadership changes over time. As schools develop and societies change,
what is required of a school leader also evolves. This makes sense given the historical
trends within educational leadership. In the 1970s, a wave of nations popularized
effective principals as ones that directly influence a school’s capacity to implement
reforms (Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, & Ouston, 1979; Brookover, Wchweitzer,
Schneider, Beady, Flood, & Wisebaker, 1978). By the 1980s, the context around many
systems shifted and, increasingly, effective school leaders were viewed as individuals

who measured student outcomes (Duke, 1987). In the 1990s, nations such as United
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States, Canada, UK, Netherlands, Australia, New Zealand, Indonesia, Thailand, and
Hong Kong debated over decentralization, school based management, and school choice,
again shifting understandings of effective leadership. This half of the review examines
understandings of effective leadership in the twenty-first century. The perspectives and
understandings presented under each condition reflect the values and realities in societies

today.

Conclusion

The findings from both parts of this review reveal there is much work to be done
to improve the achievement of diverse learners and to better prepare leaders worldwide to
support these specific learners. In part 1, the review describes who is talking about each
diverse group and what the current themes are in discussions about their achievement.
These results set a foundation to build upon past research and find new, innovative ways
to support diverse learners. In 1999, Will Kymlikca claimed “multiculturalists have won
the day,” suggesting that a new notion and commitment to social justice was on the
horizon (p. 113). Yet, fourteen years later, the results in this review suggest there is still
more work to be done. In part 2 of this review, the fourteen priorities that will be
examined in this study are presented and the current literature describing the relationship
between leaders and students is examined. The results reveal that general discussions on
effective school leadership do not guarantee effectiveness in diverse context because they
often offer vague insights into the unique relationship between leaders and diverse
learners. The three conditions of effective leadership along with the new condition that

emerges from the literature may be initial building blocks for principals worldwide, but
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more research is needed to understand if all four are essential conditions in the twenty-
first century.
Developing Effective Leadership for Diversity

The results from this literature review depict the work still ahead of us in
developing the road to effective leadership for diversity. As we look down that road and
across the increasingly shrinking global landscape, we must intensify our commitment to
improving the achievement of diverse learners and hold steady our interest in
understanding the actions of school leaders that have a positive impact on diverse
learners. This review offers some insights, but to understand the deep, multilayered
relationship will require greater explicit research bridging leaders to diverse learners.
Alma Harris (2002) reports that 8-15 percent of the attainment differences between
schools is accounted for by what they do, not their intake variation. How can we, as
school leaders, tweak our actions to ensure every drop of that percentage is having a
positive impact on achievement? There is much still to learn as we move further down

the road to understanding effective leadership in diverse contexts.
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3 METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methods, data, and variables from PISA 2009 used to
meet the research objectives of this study. Five sections organize the chapter. The first
section begins by restating the research questions and then provides an overview of the
study’s methodology. A brief description of the anticipated procedures to analyze each
research question is included in this first section. The second section highlights the
rationale for the quantitative approach as well as the secondary analysis, which is
supported by research. Section three presents a summary of the PISA 2009 dataset and
describes the variables of interest in this study. A detailed description of the quantitative
analysis procedures are presented in section four and finally, the chapter concludes by
discussing the limitations of the methodology.

The sections collectively set the foundation to investigate which priorities of
school leaders have a statistically significant association with student achievement when
controlling for diversity factors on the PISA 2009 dataset. The design of the PISA
dataset is reasonable for exploring this relationship because it asks students to self-
identify on a variety of demographic indicators while school leaders (or designees) report
how they prioritize specific activities. There are, however, notable methodological
challenges associated with measuring the effect of a factor as complex as school
leadership (and an outcome variable that is equally multilayered). Each challenge and

resolution is presented in this chapter as the statistical model is disclosed.
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Overview of Methodology

This study uses quantitative analysis to investigate two research questions:
e Which diversity indicators (gender, immigrant status, home language, socio-
economic status, and geographic location) predict reading literacy achievement in

PISA 2009 jurisdictions when controlling for all other diversity indicators?

e Which leadership priorities have an association with student reading literacy
outcomes when controlling for diversity indicators at the school and student levels
in PISA 2009 jurisdictions?

A step-by-step multilevel modeling process that accounts for the clustering of students
within schools unfolds to answer these research questions. Separate models are
constructed for each PISA 2009 system and are discussed in detail in section four of this
chapter; each process begins with an unconditional model. Then, student background
variables are entered in phase 1 to investigate the effect of each diversity indicator on
achievement. In phase 2, the school leadership variables are added into the model while
controlling for both student and school factors.

Both explanatory and predictor variables are utilized in this study. The
explanatory variables include the five student background factors and are entered at level
1. The predictor variables are the fourteen school leadership priorities, added at level 2.
These aim to investigate how much priority school leaders devote to specific activities.

Both types of variables are discussed in detail later in this chapter.
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Rationale for Hierarchical Linear Models and Secondary Analysis

There are many different quantitative tools to answer research questions,
including General Linear Models (GLM) and Hierarchical Linear Models (HLM) (Bryk
& Raudenbursh, 1992). Selecting the appropriate tool depends upon the research
questions of interest (Connelly, 2007). In the social sciences, and specifically within
educational research, the natural groupings in data structures are often hierarchical:
students are learners within classes and classes are units within schools. PISA assumes
this natural grouping is occurring and refers to it as ‘nesting’ (OECD, 2010a). Thus, it is
likely that students participating in PISA who share the same class or school have more
similar characteristics than learners who are in different classes or schools. It is therefore
important to use a tool in this study that accounts for this nesting.

Hierarchical Linear Models (HLM) is such a tool (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).
HLM, also known as multilevel models (Goldstein, 1995), has gained increasing
popularity as the tool “most appropriate and effective when variables tend to be nested
within other variables” (Newman, Newman, & Salzman, 2010, p. 1). This is because
multilevel models control for nesting effects and their standard errors are more accurate
than other tools. Ignoring nesting effects could lead to a Type I error (Bickel, 2007).

HLM also controls for variability at different levels. It allows for a school effect
(a level 2 variable) such as school leadership to interact with a student effect (a level 1
variable) such as learners’ literacy achievement and produce appropriate error terms.
Using HLM, the “mean achievement and the relationship between the individual level

predictors and the outcome measures can vary randomly across groups” (Chapman, 2011,
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p. 141). This is essential since this study seeks to investigate achievement within and

across multiple groups. For the purpose of this study then, HLM is a reasonable tool.

Secondary Analysis

According to Glass (1976) secondary analysis is the “re-analysis of data for the
purpose of answering new questions with old data” (p. 3). The PISA data were originally
collected to examine students’ academic performance as they near the end of compulsory
education. In this study, the same dataset is re-examined to investigate where there are
differences in achievement when controlling for diversity indicators and to understand
how leadership priorities affect the achievement of students worldwide.

Despite a long history in the social sciences (Cherlin, 1991), secondary analyses
of large-scale datasets continue to be underexplored (NCES, 2010). While there are
some drawbacks to secondary analysis, such as data-quality deficiencies, the advantages
(the level of observation and the availability of data, for example) outweigh the
challenges (Miller, 1982). Secondary analyses of large-scale datasets such as PISA offer
a wealth of opportunity to researchers aiming to answer questions comparing within or
across country patterns since they offer a comprehensive database. Secondary analyses
can also provide researchers with an opportunity to ask historical questions and make
comparative inquiries to explore change overtime (Frankford-Nachmias & Nachmias,
1996; Brooks-Gunn, Elder, & Phelps, 1991). Beyond being cost-effective, since
sampling can be expensive (Hofferth, 2005), secondary analysis also provides valuable

opportunities for replication and longitudinal design.
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The quality of a secondary analysis is heavily dependent on the construction and
collection procedures. In the case of PISA, OECD (2010a) seeks to provide significant
disclosure on their procedures. They write

The PISA assessment establishes standard data collection requirements that are

common to all PISA participants. Test instruments include the same test items in

all participating countries, and data collection procedures are applied in a

common and consistent way amongst all participants to help ensure data quality.

(Chapter 10, p. 1)

OECD intentionally discloses such information to assure researchers of the
validity of their database. Turner and Adams (2007) conclude the creation, validation,
and administration of the PISA dataset was well developed, making it a quality dataset
for further exploration. In this particular study, PISA is viewed as a reasonable dataset to
investigate the achievement of diverse learners since it includes both student scores as
well as their self-responses on a variety of background questions. This, along with the
school questionnaire responses, allows researchers to look within participating systems
for a richer understanding of how the priorities of principals can aid in addressing the

underachievement epidemic.

PISA International Database

The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) is a test
administered to fifteen-year-olds every three years by the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD). The assessment monitors students’ academic

performance as they near the end of compulsory education by measuring the skills and
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competencies students have acquired as well as how they apply their learning to real-
world situations. Participation is open to both OECD member countries as well as non-
member nations. Systems within nations (such as provinces or states) who have the
financial and human resources are also able to participate. In this study, all participating
countries and systems are referred to as ‘jurisdictions’ or ‘systems’ for clarity.

The PISA assessment is a paper and pencil test that lasts approximately two
hours. In 2009, the full assessment included 131 reading items that collectively represent
270 minutes of testing time, 34 math items (90 minutes of testing) and 53 science items
(90 minutes of testing) (OECD, 2010a, p. 28). All students answer a portion of these
questions instead of completing all the possible questions on PISA. This testing style,
known as “incomplete or rotated booklet design” is intentional because the entire
assessment is too large for any one student to complete in a reasonable time limit (Willm
& Smith, 2005, p. 14). Smaller test booklets that include a sampling of questions from
each subject are distributed and students are randomly assigned. The questions comprise
a mixture of multiple-choice questions (50 percent), closed or short response questions
(20 percent) and open construction responses (30 percent) in reading, mathematics and
science literacy. The multiple-choice questions are organized into units, based on a
written passage, problem or a graphic. Beyond the regular testing booklets, there is a
Une Heure Booklet, referred to as the UN Booklet. The UN Booklet is a special one-hour
booklet created for schools catering to students with special needs. It contains half the
number of items as the other books and includes 50 percent reading, 25 percent math, and

25 percent science questions.
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Reading Literacy

This dissertation defines achievement by students’ reading literacy performance
on PISA 2009. Reading literacy is one of the three tested subjects on the PISA
assessment and the major domain of the 2009 assessment. OECD (2009g) defines
reading literacy as “an individual’s capacity to understand, use and reflect on and engage
with written texts, in order to achieve one’s goals, to develop one’s knowledge, and
potential, and to participate in society” (p. 23). OECD intentionally uses the term
‘reading literacy’ over ‘reading’ because, they argue, the latter is often “understood to be
simply decoding or even reading aloud” while PISA intends to measure “a wide range of
cognitive competencies, from basic decoding to knowledge of worlds, grammar and
larger linguistic and textual structures and features” (2009g, p. 23).

Literacy skills are well recognized as essential for individual and societal growth
worldwide (Calkins, 1997). Individual gains from acquiring literacy skills emerge at a
young age, as literate children are able to access print to play games or engage with
stories. Throughout adolescence and into adulthood, these skills become increasingly
essential to gain knowledge and access information. Simon (1996) argues that the ability
to read knowledge, on its own, is insufficient for individual gains in the twenty-first
century. “The meaning of knowledge has shifted from being able to remember
information to being able to find and use it” (p. 21). Individuals today must acquire the
ability to reflect, connect, and compare a wide range of texts across multiple disciplines

and within varying domains if they intend to fully participate in societies worldwide
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(Smith, Mikulecky, Kibby, & Dreher, 2000). According to OECD (2009¢g), without
literacy skills there is

Little hope of fully participating in increasingly complex societies where

individuals are required to take on additional responsibilities for different aspects

of their life: from planning their careers, to nurturing and guiding their children,
to navigating health-care systems, to assuming more responsibility for their

financial future. (p. 21)

Societal growth also depends on the literacy of a population. When a society’s
population is highly literate, it has greater human capital. Human capital is the collective
capacity of all individuals within an economy and is key to fostering innovation and
national growth. A highly literate society is one with abundant human capital; the
majority of citizens have the ability to critically think, reflect, and use knowledge in
meaningful ways that ultimately generate economic growth.

Since literacy is recognized as an essential skill for individual and societal growth
across the educational landscape, it is reasonable to investigate literacy scores on PISA
2009 as a way to measure student achievement. The conceptual framework for the
reading literacy section of the assessment includes: a wide variety of reading activities, a
range of text materials, and an opportunity to demonstrate cognitive skills. Each is
briefly detailed here:

o (Contexts or purposes of reading: The range of contexts includes four categories;
personal (texts around personal interests, informal communication or

connections); public (text highlighting activities and concerns of the greater
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society); educational (texts designed to teach or instruct); occupational (texts
aiming to accomplish an immediate task); and situational (text linked to specific
contexts or uses) (OECD, 2009g). While there is admittedly overlap between
these categories, collectively they aim to provide students with multiple ways of
demonstrating their reading literacy skills.

o Text materials: Text materials on PISA are varied and include both continuous
and non-continuous texts. Continuous texts are “sentences organized into
paragraphs,” such as narratives, expositions, or arguments (OECD, 2009g, p. 30).
On PISA 2009, 60 percent of texts are continuous. Non-continuous texts are
documents that include small units of continuous text, such as graphs, forms, and
lists. These comprise 30 percent of the texts on PISA 2009. The remaining 10
percent of questions use a combination of the two text types.

o Cognitive skills: Students demonstrate their reading skills through their ability to
access and retrieve, integrate and interpret, and reflect and evaluate. Skills in
accessing and retrieving information are monitored by one’s ability to find, select,
and collect information in a text. Processing and internal understanding skills are
monitored through how a student integrates and interprets text and one’s ability to
reflect and evaluate is considered by how they draw upon knowledge, ideas, and
values external to text.

(For a full description, see PISA 2009, Assessment Framework: Key Competencies in
Reading, Mathematics and Science, pp. 23-43). The framework establishes the platform

to measure a student’s ability to understand, write, reflect, and ultimately draw from their
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own experiences to interpret (OECD, 2009g). The wide scope of reading and writing
options within this framework is considered advantageous. It permits students with
differing strengths a chance to demonstrate their knowledge. Some students find specific
contexts more interesting to read and therefore perform better on those tasks; others find
continuous or non-continuous texts easier to understand and reflect upon. Having a wide
range of contexts and texts is also important given the diverse backgrounds of
participants. Some systems may emphasize different literacy skills in their educational
programming. The wide range of literacy activities will result in a more meaningful

representation of each population.

Questionnaires

All schools and students who participate in the PISA assessment receive a
background questionnaire. Each questionnaire takes approximately thirty minutes to
complete. The questionnaires have evolved over the past cycles but consistently aim to
examine school practices and students’ attitudes as well as learning strategies across the
three domains. In 2009, PISA’s school background questionnaire consisted of seventy-
nine questions and was filled in by the school principal (or a designee). It included
inquiries around the following areas: school structure and organization, school
management and staffing, school resources, admission processes and accountability,
reading instruction within the school, and career guidance opportunities (OECD, 2009d).
The student background questionnaire in 2009 consisted of twenty-seven inquiries. The
following items were included on this questionnaire: students’ personal backgrounds,

learning habits, attitudes towards reading, engagement in school, and motivation (2009¢).
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Translation and Verification Process

Selecting test material and translation processes are top priorities of OECD since
the assessment is administered across multiple contexts and cultures. Ensuring the
assessment instruments provide “reliable and fully comparable information” begins with
an open period where all participating systems can submit suggested questions (either in
their home language or English) for the assessment (OECD, 2012c, p. 82). This process
for the 2009 assessment began in Frankfurt in August of 2006 when test developers
called for submissions. Thirty items were submitted and each was considered by a
consortium test development team, which included developers at ACER in Australia,
aSPe at the University of Liege, Belgium, ILS at University of Oslo, Norway, DIPF in
Germany and NIER in Japan. The teams themselves were also permitted to submit items
for consideration. Items judged “worthy of pursuing” were translated into French and
English (if not submitted in those languages) and a lengthy selection process succeeded.
This included two phases of scrutiny by local teams, sample testing with small groups of
students, and pilot testing with larger student populations (see 2012c, p. 33 for specific
details).

Once items are selected, the French and English versions are sent to all
participating systems for translation. Each system is responsible for translating all test
items into their national languages while retaining the highest degree of semantic
equivalence. All students are tested in the language of instruction used at their school;
some multilingual jurisdictions also have to create test instruments in additional

languages. Stubbe (2011) notes while there is notable suspicion about language
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translations across all large scale tests, OECD attempts to reduce such anxieties by
providing full disclosure of its translation and verification processes. A double
translation method is detailed by OECD for countries to follow. It includes two separate,
independent translations from both the English and French versions and reconciliation by
a third, objective party (2012c). “If a single source language is used, its lexical and
syntactic features, stylistic conventions and the typical patterns it uses to organize ideas
within the sentence will have a greater impact on the target language versions than
desirable” (as cited in OECD, 2012c, p. 83). This process seeks to reduce cultural
characteristics of any single language. OECD (2012c) does, however, recognize that
both French and English share an Indo-European origin but insist “they represent
relatively different sets of cultural traditions, and are both spoken in several countries
with different geographic locations, traditions, social structures and cultures” (p. 83).

Jurisdictions with the same languages are encouraged to develop a common
version and then adjust for national adaptions as needed. In 2009, Chinese and Spanish
speaking systems (with the exception of Peru and Argentina) collaborated on the initial
work and then finalized their own separate test instruments. The final distinction was to
“ensure that the material used spellings and vocabulary that were most commonly used in
the [jurisdiction] (but did not change meaning)” (OECD, 2010a, p. 16). Such efforts
reduce cross-country differences due to translation effects between systems that share a
common language.

In total, 101 national versions were created, covering forty-five languages:

Albanian, Arabic, Azeri, Bahasa Indonesia, Basque, Bulgarian, Cantonese, Catalan,
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Croatian, Czech, Danish, Dutch, English, Estonian, Finnish, French, Galician, German,
Greek, Hebrew, Hungarian, Icelandic, Irish, Italian, Japanese, Korean, Kyrgyz, Latvian,
Lithuanian, Mandarin, Norwegian (Bokmal and Nynorsk), Polish, Portuguese, Romanian,
Russian, Serb Ekavian, Serb Yekavian, Slovak, Slovene, Spanish, Swedish, Thai,
Turkish, Uzbek, and Valencian (OECD, 2012d). In eighty-three of these, an international
verification process was conducted (an outside, independent group of experts were
appointed and trained to verify the national version against the English and French
originals). In cases where the instruments were to be used on less than 10 percent of any

target population (minority languages) international verification was not conducted.

Samples and Exclusions

PISA was first administered in 2000 and as of 2013, it has completed four cycles.
While the first and second cycle included only forty-three and forty-one jurisdictions,
respectively, participation increased in the third and fourth cycle (see Appendix I, Table
3.3.1). In 2003, forty-one jurisdictions participated, in 2006, fifty-seven jurisdictions
joined the assessment and in the most recent testing cycle, 2009, sixty-five participated.
These sixty-five systems are the focus for this review. Approximately 480,707 students
participated in PISA 2009, representing 26 million fifteen-year-olds worldwide. OECD
(2011a) describes the population as

Students who are aged between 15 years 3 months and 16 years 2 months at the

time of assessment and who have completed at least 6 years of formal schooling,

regardless of the type of institution in which they are enrolled and of whether they

are in full-time or part-time education, whether they attend academic or
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vocational programs, and whether they attend public or private schools or foreign

schools within the country. (p. 7).

Notably, this estimate is 10,000 higher than that reported by OECD in 2010 because it
includes the new, merged UAE dataset. Dubai was one of the ten additional jurisdictions
administered the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010. Dubai’s results have been collapsed
into the UAE results in this study. The other additional jurisdictions (referred to as PISA
+) are not included. They could be explored in future studies. Table 3.3.2 (see Appendix
I) reveals the original sixty-five jurisdictions that participated and the weighted number
of schools and students sampled (with Dubai’s results included in the UAE results).

A priority of OECD is for PISA to be as inclusive as possible. Thus, no
participating jurisdictions can exclude more than 5 percent of the target population. At
the school level, exclusions can be granted for geographical inaccessibility or when less
than 2.5 percent of a school population is part of the nationally desired target population
(e.g. schools exclusively for the blind). Systems can also petition for a limited number of
minority language schools to be excluded if they require special translation services.
These exceptions are granted when it is determined a population will not affect the
overall representation. At the student level, exclusions can include learners with an
intellectual disability, limited language proficiency, or with a functional disability.
Students cannot be excluded due to behavioral issues or for lack of motivation. Ifa
jurisdiction breaches these regulations its data can still be reported but it is tagged as
having broken a requirement. Five systems that participated in PISA 2009 had exclusion

rates higher than 5 percent, Denmark, Luxembourg, Canada, Norway, and the United
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States (OECD, 2009b, p. 176). Thus, the sample coverage in these systems is below 95
percent of the national desired target population.

OECD also permits 0.5 percent of exclusions to be a priori, essentially,
exclusions for practical reasons. In cases where exclusions exceed 0.5 percent, OECD
discloses the exact composition of students missing from any sample. In 2009, the
following systems asked and were granted the right to exclude more than 0.5 percent of
students a priori:

e “Canada excluded 1.1 percent of its population from Territories and Aboriginal
reserves;

e France excluded 1.7 percent of its students in its territoires d ’outre-mer and other
institutions;

¢ Indonesia excluded 4.7 percent of its students from four provinces because of
security reasons;

o Kyrgyzstan excluded 2.3 percent of its population in remote, inaccessible schools;
and

e Serbia excluded 2 percent of its students taught in Serbian in Kosovo.” (OECD,

2009h, p. 121)

Weights, Standard Errors, and Plausible Values
The sampling design and imputation methods are unique aspects of the PISA
dataset and merit discussion. PISA data are not collected through a random sample of all

fifteen-year-olds within participating jurisdictions. Rather, a two-step sampling design is
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used: first, schools are sampled and then students within those selected schools are
sampled. The design is fundamentally a sample of a sample. This increases the
likelihood of inflated standard errors of population estimates. If not taken into
consideration, standard errors could be underestimated and non-significant results could
be considered significant (OECD, 2010a).

Weights: Survey weights are added to the dataset since the data is not collected
using simple-random sampling techniques. Survey weights are formulas that adjust for
sampling error and make valid estimates and inferences of a population. In this case, the
weights account for biases in the selection process for schools and students. Sampling
weights are not the same for all students in a given country because some systems over-
sample to collect extra data for separate national purposes or under-sample due to
financial costs or practical considerations (OECD, 2009). School size fluctuations and
non-response schools can also lead to under-representation of specific student
populations and thus weighted adjustments are needed.

Weights are also applied to all levels of analysis in this study to avoid bias in
population parameter estimates (OECD, 20091). Weights are added at the school level to
compute the frequencies of leadership priorities and at the student level to ensure an
equal probability of selection for the HLM analyses. Student weights also adjust for non-
response participants. In the few instances where weights of individual students are
“more than four times the median weight of students from the same sampling stratum
[PISA trims these scores] to be equal to four times the median weight” of the sample

group (OECD, 2010a, p. 7). Accurate student weights will produce likelihood estimates
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that will be used as the predictor variables to measure students’ reading literacy
performance.

Standard errors: PISA’s two stage sampling technique means that students
enrolled in the same school are more likely to be selected to participate in PISA.
Schoolmates are also more likely to have common characteristics (curricula, teachers, et
cetera) than they are with students attending different schools. A simple random sample
of 5,000 students is therefore more likely to span a population than a study with a sample
size of one hundred schools with fifty students each (two stage sampling technique).
This is known as design effect. Three factors influence the design effect: the population
parameter that needs to be estimated, the sampling design of the country, and the
variables involved in the analysis. To adjust for these, standard errors are estimated using
replicate computations.

Plausible values: Student performance on the PISA assessment is not reported
through one total score. Rather, it is acknowledged through five plausible values. Wu
and Adams (2002) write “plausible values are a representation of the range of abilities
that a student might reasonably have” (as cited in OECD, 20091, p. 99). PISA generates
five “likely proficiencies for students that attained each score” (OECD, 2012d, p. 140).
These are created using the Rasch Model. The Rasch Model links how difficult an item
is to a student’s ability. It then computes the probability that a student succeeds on an
item. This model creates a scale on which every item on PISA and all students are
located, and then it takes all of this into consideration to make predictions. Once a

separate analysis for each plausible value is collected, an average of the parameter
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estimates for the separate analyses and standard errors are calculated. Ultimately, student
performance is reported through these values. When calculating plausible values, to
avoid underestimating slope variability, intercept terms are specified as random and all
other variables are estimated as fixed. These methodical issues are important

considerations that affect the way the dataset can be analyzed.

Variables and Measures

Variable selection directly relates to the quality and value of a study’s results
(Little, Lindenberger, & Nesselroade, 1999). Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) agree,
suggesting that researchers can either select predictors of interest prior to looking at data,
or let the data drive which variables are examined. In this study, the variables of interest
are selected based on the question of interest prior to examining the data. The full set of
variables employed in this analysis include: an outcome variable (student literacy
performance); multiple explanatory variables (student and school level background
characteristics); and multiple predictor variables (leadership priorities). Each is described

below.

Outcome Variable
The outcome variable is students’ literacy performance on PISA 2009 (see
Appendix I, Table 3.3.3). The range of possible scores on the assessment is from 0 to
1,000. Reading literacy scores on PISA are standardized scores with a mean of 500 and

standard deviation of 100.
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Students receive a single composite reading literacy score which is reported on a
proficiency scale. PISA uses the term proficiency scale instead of performance scale to
report achievement in an effort to emphasize their interest in measuring competency level
as opposed to achievement on one specific assessment. The PISA 2009 scale categorizes
students’ proficiency into six levels:

Level 1b (a score less than or equal to 262.04);
Level 1b (a score greater than 262.04 and less than or equal to 334.75);
Level 1a (a score greater than 334.75 and less than or equal to 407.47);
Level 2 (a score greater than 407.47 and less than or equal to 480.18);
Level 3 (a score greater than 480.18 and less than or equal to 552.89);
Level 4 (a score greater than 552.89 and less than or equal to 625.61);
Level 5 (a score greater than 625.61 and less than or equal to 698.32);
Level 6 (a score greater than 698.32). (NCES, 2009, p. 11)
Background Variables

Two background variables are of interest in this study: student and school
background characteristics (see Appendix I, Table 3.3.4). Student characteristics are
referred to in this study as diversity indicators and are controlled for at the student and
school level. The student background characteristics are: gender, SES, immigrant status,
and home language. Students self-identify on each of these and thus, each participant
will have a distinct value for these variables. One other school background characteristic

of interest in this study, which is reported by each school, is geographical location. This
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is also accounted for and is the fifth diversity indicator. Each diversity indicator is
described below.
Gender

Across all PISA 2009 participating countries, girls have higher reading
performance scores than boys; boys are the population of focus. The gender gap varies
across jurisdictions with boys underperforming, on average, by over fifty points in some
systems and less than twenty-five points in others (OECD, 2010b). Gender coding is
based on students’ answers to Q4 of the student questionnaire. Girls are coded 0 and
boys are coded 1.

Socio-Economic Status

An association between socio-economic background and reading performance is
visible in PISA 2009 achievement patterns. While no specific question on the student or
school questionnaire directly asks individuals to disclose their socio-economic status,
OECD combines three variables (highest parental education, highest parental occupation,
and number of home possessions including books) to form a new variable called the
index of economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS). PISA standardized ESCS so it has
a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one across all OECD countries combined.
Ehmke and Siegle (2005) demonstrated how the ESCS is a valid and inclusive index for
measuring socio-economic background. This study therefore uses the ESCS index to
monitor the relationship between socio-economic status and reading literacy
achievement. Large numbers on the scale will indicate that literacy achievement is

highly impacted by socio-economic status and small numbers will indicate that
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achievement is minimally impacted by socio-economic status. The ESCS scores were
obtained by OECD using the following formula:

HISEI' + B,PARED' + BsHOMEPOS'
recs = B B ARED' +
f

Where B, B2 and B3 are OECD factor loads; HISEI’, PARED’ and HOMEPOS’
are standardized variables and &r is the eigenvalue of the first principal
component. (OECD, 20091)
Immigrant Status
A performance gap exists between students with and without an immigrant
background. Students with an immigrant background scored on average thirty-two points
lower than their non-immigrant peers on PISA 2009 (OECD, 2010b). OECD defines
‘immigrant student’ as a learner born outside the country in which the assessment was
conducted, or a learner with parents who were born outside the country. In this study,
only students who are born outside the country will be labeled as immigrants, using
student questionnaire Q17 01. All non-immigrant students are coded as 0 and immigrant
students have the value 1.
Home Language
A student who speaks a language at home that is different than the one PISA is
administered in tends to perform poorer than native language peers (OECD, 2010b). This
can include both native and immigrants students who speak a different home language
than that of the test. Students self-identify as speaking a different language at home than

the one on the PISA assessment on Q19 of the student questionnaire. Students who speak
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a different language at home are coded 1 and students who speak the mainstream
language (language of the test) are coded 0.
Geographical Location

The last background variable, geographical location, is a school level variable
and has no within-school variation. It will therefore be the same value for all students in
any particular school. According to OECD, students in large communities or densely
populated areas often perform better than students in isolated locations (2010b). PISA
categorizes communities into five groups: (i) a village, hamlets or rural areas (fewer than
3,000 people); (ii) small town (3,000-15,000 people); (iii) town (15,000-100,000 people);
(iv) city (100,000 to 1 million people); and (v) large city (over 1 million people) (OECD,
2010b). Only jurisdictions that self-identify as having participants from locations of
3,000 or fewer are examined for this variable. The results come from the school
questionnaire, Q4. Students in locations of less than 3,000 people are coded 1 and
students in all other locations are coded 0.

Leadership Priorities

The second question in this dissertation investigates if specific leadership
priorities have a positive effect on reading literacy outcomes, when controlling for
diversity factors (see Appendix I, Table 3.3.5). To explore school background factors,
referred to as leadership priorities, school leaders self-report how much time they spend
on fourteen activities (Q26 of the school questionnaire). OECD selected the fourteen

priorities from its Index of School Principal’s Leadership. Question 26 reads:
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Indicate the frequency of the following activities and behaviors in your school during

the last school year:

e I make sure that the professional development activities of teachers are in
accordance with the teaching goals of the school.

e [ ensure that teachers work according to the school’s educational goals.

e [ observe instruction in classrooms.

e [ use student performance results to develop the school’s educational goals.

e [ give teachers suggestions as to how they can improve their teaching.

e When a teacher has problems in his/her classroom, I take the initiative to discuss
matters.

¢ I monitor students’ work.

e [ inform teachers about possibilities for updating their knowledge and skills.

e I check to see whether classroom activities are in keeping with our educational
goals.

e [ take exam results into account in decision regarding curriculum development

e [ ensure that there is clarity concerning the responsibility for coordinating the
curriculum.

e When a teacher brings up a classroom problem, we solve the problem together.

e [ pay attention to disruptive behavior in classrooms.

o [take over lessons from teachers who are unexpectedly absent. (OECD, 20094d).
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For each item, principals select a response on a four-point scale: never, seldom, quite
often, or very often. The five point liker scale will be examined in detail in chapter 4

under data preparation.

Analytic Plan

There are three parts to the analytic plan in this dissertation: an unconditional
model, phase 1 and phase 2 (see Appendix I, Table 3.3.6). Separate regression equations
are created for all jurisdictions in each step of this modeling process. The unconditional
model reveals the extent to which student literacy achievement varied within and between
schools in all participating countries. This serves as a baseline for the next two phases.

In phase 1, the effect of being diverse (five student background variables of interest) is
investigated. In phase 2, while controlling for background variables at the student and
school level, school leadership priorities are added to each model. Each step of this

process is detailed below.

Unconditional Model
The first step to solving both research questions is to create an unconditional, or
null, model. This model is similar to a one-way ANOVA with random-effects since there
are no predictors, only a random school effect. The unconditional model provides a
preliminary decomposition of score variance (Ma & Klinger, 2000). The results will
address the extent to which student literacy achievement varied within and between

schools in all participating jurisdictions.
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The unconditional ICC will also be calculated from this model. The ICC
represents the amount of variance that exists between schools within each jurisdiction
(Appendix I, Table 3.3.7). It is reasonable to proceed if there is sufficient variability
between schools within the jurisdictions of interest. In this case, the threshold for
proceeding will be 15 percent variability. All jurisdictions that meet the requirements of
the unconditional model will automatically proceed to the phase 1 and phase 2
(conditional models). Models that do not meet this threshold will be examined further
before proceeding. Also, from the unconditional model, the reliability of each group’s
mean as an estimate of its true population mean can be examined. The residual ICC will
be calculated once explanatory variables are added into phase 1 and 2 models. This will
determine the percentage of variability explained at level 2, and reveals how much is

explained at level 1.

Phase 1 (Student level model)

The phase 1 model investigates the relationship between student level variables.
To do this, the student background variables (diversity indicators) are entered
sequentially: gender, immigrant status, home language, SES, and then geographical
location. This model explores the effect of being male, the effect of being an immigrant,
the effect of speaking a different language at home, the effect of limited family wealth
(SES), and the effect of living in a rural location in relation to student reading literacy
performance (see Appendix I, Table 3.3.8). The aim of this process is to identify which
diversity factors have significant and non-significant associations to reading achievement,

at p< 0.05 for each jurisdiction. Systems are ultimately reorganized into two groups:
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jurisdictions with and without significant gaps for each diversity factor. Both statistical
and substantial significance will be discussed in chapter 5. The phase 1 analysis will
partition the total variance in the achievement outcomes between student populations.
Understanding how much total variability exists between students is important because
the achievement of specific populations may be influenced by school leadership

indicators. This will be explained further in the next chapter analysis.

Phase 2 (School level model)

Phase 2 explores the association between the fourteen leadership priorities and
student achievement. Controlling for all the diversity indicators, the leadership priorities
are entered sequentially into the model using PISA’s questionnaire order:

e I make sure that the professional development activities of teachers are in
accordance with the teaching goals of the school.

e [ ensure that teachers work according to the school’s educational goals.

e [ observe instruction in classrooms.

e [ use student performance results to develop the school’s educational goals.

e [ give teachers suggestions as to how they can improve their teaching.

e When a teacher has problems in his/her classroom, I take the initiative to discuss
matters.

¢ [ monitor students’ work.

e [ inform teachers about possibilities for updating their knowledge and skills.
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e I check to see whether classroom activities are in keeping with our educational

goals.

e [ take exam results into account in decision regarding curriculum development

e [ ensure that there is clarity concerning the responsibility for coordinating the

curriculum.

e  When a teacher brings up a classroom problem, we solve the problem together.

e [ pay attention to disruptive behavior in classrooms.

e [ take over lessons from teachers who are unexpectedly absent. (OECD, 2009d)
Models are again created for all sixty-five jurisdictions. The results from each model will
reveal which of the fourteen leadership priorities have a significant association with
achievement while controlling for the diversity indicators. Table 3.3.9 (see Appendix I)
sketches what this process will look like for each jurisdiction. Results from the full HLM
model will be compared once each specific country model is explored, accounting for the
variance within schools and between students. Patterns in leadership priorities across the
educational landscape as well as within high, middle, and promising systems will be
highlighted in relationship to the models from phase 1. The analysis and results from this

study will be presented in chapter 4 and interpretations will follow in chapter 5.
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4 ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

This chapter presents the data preparation, model building, and results from this
study. It begins with an overview of the cleaning process used to prepare the dataset.
This includes details on the transformation and recoding processes used to prepare the
data for analysis. The second subsection highlights the formulas and equations for each
level in the model building process. SPSS and HLM are the two software programs used
to conduct these analyses. The final section of this chapter reveals the results and a
summary of the findings. This includes both descriptive and inferential statistics and sets

the foundation for the discussion in chapter 5.

Preparing the Dataset

Prior to running analysis, the dataset needed to be cleaned and prepared. This
included identifying and handling ordinal variables, checking for multicollinearity,
dealing with missing data, and addressing centering issues. Details on these decision-

making processes are below.

Ordinal Variables
One of the first issues in cleaning this dataset was to decide how to handle the
ordinal variables. Ordinal variables rank data in terms of degree but the intervals
between points are not necessarily the same. The fourteen leadership priorities that are
examined at level 2 in this study are ordinal variables. Principals used a four-point likert-
scale to respond to each statement. The scale ranking is 1 (never) to 4 (very often), but it

is unclear if the intervals between the four points are equal. DeVellis (2003) is one of
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many scholars who argues it is problematic to just assume ordinal variables can be treated
as continuous variables. So, prior to analysis it was important to explore how best to deal
with these variables.

Two preferred methods surface as possible solutions for preparing the ordinal
variables in this study: a data reduction technique and variable transformations. The data
reduction technique considered in this study was principal component analysis (PCA).
PCA identifies highly coordinated variables so they can be collapsed into fewer variables.
While the method reduces the number of independent variables, it also scales them. A
principal component analysis (PCA) was run across the leadership priorities data for all
jurisdictions and then a separate PCA was run using the data from each individual
system.

The results, however, were problematic. The overall PCA analysis revealed three
distinct factors, while the PCA analyses in individual jurisdictions resulted in multiple
combinations of factors. For instance, five factors emerge from the Liechtenstein PCA
and four from the PCA for Albania. Furthermore, the specific variables identified as
highly coordinated differed in the overall PCA with those from the individual
jurisdiction’s PCA results. If the overall PCA results were used to combine variables
across all jurisdictions, the results from one system may not mean the same as the results
from another. Proceeding with the suggested variables from the PCA would therefore
heavily restrict the interpretations available from the findings in this study.

This echoes concerns posed by other researchers. Fabrigar, MacCallum,

Wegener, and Strahan (1999) report that too frequently researchers automatically rely on
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PCA to reorganize variables. Conway and Huffcutt (2003) also report concerns, stressing
how important it is for researchers to think carefully about whether and how factor
analyses should be used. After consideration of both studies’ arguments, and due to the
restricted interpretations that would be available if the variables were combined in this
study, PCA was not selected as the best solution to prepare the leadership ordinal
variables for analysis.

The second method explored to prepare the ordinal variables for the analysis was
the variable transformation technique, dichotomization. Dichotomization is a method
where variables are recoded into two specific groups. Altman and Royston (2006) and
MacCallum, Zhang, Preacher, and Rucker (2002) discuss the realities and challenges of
dichotomization. The advantage of dichotomization is the researcher self-imposes a well-
defined cut point in the dataset, allowing for interval issues to be resolved, but there are
also some disadvantages with this technique. Placing all responses into two groups
reduces the statistical power since much variability is lost. Thus, dichotomization can
increase the risk of a positive result being a false positive (2006). It can also lead to
underestimating the extent of variation between and within groups. “Individuals close to
but on opposite sides of the cut point are characterized as being very different rather than
very similar” (2006, n.p.). Despite these limitations, if a clear cut point emerges from the
distribution of responses it could be a reasonable way to deal with the ordinal variables in

this dataset.
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The responses for the majority of sub questions in each jurisdiction revealed a
normal distribution, with the middle of the curve falling between 2 and 3. So, a natural
cut point did emerge (see Appendix I, Graph 4.1.1 for a sample histograph).

The responses for all leadership priorities for all systems were therefore
reorganized into two groups: 1 (never) and 2 (seldom) were coded as 0, and 3 (quite
often) and 4 (very often) responses were coded as 1. In the few instances where all
principals within any given jurisdiction responded 1 or 2, or when uniformly respondents
selected 3 or 4, the variables all coded the same, which eliminated the possibility of
running HLM since there is no variation in responses. This is reported in the models
using the following notation: n/v (not computable due to lack of variability.) These
comprise only a small portion of cases across the dataset, so, after considering the natural
distribution of responses in this dataset and despite the limitations of this technique,
dichotomization was selected as a solution to deal with the ordinal variables at level 2.
Once dichotomized, the responses for all fourteen variables were individually entered
into each jurisdictions dataset. The decision to keep all fourteen came with its own
limitations, most importantly, chances of multicollinearity.

Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity is the inclusion of two or more highly correlated variables
within a multiple regression model. It exists when the two independent variables explain
overlapping variances in a particular outcome variable. This inflates the standard errors
of the coefficients thus, making some independent variables appear to be non-significant

when they should be significant. To examine if there is multicollinearity in this study,
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tolerance was calculated by running OLS regression for each of the level 2 predictors.
The tolerances ranged from 0.538 for leadership priority checking whether classroom
activities align with educational goals with a (variance inflation factor [ VIF] of 1.860) to
a tolerance of 0.898 for leadership priority taking over lessons when teachers are
unexpectedly absent (with a VIF of 1.114). Freund and Wilson (1998) suggest there are
no formal criteria for determining problematic VIF values and Marquardt (1970) writes,
“the maximum variance inflation factor usually should be larger than 1.0 but certainly not
as large as 10” (p. 610). For the purpose of this study, a more modest VIF (no greater
than three) was used to determine risk of multicollinearity. Because VIF is lower than
three across the fourteen variables, the risk of multicollinearity is minimal and the study
proceeded.

Next, the reliability was estimated for the leadership priority scale. To do this
Cronbach’s alpha reliability statistics was used to estimate the degree of internal
consistency among the items making up the scale. Cronbach’s alpha simply provides an
overall reliability coefficient for the fourteen questions of interest in this study. Nunnally
(1978) reports a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.7 as a minimal reliability threshold. In
this particular scale, the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.86, which indicates a reasonably high
degree of internal consistency.

Missing Data

Another issue that needed resolution to prepare the dataset for multilevel analysis

was deciding how to handle missing data. While Kromrey and Hines (1994) rightfully

argue, missing data cannot be ignored: a researcher must intentionally decide not to use it
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or to change it. Willms and Smith (2005) accurately note that when it comes to
multilevel analysis, methods for handling missing data are still in their early stages of
development. Two tools frequently utilized to deal with missing data in multilevel
analysis are deletion and imputation methods. Simply put, deletion methods include both
list-wise and pair-wise deletion strategies that discard missing data while imputation
methods aim to ‘fill in’ missing values by examining the data that are available. Across
the scholarly community, deletion strategies are discouraged since omitting data can
dramatically alter the results of a study (Howell, 2007). Imputation methods also have
their caveats but there are various options including simple imputation methods, such as
substituting the mean or mode for the missing data that can be more appropriate.

To decide how to handle the missing data in this study, the amount and type of
missing values were considered. This adheres to Rutkowski and Rutkowski’s (2010)
advice that it is important that missing data are inspected since poor decision-making can
lead to inaccurate findings. The PISA dataset codes missing data as ‘invalid’ or
‘missing.” Invalid data are answers outside of the available responses. For instance, if a
respondent writes a “6” when the question asks participants to select 1-4, it would be
invalid, since it is outside the scope of appropriate answers for this question. Missing
data suggests that the respondent left a question blank.

There are missing data points in both the student and school questionnaire data
used in this study. The diversity factor variables of interest in this study have less than 4
percent missing data (as visible in Appendix I, Table 4.1.1). There is also less than 4

percent missing data in the leadership priority variables (see Appendix I, Table 4.1.2).
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These data points could be missing for a variety of reasons, including but not limited to a
student or principal skipping a question or not completing the survey.

The missing data were also examined for patterns. “If cases with missing values
are systematically different from cases without missing values the results can be
misleading” (IBM, 2010, p. 2). It is therefore important to look through the missing data
prior to deciding what to do with it. On the student questionnaire, 6 percent of
participants skipped one of the four questions relevant in this analysis while less than 1

percent of students skipped two or more of the questions (see Appendix I, Table 4.1.3).

In the school questionnaire data, the majority of missing data falls under two
categories: participants who skipped only one question (2.5 percent) and participants who
skipped all the questions of interest (2.3 percent) (see Appendix I, Table 4.1.4). The
frequency of missing data in this dataset is low, so a two-step cleaning process was
implemented to deal with it. First, excessive missing data are dealt with using list-wise
deletion. Excessive missing data are data where respondents skipped all the questions of
interest. This included 2.3 percent of the cases in the school questionnaire data. All
cases in France fell into this category since no participants completed question 26 (the
school questionnaire was not administered in France on the 2009 PISA assessment)
(2012d). To use imputation methods on excessive missing data would be inappropriate
since there are insufficient cases in the dataset upon which inferences can be drawn. The
remaining 469,754 cases were retained. This included representation from sixty-four

jurisdictions. There were no excessive missing data on the student questionnaire.
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Since list-wise deletion reduces the sample size and can decrease the accuracy of
statistical output, it is an inappropriate way to handle the rest of the missing data. A
method that would maximize the number of cases in the analysis was preferred. OECD
(20091) recommends that when the rates of missing data are “not high (less than 5
percent) simple imputation approaches are reasonable” (p. 325). Since this is the case
here, mean substitution was selected to deal with the rest of the missing data (Cohen,
Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Mean substitution “replaces missing values on a variable
with the mean value of the observed values” (Rubin, Witkiewitz, Andre, & Reilly, 2007,
p. 71).

To handle missing values in the leadership predictors, dummy variables were
created and missing values were recoded to 1 and non-missing data to 0. The mean of
individual variables within each jurisdiction was calculated (using the original 1-4 scale
results, not the converted binary values), and used to replace the missing values. So, for
instance, the leadership priority I make sure professional development activities align
with the teaching goals of the school, had a mean response in Azerbaijan of 3.35. This
value was therefore, substituted in for missing values (dummy variables 1) for this
question in the Azerbaijan dataset. The new dummy variables were compared to the
missing data for correlation purposes. In no instances did the dummy variables change
the leadership predictor results by more than 0.01, so the effect from this imputation

method should have a minimal impact on the outcomes in each model.

The student diversity factors were recoded as binary variables 1 and 0 to account

for missing data (see Appendix I, Table 4.1.3). For gender, boys were coded 1, girls were
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coded 0 and missing data were coded 0. Immigrant status was recoded so that students
who self-identified as being ‘born in a different country’” were coded 1 and all other
responses were coded 0 (including missing and invalid responses). Students who self-
selected ‘speaks a language at home other than that of the testing language’ were coded
as 1 for the home language variable and all other responses (including missing and
invalid responses) were recoded 0. The ESCS variable is a continuous variable that
ranges from -6.62 to 3.53. All data points were retained except for missing and invalid
cases, which were recoded as 0. As discussed in chapter 3, the location variable is a
distinct student level variable since it is based upon administrators’ responses on the
school survey. For recoding purposes, however, the same process was applied. When a
principal identified their school as in a village, hamlet, or rural area (fewer than 3,000
people) the students within their school were recoded 1 for location. Students attending
schools where the principal marked any other response (including missing and invalid

responses) were marked 0.

Imputation techniques such as mean substitution also have limitations. Standard
errors of the variables containing missing values can be underestimated and biased
estimates of coefficients can occur. Furthermore, while mean substitution preserves the
mean of a variable distribution, it can distort other characteristics such as the median
(Little & Rubin, 1989). Despite these realities, since all the variables have less than 5

percent missing data, these limitations can be considered negligible (OECD, 20091).
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Centering

The next issue of data cleaning was to decide if and how the data should be
centered. Centering data means providing a scale so that results are meaningful and easy
to interpret. Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) state issues around centering are “particularly
important in multilevel modeling because the level 1 coefficients become outcomes to be
explained in higher level models” (p. 6). Bickel (2007) explains this further, stating that
when using multilevel regression models “it is best that all independent variables be
centered” (p. 135).

There are three scale metrics for centering that are frequently used in HLM:
natural metric, grand-mean centering and group-mean centering. Natural metric (or
uncentered) is useful when the value of 0 is a meaningful value in the dataset being
examined. When 0 is not meaningful, the estimate of the intercept will be arbitrary and
can be problematic. In grand-mean centering, the 0 value represents the group-mean
value for a person with a grand average on every predictor. This differs from group-
mean centering where the predictors are centered around the mean value for the group in
which they belong and the intercept is interpreted as the average outcome for each group.

In this study, the value of 0 is meaningful for the diversity factors gender,
immigrant status, home language, and location so these variables were entered
uncentered into the models. The SES variable ESCS was centered around the grand
mean. This shifted the 0 value to represent the group-mean value for a student with a
grand average SES. So, an increase on the ESCS index associates with a predicted

increase or decrease in reading literacy achievement. The value of 0 is meaningful for
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the fourteen leadership predictors entered at level 2, so these variables were entered into

each model uncentered.

Model Building

Model building includes three steps, repeated across all sixty-four jurisdictions:
an unconditional, a level 1, and a level 2 model. New equations and formulas are entered

in each step of the process.

Unconditional Model
As discussed in chapter 3, the initial step in the model building process is to
establish a baseline. To do this, an unconditional model or one-way ANOVA with
random effects was constructed for each of the sixty-four jurisdictions (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002). These models partition the variance of reading literacy achievement into
within and between classroom components. The five plausible values for reading literacy
(PVIREAD to PV5READ) are the dependent variable in this analysis and the data is
weighted using W_FSTUWT.
The unconditional equations constructed for each jurisdiction are:
Level-1 Model:
PV1READ;j = By; + 1i;

Level-2 Model:

Boj = Yoo + Uo;j
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Mixed Model:
PV1READ;j = yoo + ug; + 13j
where PVIREAD j; represents the inclusion of all five plausible values and
is the reading score for student i in school j;
Poj 1s the average reading score in school j;

r;1s the error of using mean reading score in school j to predict the reading

achievement of student i in school j;
Yools the grand (overall, across-school) mean of reading literacy scores;

U 18 the error or unique school effect of using grand mean reading

literacy score to predict the average reading score in school j.

The results from this model are used to calculate the intraclass correlation coefficient
(ICC). The ICC reveals the percent of variation in achievement scores between schools.

The following formula calculates the ICC:

A

Too
ICC = x> 1 ~2
Too + 0
Where 7 is variance between groups;

and 62 is variance within groups

When the ICC is large, there is considerable variation that can be explained using school
level variables. Furthermore, a high ICC affirms the need for multilevel analysis since it
suggests “alpha inflation” would likely surface if one assumes the data came from a

simple random sample.
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Model 1. Within-School Models

Model 1 for each jurisdiction explores the effects of being “diverse” as described
by the five variables of interest (gender, immigrant, home language, SES, and location)
on reading literacy achievement. The five diversity factors were added to each
jurisdiction’s model to control for individual level characteristics and ultimately to see if
they reduce within individual variability (c%). This model investigates to what degree
gender, home language, location, et cetera are associated with students’ reading literacy
achievement within schools as well as how these relationships vary across schools. In

each jurisdiction, the intercept and slopes are examined to see how they correlate.
The model 1 equations built for each jurisdiction are:
Level-1 Model:
PVIREAD;; = By + p,;*(GENDER) + ,*(LANGUAGE;) + f3*(IMMIGRANT;) +
B4*(SESy) + 1y
Level-2 Model:

,BOj = Y00 + y()]*(LOCATIONj) + M()j

Biy=v10
B2y =720
B3 =730
Bai =40
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Mixed Model

PVIREAD;; = yg + 7o *LOCATION;
+7,0*GENDER,;
+720*LANGUAGE;,

+ 730* IMMIGRANT;
+740*SES;

+ u0j+ rij

Once these models are ready, the variance components are examined. These components
are explained by adding the level 1 predictors into the models. The following equation
calculates variance components:

g, (uncond) — o, (resid)

o, (uncond)

Model 2. Between-Schools Models

The model 2s build upon the results from the prior models to determine the effect
of fourteen school leadership priorities on reading literacy achievement when controlling
for the diversity factors. This model produces the variability of the regression

coefficients for both the intercept and slope (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).
The model 2 equations built for each jurisdiction are:
Level-1 Model:

PVIREAD, = B, + 6,*(GENDER;) + 8,*(LANGUAGE;) + 85*(IMMIGRANT,) + 6,*(SES;) + r;
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Level-2 Model:

B0 = Voo + Vor*(LOCATION)) + yo. *(Q1)) + v0s*(Q2)) + vos*(Q3))
+Yos™ (Q4)) + Vos ™ (Q5) + Vo, *(Q6)) + yos™ (Q7))
+ VoM (Q8)) + Vo1™(Q9)) + Vo *(Q10)) + yo1,*(Q11))

+ Vor3™(Q12) + Vo1 *(Q13)) + yors*(Q14)) + ug;
B4 = Vio+ Uy
B =V + Uy
B3 = V30 + Uy
B4 =V + Uy

ESCS2 has been centered around the grand mean.
Mixed Model:

PVIREAD; = Voo + Vor*LOCATION, + v0,*Q1, + yo3*Q2;
+ V0¥ Q3; + Vos ¥ Q4; + Vs *Q5; + Vo, ¥ Q6;
+Vos*Q7; + Voo ¥ Q8; + Yo10*QI; + V01, ¥Q10;
+ Yo *Q1Y; + Y013¥Q12; + Y14 ¥ Q13 + Vous* Q14
+V10*GENDER,
+V20*LANGUAGE;
+v3* IMMIGRANT,
+ V0™ SES;
+ Ug + U *GENDER,; + u,*LANGUAGE; + u;*IMMIGRANT,;

+ Ug*SES;; + 1y
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In this model, the slopes are allowed to vary randomly. This is done to see if there is
variability in slopes across schools. This would be reasonable since being ‘diverse’ in
one school may have different effects than in another school.

The unconditional intercept variance and the conditional variance are used to
determine the percent of school level variance explained in each model (see equation
below)

Too(Random coef f.) — oo (Current model)
Too(Random coef f.)

The unconditional residual variance and the conditional variance are used to compute the

variance explained.

Results

Results for this study are presented in this section. A brief overview of the
descriptive statistics is first introduced, which includes average reading literacy
achievement scores for each jurisdiction, sample sizes, and student populations for the

five groups of interest. The results for each model are then presented.

Descriptive Statistics
The overall average reading literacy scores and corresponding standard errors for
each jurisdiction were computed and compared to OECD’s PISA 2009 results. The
achievement scores varied slightly from those reported in the PISA 2009 results due to

differing approaches for data cleaning and rounding techniques, but the rankings closely
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aligned to OECDs rankings. Averages range from 555.51 in Shanghai, China to 312.32

in Kyrgyzstan.

Study Population

All sixty-four jurisdictions met the requirements established by OECD regarding
a representative sample size or were granted exceptions, as discussed in chapter 3. The
exact number of schools and students included in each sample varied by location and are
detailed in Table 4.3.1 and Table 4.3.2 (see Appendix I). As noted earlier in this
dissertation, normalized weights supplied by PISA were used to compute all results.
Liechtenstein had the smallest number of schools and students participating in the
assessment with 12 schools and 329 students. Mexico, on the other hand, had the largest
sample size of 1,529 schools and 38,136 participants. By adding weights, both of these
systems (and all the systems in between) are less likely to have biases in population

parameter estimates.
Student Background Descriptive Information

The number of participants range from 329 students to 38,136, with an average of
7,339 students per jurisdiction. The boy to girl ratio hovers around 50 percent across all
the jurisdictions, ranging from 43 percent of participants being male in Thailand to 55
percent of participants in Liechtenstein (see Appendix I, Table 4.3.3). The median for
gender across all the jurisdictions is 50 percent. Immigrant populations range across the
sampled students. In Japan, Poland, and Thailand fewer than 1 percent of students self-
reported being immigrants while in United Arab Emirates 32 percent self-identify as

immigrants. In Chile, Colombia, Japan, South Korea, and Tunisia fewer than 1 percent
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of students reported speaking a language different at home than the one that PISA was
administered in, while 8 percent of students in Luxembourg reported speaking a different
language at home. The socio-economic results highlight the average SES score in each
jurisdiction, (using grand mean centering of the ESCS index). So, jurisdictions with SES
scores higher than 0 signal the average SES in the system is higher than the grand mean
across all PISA participants. Average SES scores range from -1.52 in Indonesia to +0.70
in Iceland. The location variable distinguishes between participants living in rural areas
verses all other participants. The median was 12 percent across all the jurisdictions with
the largest rural participating population identified in Iceland and the smallest
populations in Croatia, Korea, and the Netherlands. (Note: Shanghai, Taipei, Macao,
Hong Kong, Japan, and Singapore were not included in the location factor since no

schools are identified as being located in rural areas.)

Leadership Priorities Descriptive Information

The mean for each leadership priority (without the mean imputed missing values)
in each jurisdiction is recorded on Table 4.3.4 (see Appendix I). Lichtenstein principals
most frequently had the lowest average scores. They deprioritized the following
activities: school goals, observe, performance, suggestions, update, class activities, exam
results, and curriculum. Principals in Jordan, on the other hand, most often had the
highest mean on the examined leadership priorities. Jordan principals, on average, highly
prioritized school goals, observe, suggestions, teacher problems, class activities, class

problems, behavior, and take over lessons.
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Leaders’ engagement with the fourteen leadership priorities ranged considerably
worldwide. The average response from principals regarding the statement: / ensure
professional development activities align with the teaching goals of the school ranged
from 2.17 in Greece to 3.87 in Hong Kong. The second statement: I make sure that
teachers work according to the school’s educational goals had a similar average score
range, from 2.00 in Liechtenstein to 3.76 in Jordan. The response range for the
statement: / observe instruction in classrooms was wider, from 1.55 in Liechtenstein to
3.89 in Jordan, as was the range of scores for:  use student performance results to
develop the school’s educational goals (ranging from 1.66 in Liechtenstein to 3.79 in the
United Kingdom). The statement: I give teachers suggestions as to how they can
improve their teaching had a narrower average score range, from 2.14 in Liechtenstein to
3.85 in Jordan.

The mean response for the statement: / monitor students’ work ranged from 2.20
in Sweden to 3.77 in Azerbaijan and had an almost identical range as: I take the initiative
to discuss matters when a teacher has a problem in his/her classroom, which ranged
from 2.28 in Japan to 3.87 in Jordan. The statement: [ inform teachers about possibilities
for updating their knowledge and skills had a slightly wider range, from 2.18 in
Liechtenstein to 3.85 in Montenegro while the statement: / check to see whether
classroom activities are keeping with our educational goals had a slightly narrower range
(2.00 in Liechtenstein to 3.73 in Jordon). The mean response for the statement: / take
exam results into account in decisions regarding curriculum development had one of the

widest ranges, from 1.19 in Liechtenstein to 3.67 in the United Kingdom. The average
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response for the statements: I ensure that there is clarity concerning the responsibility for
coordinating the curriculum and I take over lessons when teachers are unexpectedly
absent had similar ranges, from 1.64 in Liechtenstein to 3.75 in Montenegro and from
1.64 in Japan to 3.53 in Jordan. While the statements: / solve classroom problems
together when a teacher brings up a classroom problem and I pay attention to disruptive
behavior in classrooms responses had wide ranges, from 2.23 in Japan to 3.89 in Jordan
and Brazil, and from 2.70 in Japan to 3.89 in Jordan respectfully.

Across all the jurisdictions, the leadership priorities take over lessons, observing,
and exam results had the lowest medians (2.23, 2.79, and 2.92 respectively) while the
highest median scores were around school goals (3.51), class problems (3.47) and

behavior (3.44), (see Appendix I, Table 4.3.4).

Unconditional Models
The results of the unconditional models for all sixty-four jurisdictions are visible
in Table 4.3.5 (see Appendix I). These results are used to: (i) examine the reliability of
the model; (i1) evaluate whether the school mean reading literacy scores vary across
schools; (ii1) estimate the proportion of total variance explained in the school level
(intraclass correlation); and (vi) calculate the unexplained variance between individual

students.

Reliabilities range from 0.98 in Trinidad and Tobago and the Netherlands to 0.66
in Finland. So, the sample classroom means for Trinidad and Tobago and the Netherlands

are very consistent and are reliable for estimating the true population mean (the
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maximum reliability coefficient is 1.0). The sample classroom means in Finland, on the
other hand, are less consistent and are not as dependable for estimating the true

population.

A reliability coefficient of 0.90 or above is generally considered a strong estimate.
The majority of jurisdictions (fifty-one out of sixty-four) have reliabilities equal to or
greater than 0.90. This includes: Canada, Australia, United States, Ireland, Albania,
Lithuania, Portugal, Macao, Luxembourg, Taipei, Singapore, Jordan, Switzerland, South
Korea, Colombia, Montenegro, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Thailand, Azerbaijan, Hong
Kong, Uruguay, Greece, Tunisia, Liechtenstein, Shanghai, Croatia, Serbia, Slovak
Republic, Brazil, Romania, Israel, Indonesia, the UAE, Chile, Czech Republic, Japan,
Mexico, Peru, Qatar, Belgium, Bulgaria, Austria, Argentina, Turkey, Trinidad and
Tobago, Germany, Panama, Italy, Slovenia, the Netherlands, and Hungary. The
remaining thirteen jurisdictions have lower reliabilities, ranging from 0.89 in the United
Kingdom to 0.66 in Finland. This group includes: The United Kingdom, Latvia, Spain,
Estonia, Russia, New Zealand, Poland, Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Iceland, and Finland.
Notably, Nordic countries are heavily represented among this group. This could be due
to misalignment between the sampling procedures on PISA and the distribution of
students within these systems. Turmo (2005) investigates reliabilities among Nordic
countries and notes that while they are lower than in some other systems, they are still
sufficiently high to make estimates of the whole population. Across all the jurisdictions,
the overall mean reliability of the intercept using reading literacy as the outcome variable

was notably high at 0.92.
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To evaluate if mean reading literacy scores vary from school to school in any
specific jurisdiction, the between school variability is examined. Between school
variability indicates how much of the variability in student reading literacy scores lies
between schools (as opposed to between students). In all the jurisdictions in this study,
there is between school variability, but it ranges considerably. Bulgaria, Trinidad and
Tobago, Argentina and Qatar have the highest t¢( (between school variability) at 8139,
7453, 7441, and 7395 respectively. The lowest between school variability’s are in
Iceland, Denmark, Norway and Finland at 1073, 1042, 826, and 537. Student reading
scores are similar across all schools in the latter four systems, and again, Nordic countries
are firmly represented. Low between school variability contributes to Nordic countries
success according to Lie, Linnakyla, and Roe (2003). In their work, Northern Lights on
PISA4, the scholars acknowledge there is still more to be done in reducing between school
variability in Nordic countries and recognize this is essential to reducing low
performance. The average mean between school variability across all the examined
jurisdictions 1s 3517. There is also a wide range of within school variability, as evident
by 6. This is reading literacy variability between individuals within the same school. In
Iceland, Australia, and Albania the within school variability is the highest at 8243, 7586,
and 7011 respectively, whereas in Indonesia, Hungary, and Liechtenstein it is the lowest

out of all the jurisdictions at 3451, 2864, and 2272.

The ICC reveals the proportion of the total variance at the school level. The mean
ICC for the reading literacy outcome across all jurisdictions was 0.39. The ICC range

across all the examined jurisdictions was quite high, ranging from 0.07 for Finland to
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0.71 for Hungary. Seven percent of the variability in reading literacy scores lies between
schools in Finland while 71 percent is between schools in Hungary. Despite the wide
range, the variance is statistically significant in all jurisdictions. While systems with
higher ICCs, such as in Hungary, may be more meaningful than others, there are not strict
guidelines as to what qualifies as a minimum amount of variance needed between schools
for further multilevel modeling (Scherbaum & Ferreter, 2009). As described earlier in
this study, an ICC of 0.15 or higher will automatically be considered reasonable for this
dataset. Three systems have ICCs below this threshold: Finland, Iceland, and Norway at
0.12, 0.10 and 0.07. The low ICCs are another indication of minimal inequality between
schools in these jurisdictions. Since the proportion of variance between schools is the
only variance that can be influenced by school effects, these results will be carefully

considered in the next stages of the model building process.

To calculate the variance in reading literacy scores that lies between individuals,
the school variance is subtracted from 1. So, the largest amount of unexplained variance
is in Finland (92 percent), Norway (90 percent), and Iceland (88 percent) (see Appendix
I, Table 4.3.6). This is expected since the ICCs for these three jurisdictions were also the
lowest. The smallest portion of unexplained variance is in Italy, Slovenia, Netherlands,
and Hungary. In each of these jurisdictions after accounting for between school
variability, less than 40 percent of their variance is left to be explained by differences
between individuals. The unconditional model results for specific jurisdictions will be
revisited in the ‘summary of findings’ after exploring the results from model 1 and model

2.
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Models 1 and 2

The results for model 1 and 2 are presented simultaneously for each jurisdiction.
This allows for easy comparison between the models. The presentation is in a table
format adapted from Chapman (2011). When there is insufficient representation of a
population, the code ‘n/a’ (not applicable) is reported. If there is a lack of variability in
the leadership priorities responses, the symbol ‘n/v’ (not computable due to lack of
variability) will be reported. Details from each model will be discussed after the tables

are presented.
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Table 4.3.7. Albania (Models 1 and 2)

Albania Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
‘ C. eff. ‘ s.e. ‘ Sig. ‘ C. eff. ‘ s.e. ‘ Sig. ‘

Intercept, Yoo 422.58 5.99 <0.001 407.94 36.05 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -61.11 3.77 <0.001 -59.93 4.03 <0.001
Language v, -19.66 13.47 0.15 -19.71 13.38 0.15
Immigrant vy 1.18 13.05 0.93 3.31 12.89 0.80
SES 749 15.33 1.92 <0.001 15.93 1.88 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -29.03 10.06 0.00 -32.32 9.46 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -12.11 35.81 0.74
School Goals - - - 20.53 40.83 0.62
Observe - - - -1.09 23.49 0.96
Perform - - - 7.04 32.72 0.83
Suggestions - - - -33.05 17.12 0.06
Monitor - - - 2.10 13.59 0.88
Teach Problems - - - -11.00 14.42 0.45
Update - - - 11.44 15.96 0.48
Class Activities - - - 29.88 14.86 0.05
Exam Results - - - -17.42 11.15 0.12
Curriculum - - - 13.42 16.73 0.42
Class Problems - - - 25.61 23.32 0.27
Behavior - - - -27.49 25.27 0.28
Take Over - - -
Lessons 14.30 8.62 0.10
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.14 0.14
Between Schools 0.35 0.44

Total Residual 0.49 0.58
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Table 4.3.8. Azerbaijan (Models 1 and 2)

Azerbaijan Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. s.e. Sig. C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig.
Intercept 380.02 4.96 <0.001 399.68 10.49 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender vy -22.35 2.38 <0.001 -22.63 2.38 <0.001
Language v, 4.79 5.50 0.39 1.57 5.95 0.79
Immigrant ysg 4.59 6.81 0.50 7.72 6.62 0.25
SES 7y40 10.19 1.20 <0.001 9.86 1.42 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor

Location y,, -14.94 9.29 0.11 -20.28 9.79 0.04

School- Leadership Priorities

PD - - - 30.78 16.41 0.06
School Goals - - - 1.70 14.48 0.91
Observe - - - -56.20 17.17 0.00
Perform - - - -7.68 16.66 0.65
Suggestions - - - 9.08 38.92 0.82
Monitor - - - 91.93 54.53 0.09
Teach Problems - - - 4.01 15.01 0.79
Update - - - -6.59 19.09 0.73
Class Activities - - - -104.10 31.80 0.00
Exam Results - - - 0.18 11.84 0.99
Curriculum - - - 1.76 12.92 0.89
Class Problems - - - 12.53 21.75 0.57
Behavior - - - 20.15 9.11 0.05
Take Over Lessons - - - -18.78 11.34 0.10
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.05 0.07
Between Schools 0.13 0.26
Total Residual 0.18 0.33
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Table 4.3.9. Argentina (Models 1 and 2)

Argentina Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. l s.c. | Sig. C. eff. ‘ s.e. | Sig.
Intercept 403.08 7.30 <0.001 292.45 29.96 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -28.84 2.65 <0.001 -28.98 2.71 <0.001
Language v, -36.54 14.69 0.02 -37.98 14.74 0.01
Immigrant y3o -23.26 10.03 0.02 -24.06 9.65 0.01
SES v40 12.36 1.55 <0.001 12.10 1.54 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -58.84 16.73 <0.001 -44.24 15.60 0.01
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 17.29 36.60 0.64
School Goals - - - -3.56 45.06 0.94
Observe - - - -12.78 13.19 0.33
Perform - - - 29.49 21.28 0.17
Suggestions - - - 4.02 28.46 0.89
Monitor - - - 12.29 16.88 0.47
Teach Problems - - - 34.32 19.92 0.09
Update - - - -13.51 18.19 0.46
Class Activities - - - -18.12 15.07 0.23
Exam Results - - - -4.06 16.02 0.80
Curriculum - - - 14.72 17.02 0.39
Class Problems - - - 26.59 25.19 0.30
Behavior - - - 24.06 20.02 0.23
Take Over - - -
Lessons -0.36 13.06 0.98
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.05 0.06
Between Schools 0.25 0.32
Total Residual 0.30 0.38
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Table 4.3.10. Australia (Models 1 and 2)

Australia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
‘ C. eff. s.e. Sig. C. eff. ‘ s.e. ‘ Sig. |

Intercept 534.09 2.63 <0.001 517.15 17.86 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -36.52 1.90 <0.001 -36.35 1.89 <0.001
Language vy -14.35 3.84 <0.001 -16.12 3.99 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -3.10 3.02 0.31 -2.23 297 0.45
SES v40 31.08 1.38 <0.001 31.02 1.39 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -30.93 7.09 <0.001 -18.62 8.25 0.03
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -0.01 19.72 1.00
School Goals - - - 21.43 21.76 0.33
Observe - - - -16.04 6.86 0.02
Perform - - - -15.98 8.05 0.05
Suggestions - - - 0.48 6.01 0.94
Monitor - - - 3.54 5.09 0.49
Teach Problems - - - 6.95 9.50 0.47
Update - - - 11.33 7.89 0.15
Class Activities - - - -1.66 5.83 0.78
Exam Results - - - 2.28 5.65 0.69
Curriculum - - - 12.31 12.34 0.32
Class Problems - - - 6.16 7.53 0.41
Behavior - - - -18.99 7.08 0.01
Take Over - - -
Lessons 1.24 4.82 0.80

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.09 0.09

Between Schools 0.37 0.37

Total Residual 0.46 0.46
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Table 4.3.11. Austria (Models 1 and 2)

Austria Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 464.54 6.16 <0.001 508.73 24.87 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -21.61 2.77 <0.001 -21.47 2.45 <0.001
Language v -19.25 4.11 <0.001 -18.55 3.56 <0.001
Immigrant s, -30.34 5.35 <0.001 -28.69 4.76 <0.001
SES 749 13.41 1.76 <0.001 13.79 1.59 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -26.95 13.66 0.05 -31.62 13.39 0.02
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -7.09 14.51 0.63
School Goals - - 7.19 15.76 0.65
Observe - - 5.88 9.26 0.53
Perform - - -7.93 9.16 0.39
Suggestions - - 16.93 10.30 0.10
Monitor - - -9.21 13.90 0.51
Problems - - 5.60 13.80 0.69
Update - - -18.17 11.12 0.10
Class Activities - - 2.20 9.82 0.82
Exam Results - - -15.38 11.06 0.17
Curriculum - - -2.17 10.86 0.84
Class Problems - - 25.09 20.94 0.23
Behavior - - -52.11 17.81 0.00
Take Over - -
Lessons -13.71 9.31 0.14

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.05 0.08

Between Schools 0.26 0.31

Total Residual 0.31 0.39
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Table 4.3.12. Belgium (Models 1 and 2)

Belgium Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C eff: [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig.
Intercept 508.69 4.51 <0.001 461.70 39.67 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender vy -16.79 2.01 <0.001 -17.59 2.02 <0.001
Language v -9.22 2.92 0.00 -10.40 293 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -18.29 4.40 <0.001 -17.75 4.47 <0.001
SES y40 14.90 1.31 <0.001 14.76 1.31 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor

Location y, 5.99 31.12 0.85 31.27 36.83 0.40

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - -17.82 18.29 0.33
School Goals - - - 15.21 25.66 0.55
Observe - - - 32.53 9.30 <0.001
Perform - - - 10.95 9.22 0.24
Suggestions - - - -8.35 9.10 0.36
Monitor - - - -39.53 9.78 <0.001
Teach Problems - - - 17.02 12.02 0.16
Update - - - -0.81 11.32 0.94
Class Activities - - - -1.49 11.82 0.90
Exam Results - - - 9.29 9.39 0.32
Curriculum - - - 5.47 10.26 0.60
Class Problems - - - 66.68 27.24 0.02
Behavior - - - -39.26 16.59 0.02
Take Over Lessons - - - 22.96 15.76 0.15
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.04 0.09
Between Schools 0.22 0.39
Total Residual 0.26 0.48
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Table 4.3.13. Brazil (Models 1 and 2)

Brazil Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C eff: | s.e. | Sig.

Intercept 419.56 3.32 <0.001 335.20 18.13 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -27.14 1.70 <0.001 -27.24 1.71 <0.001
Language v -39.77 10.78 <0.001 -39.62 10.83 <0.001
Immigrant s, -52.67 19.09 0.01 -51.83 18.95 0.01
SES 749 7.35 0.92 <0.001 7.05 0.93 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -57.35 10.00 <0.001 -39.62 10.83 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 6.19 12.70 0.63
School Goals - - - 49.68 18.13 0.01
Observe - - - -4.95 6.76 0.46
Perform - - - -4.66 10.75 0.66
Suggestions - - - 22.95 9.79 0.02
Monitor - - - -4.37 11.88 0.71
Teach Problems - - - 14.68 13.52 0.28
Update - - - 0.53 10.79 0.96
Class Activities - - - 1.73 9.44 0.85
Exam Results - - - 23.35 11.59 0.04
Curriculum - - - 14.40 10.58 0.17
Class Problems - - - 4.34 16.03 0.79
Behavior - - - -37.79 19.20 0.05
Take Over - - -
Lessons -2.53 6.04 0.68

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.04 0.05

Between Schools 0.21 0.28

Total Residual 0.25 0.33
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Table 4.3.14. Bulgaria (Models 1 and 2)

Bulgaria Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. C. eff. | s.e. | Sig.
Intercept 447.00 6.53 <0.001 486.87 63.43 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -44.07 3.23 <0.001 -45.93 3.39 <0.001
Language v -32.40 6.11 <0.001 -34.13 5.88 <0.001
Immigrant s, -32.64 13.32 0.01 -33.44 13.26 0.01
SES v40 15.22 1.95 <0.001 14.57 1.94 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -82.53 16.29 <0.001 -72.74 17.78 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - n/v n/v n/v
School Goals - - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - - -17.12 38.32 0.66
Perform - - - -4.42 27.55 0.87
Suggestions - - - 17.02 15.84 0.28
Monitor - - - -40.13 42.37 0.35
Teach Problems - - - 19.10 21.74 0.38
Update - - - -87.65 41.69 0.04
Class Activities - - - 39.38 25.19 0.12
Exam Results - - - -5.95 13.43 0.66
Curriculum - - - 49.03 45.15 0.28
Class Problems - - - -11.55 30.07 0.70
Behavior - - - 2.69 29.52 0.93
Take Over - - -
Lessons -1.51 13.52 0.91
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.09 0.12
Between Schools 0.41 0.48
Total Residual 0.50 0.60

Note: n/v = not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.15. Canada (Models 1 and 2)

Canada Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C eff: [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig.

Intercept 542.88 1.86 <0.001 528.51 12.83 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -32.91 1.69 <0.001 -32.88 1.69 <0.001
Language v, -7.87 3.03 0.01 -8.32 3.02 0.01
Immigrant y3 -13.71 3.47 <0.001 -14.24 3.58 <0.001
SES 749 24.65 1.14 <0.001 24.62 1.14 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -20.62 4.81 <0.001 -20.70 5.19 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -6.54 7.62 0.39
School Goals - - - 0.17 8.93 0.99
Observe - - - 2.23 3.79 0.56
Perform - - - -7.21 5.26 0.17
Suggestions - - - 9.26 4.44 0.04
Monitor - - - 0.38 3.57 0.92
Teach Problems - - - -7.33 7.96 0.36
Update - - - 1.56 7.43 0.83
Class Activities - - - -1.35 4.41 0.76
Exam Results - - - 0.61 3.64 0.87
Curriculum - - - 2.94 5.84 0.62
Class Problems - - - 23.44 9.84 0.02
Behavior - - - -2.48 9.25 0.79
Take Over - - -
Lessons 2.03 4.06 0.62

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.08 0.12

Between Schools 0.31 0.47

Total Residual 0.39 0.59
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Table 4.3.16. Chile (Models 1 and 2)

Chile Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 4.69 <0.001 42391 36.57 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v 2.70 <0.001 -19.13 2.69 <0.001
Language v 13.95 <0.001 -50.50 13.91 <0.001
Immigrant ys 9.66 0.93 -0.62 9.53 0.95
SES 749 1.26 <0.001 9.98 1.28 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; 16.78 <0.001 -85.90 17.87 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -2.01 20.81 0.92
School Goals - - - 44.44 25.02 0.08
Observe - - - -13.76 8.86 0.12
Perform - - - 21.65 21.97 0.33
Suggestions - - - -9.05 16.35 0.58
Monitor - - - 6.65 10.28 0.52
Teach Problems - - - 10.67 14.99 0.48
Update - - - 15.92 16.31 0.33
Class Activities - - - -15.35 11.91 0.20
Exam Results - - - 3.42 13.94 0.81
Curriculum - - - 0.51 16.89 0.98
Class Problems - - - -1.40 29.77 0.96
Behavior - - - -47.55 19.52 0.02
Take Over - - -
Lessons 7.63 9.79 0.44

Proportional Variance Explained

Within Schools 0.03 0.03

Between Schools 0.31 0.45

Total Residual 0.34 0.48

237



Table 4.3.17. Shanghai-China (Models 1 and 2)

Shanghai-China Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| Ceff | s.e. | Sig. Ceff | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 570.67 3.98 <0.001 604.49 19.65 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -30.87 1.96 <0.001 -31.25 1.99 <0.001
Language v, -37.92 8.82 <0.001 -39.03 8.86 <0.001
Immigrant s -6.65 9.74 0.50 -2.65 9.63 0.78
SES v49 5.85 1.17 <0.001 593 1.18 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 22.09 15.77 0.17
School Goals - - - -35.30 15.07 0.02
Observe - - - 38.34 10.96 <0.001
Perform - - - -4.02 8.50 0.64
Suggestions - - - -54.60 35.69 0.13
Monitor - - - 7.32 9.13 0.42
Teach Problems - - - 13.39 11.02 0.23
Update - - - 9.74 12.82 0.45
Class Activities - - - -5.20 12.69 0.68
Exam Results - - - 22.23 10.46 0.04
Curriculum - - - 18.76 17.91 0.30
Class Problems - - - -34.38 11.86 0.00
Behavior - - - -22.16 12.79 0.09
Take Over Lessons - - - -8.12 11.53 0.48

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.07 0.08

Between Schools 0.18 0.40

Total Residual 0.25 0.48
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Table 4.3.18. Taipei (Chinese Taipei) (Models 1 and 2)

Taipei Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 514.21 3.86 <0.001 486.96 46.90 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender vy -37.84 2.39 <0.001 -37.26 2.30 <0.001
Language vy -8.07 2.77 0.00 -8.30 2.79 0.00
Immigrant 3, -16.87 9.93 0.09 -17.77 10.01 0.08
SES v49 17.90 1.54 <0.001 17.93 1.52 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor

Location yy, n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - 87.25 28.76 0.00
School Goals - - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - - -49.78 16.62 0.00
Perform - - - 3.41 10.02 0.73
Suggestions - - - 15.68 11.44 0.17
Monitor - - - 24.66 16.50 0.14
Teach Problems - - - -38.54 12.18 0.00
Update - - - 23.80 25.89 0.36
Class Activities - - - -0.55 13.22 0.97
Exam Results - - - -35.46 14.39 0.02
Curriculum - - - -56.47 17.74 0.00
Class Problems - - - 24.13 25.66 0.35
Behavior - - - 20.59 18.66 0.27
Take Over - - -
Lessons 6.27 8.92 0.48

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.10 0.12

Between Schools 0.22 0.45

Total Residual 0.32 0.57

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.19. Colombia (Models 1 and 2)

Colombia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
‘ C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. ‘ s.e. ‘ Sig.
Intercept 421.06 3.99 <0.001 393.55 32.31 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender v -9.67 2.80 <0.001 -9.62 2.80 <0.001
Language v -56.28 20.86 0.01 -56.18 20.69 0.01
Immigrant y3 -6.98 12.57 0.58 -6.22 12.43 0.62
SES 7y40 11.85 1.27 <0.001 12.10 1.29 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y, -28.87 10.12 0.01 -24.24 10.70 0.02

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - 6.94 27.81 0.80
School Goals - - - 16.39 15.64 0.30
Observe - - - -0.44 8.13 0.96
Perform - - - -6.91 10.37 0.51
Suggestions - - - 2,11 13.38 0.88
Monitor - - - 28.18 13.31 0.04
Teach Problems - - - 9.34 11.51 0.42
Update - - - -3.65 17.30 0.83
Class Activities - - - 4.19 13.38 0.75
Exam Results - - - 6.56 14.07 0.64
Curriculum - - - -18.19 13.84 0.19
Class Problems - - - -16.36 12.49 0.19
Behavior - - - 7.52 20.97 0.72
Take Over - - -
Lessons -8.80 8.63 0.31

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.02 0.02

Between Schools 0.33 0.38

Total Residual 0.35 0.40
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Table 4.3.20. Croatia (Models 1 and 2)

Croatia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 492.94 4.17 <0.001 520.52 54.12 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender v, -32.10 2.57 <0.001 -32.96 2.63 <0.001
Language v, 4.69 8.44 0.58 6.04 8.17 0.46
Immigrant y3o -8.75 4.11 0.03 -9.56 4.13 0.02
SES v40 12.89 1.61 <0.001 12.53 1.59 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y, -21.73 22.56 0.34 2.36 10.20 0.82

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - -19.59 17.25 0.26
School Goals - - - 29.96 24.99 0.23
Observe - - - 1.24 8.96 0.89
Perform - - - 36.62 14.49 0.01
Suggestions - - - 0.70 15.84 0.97
Monitor - - - -5.42 35.67 0.88
Teach Problems - - - 8.64 20.58 0.68
Update - - - 19.09 11.98 0.11
Class Activities - - - 4.47 35.06 0.90
Exam Results - - - -27.21 11.33 0.02
Curriculum - - - 10.80 27.24 0.69
Class Problems - - - -84.23 29.01 0.00
Behavior - - - n/v n/v n/v
Take Over - - -
Lessons 5.12 10.38 0.62

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.06 0.09

Between Schools 0.26 0.41

Total Residual 0.32 0.50

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.21. Czech Republic (Models 1 and 2)

Czech Republic Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. s.c. Sig. C. eff. s.c. Sig.
Intercept 494.82 491 <0.001 532.81 36.42 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -34.63 2.85 <0.001 -34.78 2.82 <0.001
Language v, -2.05 12.80 0.87 -3.80 13.30 0.78
Immigrant y3 -10.82 10.17 0.29 -11.25 10.32 0.28
SES v40 17.36 1.97 <0.001 17.62 2.01 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -30.46 8.67 <0.001 -24.54 8.75 0.01
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -28.17 15.79 0.08
School Goals - - - -29.52 22.75 0.20
Observe - - - -28.08 7.54 <0.001
Perform - - - 13.35 12.49 0.29
Suggestions - - - -2.70 10.07 0.79
Monitor - - - 10.39 11.70 0.38
Teach Problems - - - -4.60 11.21 0.68
Update - - - -30.36 20.22 0.14
Class Activities - - - 26.98 10.90 0.01
Exam Results - - - 7.44 8.04 0.36
Curriculum - - - 38.75 13.03 0.00
Class Problems - - - 1991 18.67 0.29
Behavior - - - -40.22 9.38 <0.001
Take Over Lessons - - - -1.30 8.99 0.89
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.07 0.10
Between Schools 0.26 0.43
Total Residual 0.33 0.53
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Table 4.3.22. Denmark (Models 1 and 2)

Denmark Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 2.62 <0.001 527.75 11.47 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, 2.67 <0.001 -29.63 2.64 <0.001
Language v, 5.12 <0.001 -27.94 5.06 <0.001
Immigrant s 5.63 <0.001 -22.59 5.65 <0.001
SES v49 1.50 <0.001 30.78 1.49 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, 4.45 0.01 -11.97 4.45 0.01
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 9.87 5.11 0.06
School Goals - - - 1.53 5.62 0.79
Observe - - - -0.34 4.14 0.94
Perform - - - 1.72 4.48 0.70
Suggestions - - - 1.90 3.66 0.60
Monitor - - - 2.82 3.89 0.47
Teach Problems - - - -3.49 6.81 0.61
Update - - - -3.44 5.44 0.53
Class Activities - - - -3.94 4.60 0.39
Exam Results - - - -2.14 4.87 0.66
Curriculum - - - 0.81 4.54 0.86
Class Problems - - - -13.73 13.19 0.31
Behavior - - - -7.53 9.94 0.45
Take Over - - -
Lessons -1.77 4.53 0.70

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.13 0.15

Between Schools 0.55 0.49

Total Residual 0.68 0.64
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Table 4.3.23. Estonia (Models 1 and 2)

Estonia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 525.19 4.67 <0.001 537.47 21.34 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -42.94 2.65 <0.001 -43.19 2.64 <0.001
Language vy -36.19 6.77 <0.001 -35.96 6.66 <0.001
Immigrant s -9.77 9.22 0.29 -9.43 9.12 0.31
SES v49 19.30 1.71 <0.001 19.29 1.70 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy; -10.51 7.55 0.17 -10.39 7.05 0.14
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -13.78 13.88 0.32
School Goals - - - 2.18 13.83 0.88
Observe - - - 3.68 8.32 0.66
Perform - - - -7.77 9.86 0.43
Suggestions - - - -0.28 8.04 0.97
Monitor - - - 1.72 8.76 0.85
Teach Problems - - - -1.87 12.32 0.88
Update - - - -2.87 12.87 0.82
Class Activities - - - -7.15 7.82 0.36
Exam Results - - - -2.35 7.27 0.75
Curriculum - - - 8.15 10.93 0.46
Class Problems - - - 15.17 11.47 0.19
Behavior - - - -7.79 14.77 0.60
Take Over - - -
Lessons -7.69 8.15 0.35

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.11 0.12

Between Schools 0.32 0.40

Total Residual 0.43 0.52
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Table 4.3.24. Finland (Models 1 and 2)

Finland Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 2.09 <0.001 574.51 17.01 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, 2.31 <0.001 -54.14 2.32 <0.001
Language v, 6.47 <0.001 -49.33 6.35 <0.001
Immigrant s 9.77 0.04 -16.83 9.75 0.086
SES v49 1.52 <0.001 28.17 1.49 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, 7.04 0.38 -1.41 7.00 0.841
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 0.27 5.26 0.96
School Goals - - - 1.25 5.36 0.82
Observe - - - 3.85 6.58 0.56
Perform - - - 343 3.99 0.39
Suggestions - - - -3.52 4.49 0.43
Monitor - - - -4.52 4.09 0.27
Teach Problems - - - 3.25 5.57 0.56
Update - - - 1.75 8.36 0.84
Class Activities - - - 3.26 5.01 0.52
Exam Results - - - -5.91 6.58 0.37
Curriculum - - - -2.91 4.92 0.56
Class Problems - - - -1.99 14.64 0.89
Behavior - - - -7.17 9.92 0.47
EZE:OSSVGT - - - 223 4.10 0.59

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.19 0.20

Between Schools 0.28 0.48

Total Residual 0.47 0.68
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Table 4.3.25. Germany (Models 1 and 2)

Germany Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 510.25 4.94 <0.001 563.96 25.69 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -29.87 2.04 <0.001 -30.28 2.07 <0.001
Language v, -7.86 4.70 0.10 -7.76 4.61 0.10
Immigrant s, -18.83 5.59 0.00 -18.02 5.66 0.00
SES 749 12.83 1.36 <0.001 12.93 1.34 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -60.80 18.87 0.00 -53.41 20.99 0.01
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -23.64 11.98 0.05
School Goals - - - -3.65 12.20 0.77
Observe - - - 13.30 9.98 0.18
Perform - - - -5.25 10.15 0.61
Suggestions - - - 4.27 9.63 0.66
Monitor - - - 5.18 11.78 0.66
Teach Problems - - - 14.69 9.96 0.14
Update - - - -18.78 10.07 0.06
Class Activities - - - 0.35 9.64 0.97
Exam Results - - - -14.38 11.94 0.23
Curriculum - - - -4.98 10.79 0.65
Class Problems - - - -8.73 17.13 0.61
Behavior - - - -8.96 13.29 0.50
Take Over - - -
Lessons -24.81 10.00 0.01

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.08 0.10

Between Schools 0.21 0.34

Total Residual 0.29 0.44
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Table 4.3.26. Greece (Models 1 and 2)

Greece Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 5.47 <0.001 535.14 32.62 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, 2.42 <0.001 -37.42 2.49 <0.001
Language v, 11.58 0.06 -18.46 13.00 0.16
Immigrant y3o 6.45 0.35 -7.17 6.59 0.28
SES 749 1.44 <0.001 17.76 1.43 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, 24.34 0.94 -5.90 21.32 0.78
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -5.74 10.34 0.58
School Goals - - - 30.15 12.95 0.02
Observe - - - 4.20 18.55 0.82
Perform - - - -3.65 11.06 0.74
Suggestions - - - -3.68 11.21 0.74
Monitor - - - 0.05 10.56 1.00
Teach Problems - - - -8.31 15.67 0.60
Update - - - -44.45 14.67 0.00
Class Activities - - - 5.09 12.80 0.69
Exam Results - - - -6.89 11.85 0.56
Curriculum - - - -3.89 10.90 0.72
Class Problems - - - 23.61 31.39 0.45
Behavior - - - -15.62 20.64 0.45
Take Over - - -
Lessons -16.36 9.71 0.09

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.08 0.10

Between Schools 0.33 0.34

Total Residual 0.41 0.44
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Table 4.3.27. Hong Kong (Models 1 and 2)

Hong Kong Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 547.72 4.43 <0.001 601.77 25.25 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -23.56 2.56 <0.001 -23.16 2.54 <0.001
Language vy -23.94 6.19 <0.001 -27.31 6.08 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -3.60 2.87 0.21 -3.22 2.86 0.26
SES v49 -3.60 2.87 0.21 3.73 1.33 0.01
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - n/v n/v n/v
School Goals - - -16.53 36.99 0.66
Observe - - -28.47 10.01 0.02
Perform - - -66.29 19.04 <0.001
Suggestions - - n/v n/v n/v
Monitor - - -16.91 11.04 0.13
Teach Problems - - 14.41 12.06 0.23
Update - - 40.31 17.22 0.02
Class Activities - - -14.99 13.76 0.28
Exam Results - - 1.39 14.63 0.92
Curriculum - - 43.94 30.97 0.16
Class Problems - - -6.56 15.35 0.67
Behavior - - -0.99 15.62 0.95
Take Over - -
Lessons -11.02 9.09 0.23
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.03 0.06
Between Schools 0.14 0.27
Total Residual 0.17 0.33

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.28. Hungary (Models 1 and 2)

Hungary Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
‘ C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. ‘ s.e. ‘ Sig.
Intercept 6.92 <0.001 462.88 69.38 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, 2.18 <0.001 -24.12 2.19 <0.001
Language v, 8.60 0.04 -18.79 8.28 0.03
Immigrant y3o 6.17 0.54 4.96 6.10 0.42
SES 749 1.35 <0.001 10.24 1.41 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, 15.06 <0.001 -65.29 15.85 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 21.79 27.75 0.43
School Goals - - - 61.26 70.38 0.39
Observe - - - 1.60 13.65 0.91
Perform - - - 1.32 15.33 0.93
Suggestions - - - -20.83 14.59 0.16
Monitor - - - -7.83 18.72 0.68
Teach Problems - - - -10.54 19.64 0.59
Update - - - 2.58 24.73 0.92
Class Activities - - - -24.63 16.11 0.13
Exam Results - - - -1.75 14.12 0.58
Curriculum - - - 10.36 19.00 0.59
Class Problems - - - -13.08 27.31 0.63
Behavior - - - -23.24 32.75 0.48
Take Over - - -
Lessons 20.25 12.78 0.12
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.05 0.05
Between Schools 0.28 0.34
Total Residual 0.33 0.39
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Table 4.3.29. Iceland (Models 1 and 2)

Iceland Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 518.81 4.19 <0.001 530.63 14.61 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -45.61 3.62 <0.001 -46.29 3.72 <0.001
Language v -51.28 13.72 <0.001 -51.58 12.33 <0.001
Immigrant s, -0.32 9.39 0.97 -0.43 8.30 0.96
SES 749 25.14 1.79 <0.001 25.24 1.71 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, 10.31 7.30 0.16 2.64 7.40 0.72
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 5.35 12.69 0.67
School Goals - - - -11.10 11.65 0.34
Observe - - - -4.08 6.33 0.52
Perform - - - -4.39 7.62 0.57
Suggestions - - - -11.18 8.07 0.17
Monitor - - - -5.82 6.84 0.40
Teach Problems - - - -16.10 9.00 0.08
Update - - - -2.33 11.80 0.84
Class Activities - - - -4.51 6.49 0.49
Exam Results - - - -7.89 7.73 0.31
Curriculum - - - 19.27 10.38 0.07
Class Problems - - - n/v n/v n/v
Behavior - - - 19.82 9.59 0.04
Take Over - - -
Lessons 16.18 7.68 0.04

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.12 0.14

Between Schools 0.14 0.64

Total Residual 0.26 0.78

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.30. Indonesia (Models 1 and 2)

Indonesia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. s.e. Sig. C. eff. s.e. Sig.
Intercept 417.40 4.15 <0.001 423.56 28.32 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -28.77 1.61 <0.001 -28.78 1.61 <0.001
Language v 5.29 241 0.03 4.92 2.36 0.04
Immigrant vy -36.76 12.08 0.00 -39.62 12.62 0.00
SES v40 3.81 1.20 0.01 3.70 1.21 0.01
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy; -30.56 7.77 <0.001 -26.21 8.00 0.00
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 14.54 10.35 0.16
School Goals - - - -11.75 26.52 0.66
Observe - - - -6.11 10.57 0.56
Perform - - - 13.55 10.57 0.20
Suggestions - - - -6.56 20.11 0.75
Monitor - - - -0.54 8.70 0.95
Teach Problems - - - -5.61 12.13 0.64
Update - - - 4.79 14.96 0.75
Class Activities - - - 13.26 14.67 0.37
Exam Results - - - -8.23 11.46 0.47
Curriculum - - - -8.31 13.56 0.54
Class Problems - - - 9.70 10.08 0.34
Behavior - - - -5.06 15.85 0.75
Take Over - - - -17.78 7.36 0.02
Lessons
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.08 0.09
Between Schools 0.21 0.23
Total Residual 0.29 0.32
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Table 4.3.31. Ireland (Models I and 2)

Ireland Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 4.30 <0.001 557.68 28.68 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, 4.40 <0.001 -34.36 4.33 <0.001
Language v, 9.67 <0.001 -37.27 8.93 <0.001
Immigrant y3o 4.50 0.76 3.65 4.44 041
SES 749 1.88 <0.001 30.29 1.87 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, 11.05 0.11 -15.12 9.08 0.10
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -1.23 17.14 0.94
School Goals - - - -16.89 12.35 0.17
Observe - - - 7.43 10.28 0.47
Perform - - - 0.05 8.36 1.00
Suggestions - - - 18.07 7.41 0.02
Monitor - - - -1.49 7.36 0.84
Teach Problems - - - -8.40 9.97 0.40
Update - - - -14.08 9.96 0.16
Class Activities - - - 5.17 10.05 0.61
Exam Results - - - -7.81 8.90 0.38
Curriculum - - - 9.65 11.73 0.41
Class Problems - - - -17.15 13.86 0.22
Behavior - - - 5.52 20.58 0.79
Take Over - - -
Lessons -20.00 7.87 0.01

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.09 0.10

Between Schools 0.40 0.57

Total Residual 0.49 0.67
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Table 4.3.32. Israel (Models 1 and 2)

Israel Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C.eff. s.e. Sig. | Ceff | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 482.51 6.07 <0.001 562.69 35.26 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -32.59 3.09 <0.001 -33.12 3.24 <0.001
Language v, 8.56 5.72 0.14 9.94 5.54 0.07
Immigrant s, -19.75 5.81 <0.001 -19.24 5.70 <0.001
SES 749 18.94 1.96 <0.001 20.78 1.91 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, 5.93 20.59 0.77 9.82 17.19 0.57
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 18.07 16.69 0.28
School Goals - - - -55.51 21.79 0.02
Observe - - - -41.66 11.71 <0.001
Perform - - - -4.07 15.04 0.79
Suggestions - - - -11.33 15.83 0.48
Monitor - - - 6.18 10.58 0.56
Teach Problems - - - -20.06 16.61 0.23
Update - - - 6.25 16.62 0.71
Class Activities - - - -1.99 11.69 0.87
Exam Results - - - -1.91 15.68 0.90
Curriculum - - - 38.96 14.07 0.01
Class Problems - - - -31.95 15.27 0.04
Behavior - - - -2.59 24.10 0.92
Take Over - - -
Lessons -8.64 11.97 0.47

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.05 0.10

Between Schools 0.18 0.41

Total Residual 0.23 0.51
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Table 4.3.33. Italy (Models 1 and 2)

Italy Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 3.68 <0.001 435.14 51.59 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, 1.40 <0.001 -28.33 1.43 <0.001
Language v, 1.87 0.02 -5.17 1.88 0.01
Immigrant y3 3.02 <0.001 -35.19 3.01 <0.001
SES 749 0.69 <0.001 7.03 0.70 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, 11.96 <0.001 -47.40 12.61 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -24.53 14.84 0.10
School Goals - - - 18.73 18.55 0.31
Observe - - - -21.89 7.03 0.00
Perform - - - -9.91 9.06 0.27
Suggestions - - - 5.02 8.00 0.53
Monitor - - - -3.76 9.18 0.68
Teach Problems - - - -3.88 14.24 0.79
Update - - - -7.86 20.89 0.71
Class Activities - - - 8.08 10.11 0.42
Exam Results - - - -6.04 7.40 0.41
Curriculum - - - 19.75 12.03 0.10
Class Problems - - - 56.37 34.02 0.10
Behavior - - - 14.35 32.43 0.66
Take Over - - -
Lessons -4.30 8.43 0.61

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.05 0.07

Between Schools 0.19 0.33

Total Residual 0.24 0.40
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Table 4.3.34. Japan (Models 1 and 2)

Japan Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance

| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 531.20 5.22 <0.001 517.46 4.57 <0.01
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender y;o -27.34 243 <0.001 -30.43 3.61 <0.001
Language v, -62.52 25.41 0.01 -58.89 25.54 0.02
Immigrant ysg -7.67 16.76 0.65 -9.61 16.56 0.56
SES 740 5.66 1.69 <0.001 8.56 3.52 0.05

Level 2: Diversity Factor

Location yy, n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - -4.46 14.80 0.76
School Goals - - - 9.98 14.84 0.50
Observe - - - -19.33 12.82 0.13
Perform - - - 19.76 10.78 0.07
Suggestions - - - 5.36 11.94 0.65
Monitor - - - 10.23 10.85 0.35
Teach Problems - - - -28.01 10.23 0.01
Update - - - -17.08 10.67 0.11
Class Activities - - - 17.37 12.53 0.17
Exam Results - - - 36.41 10.46 <0.001
Curriculum - - - -15.54 11.33 0.17
Class Problems - - - 38.78 11.72 0.00
Behavior - - - -51.20 11.54 <0.001
Take Over - - -
Lessons -2.40 12.48 0.85

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.03 0.01

Between Schools 0.07 0.71

Total Residual 0.10 0.72
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Table 4.3.35. Jordan (Models 1 and 2)

Jordan Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 434.23 4.03 <0.001 333.90 35.82 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender vy -49.82 6.13 <0.001 -45.53 5.71 <0.001
Language v -22.16 7.12 0.002 -21.54 7.25 0.00
Immigrant y3o -7.05 5.57 0.21 -6.41 5.55 0.25
SES 749 17.63 1.39 <0.001 17.60 1.41 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -43.82 12.48 <0.001 -41.55 11.37 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 11.67 5.22 0.04
School Goals - - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - - n/v n/v n/v
Perform - - - 57.31 5.97 <0.001
Suggestions - - - 2.46 12.24 0.20
Monitor - - - -0.59 14.34 0.97
Teach Problems - - - 17.68 13.62 0.20
Update - - - n/v n/v n/v
Class Activities - - - -88.73 26.44 <0.001
Exam Results - - - 3.05 10.42 0.77
Curriculum - - - 14.60 10.39 0.16
Class Problems - - - n/v n/v n/v
Behavior - - - 90.55 17.19 <0.001
Take Over - - -
Lessons -6.21 11.96 0.60
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.05 0.05
Between Schools 0.46 0.60
Total Residual 0.51 0.65

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.36. Kazakhstan (Models 1 and 2)

Kazakhstan Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| s.e. | Sig. | C eff: | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 5.50 <0.001 434.15 49.95 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v 2.30 <0.001 -39.53 2.27 <0.001
Language v, 3.92 0.49 -0.56 4.12 0.89
Immigrant s 5.32 0.09 -7.84 5.77 0.18
SES 7v49 1.83 <0.001 20.98 1.90 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, 7.74 0.04 -14.04 7.55 0.07
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -41.30 19.71 0.04
School Goals - - - -4.94 26.70 0.85
Observe - - - -35.20 17.27 0.04
Perform - - - 24.22 10.32 0.02
Suggestions - - - -28.45 20.72 0.17
Monitor - - - 39.42 11.64 <0.001
Teach Problems - - - 0.74 10.05 0.94
Update - - - 40.75 18.14 0.03
Class Activities - - - -2.73 23.83 0.91
Exam Results - - - -14.47 7.77 0.06
Curriculum - - - 1.57 11.10 0.89
Class Problems - - - -2.68 11.89 0.82
Behavior - - - -0.14 15.79 0.99
Take Over - - -
Lessons 8.30 10.76 0.44

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.11 0.14

Between Schools 0.22 0.33

Total Residual 0.33 0.47
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Table 4.3.37. Korea (Models 1 and 2)

Korea Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 3.63 <0.001 561.05 8.39 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, 3.42 <0.001 -32.48 2.62 <0.001
Language v, 28.52 0.08 -50.63 36.03 0.16
Immigrant ys 17.73 0.99 0.21 18.41 0.99
SES 40 1.44 <0.001 -50.63 36.03 0.16
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; 13.97 <0.001 62.09 12.32 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 9.45 12.51 0.45
School Goals - - - -1.56 12.20 0.90
Observe - - - -4.12 8.26 0.62
Perform - - - -1.70 9.34 0.86
Suggestions - - - -16.16 9.75 0.10
Monitor - - - 19.98 9.53 0.04
Teach Problems - - - -7.92 8.52 0.36
Update - - - -1.91 7.89 0.81
Class Activities - - - 2.07 9.21 0.82
Exam Results - - - 5.35 9.67 0.58
Curriculum - - - 2.63 7.96 0.74
Class Problems - - - -10.15 11.04 0.36
Behavior - - - -2.34 8.40 0.78
Take Over - - -
Lessons -2.79 15.47 0.86

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.05 0.05

Between Schools 0.28 0.51

Total Residual 0.33 0.56
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Table 4.3.38. Kyrgyzstan (Models 1 and 2)

Kyrgyzstan Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C eff: s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 364.27 7.31 <0.001 326.45 35.94 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -50.11 2.59 <0.001 -49.58 2.61 <0.001
Language vy 5.39 4.32 0.21 7.05 4.33 0.11
Immigrant y3 -1.17 8.61 0.89 0.59 8.54 0.95
SES 7v49 17.71 1.53 <0.001 17.69 1.53 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -50.29 8.19 <0.001 -43.07 7.58 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 21.20 9.95 0.04
School Goals - - - 1.41 11.57 0.90
Observe - - - -2.81 21.36 0.90
Perform - - - 0.35 11.64 0.98
Suggestions - - - -7.91 14.17 0.58
Monitor - - - 29.78 23.39 0.21
Teach Problems - - - 29.37 13.76 0.03
Update - - - 3.71 24.84 0.88
Class Activities - - - -37.98 15.04 0.01
Exam Results - - - -10.03 8.67 0.25
Curriculum - - - 19.02 10.27 0.07
Class Problems - - - -5.11 9.88 0.61
Behavior - - - -10.69 11.61 0.36
Take Over - - -
Lessons 16.82 7.93 0.04

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.13 0.15

Between Schools 0.41 0.54

Total Residual 0.54 0.69
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Table 4.3.39. Latvia (Models 1 and 2)

Latvia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 511.09 4.04 <0.001 514.47 21.06 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -45.50 2.51 <0.001 -46.16 2.55 <0.001
Language vy -5.62 7.60 0.46 -4.10 8.51 0.63
Immigrant s -0.66 8.66 0.94 -0.17 8.67 0.98
SES v49 19.95 1.89 <0.001 20.77 2.05 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -18.10 6.42 0.01 -13.88 5.56 0.01
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -5.26 18.45 0.78
School Goals - - - -23.57 14.88 0.12
Observe - - - -8.59 7.45 0.25
Perform - - - 31.04 16.48 0.06
Suggestions - - - 20.70 7.61 0.01
Monitor - - - -9.75 8.34 0.24
Teach Problems - - - -0.76 8.72 0.93
Update - - - -5.24 11.08 0.64
Class Activities - - - -9.70 8.60 0.26
Exam Results - - - -4.25 7.08 0.55
Curriculum - - - -5.15 7.41 0.49
Class Problems - - - 3.16 7.62 0.68
Behavior - - - 13.52 7.78 0.08
Take Over - - -
Lessons 2.49 5.97 0.68

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.13 0.16

Between Schools 0.44 0.68

Total Residual 0.57 0.86
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Table 4.3.40. Liechtenstein (Models 1 and 2)

Liechtenstein Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C eff: [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig.
Intercept 512.29 15.38 <0.001 506.68 19.52 0.00
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender vy, -21.79 5.88 <0.001 -21.70 7.20 0.01
Language v, -31.44 8.77 <0.001 -32.06 11.30 0.02
Immigrant y3o 0.59 6.48 0.93 2.72 8.48 0.75
SES v40 1.42 3.62 0.70 1.37 4.75 0.78
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -40.62 38.84 0.32 86.97 37.08 0.14
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 180.65 38.99 0.04
School Goals - - - -52.23 25.98 0.18
Observe - - - 283.86 86.12 0.08
Perform - - - 82.28 43.37 0.20
Suggestions - - - -226.85 73.01 0.09
Monitor - - - 17.38 28.16 0.60
Teach Problems - - - -99.64 29.68 0.08
Update - - - -56.46 32.46 0.22
Class Activities - - - * * *
Exam Results - - - * * *
Curriculum - - - * * *
Class Problems - - - * * *
Behavior - - - * * *
Take Over - - - * * *
lessons
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.07 0.07
Between Schools 0.16 0.16
Total Residual 0.23 0.23

*Insufficient DF for analysis
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Table 4.3.41. Lithuania (Models 1 and 2)

Lithuania Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 497.40 4.01 <0.001 516.18 21.22 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -52.71 2.50 <0.001 -53.08 2.49 <0.001
Language v, -12.27 6.57 0.06 -11.28 6.22 0.07
Immigrant y3 -9.35 18.82 0.62 -8.23 18.43 0.66
SES 749 20.69 1.42 <0.001 20.79 1.41 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -20.50 5.72 <0.001 -19.11 5.78 0.00
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - 4.11 16.88 0.81
School Goals - - -28.43 23.76 0.23
Observe - - -17.11 5.68 0.00
Perform - - -24.09 11.09 0.03
Suggestions - - 1.75 7.45 0.82
Monitor - - 8.90 6.07 0.14
Teach Problems - - -3.85 6.95 0.58
Update - - -5.02 9.39 0.59
Class Activities - - 0.02 6.35 1.00
Exam Results - - 1.62 6.75 0.81
Curriculum - - 13.41 8.88 0.13
Class Problems - - 22.99 9.87 0.02
Behavior - - 1.73 8.60 0.84
Take Over - -
Lessons -2.59 8.08 0.75

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.17 0.19

Between Schools 0.42 0.53

Total Residual 0.59 0.72
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Table 4.3.42. Luxembourg (Models 1 and 2)

Luxembourg Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- [ s.e. | Sig. | C eff: | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 461.83 8.75 <0.001 387.67 30.25 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender vy -35.58 2.58 <0.001 -34.98 3.56 <0.001
Language v, 32.32 3.17 <0.001 30.25 3.93 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -12.44 4.03 0.00 -10.28 4.32 0.02
SES v49 20.83 1.28 <0.001 18.58 2.04 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, 42.11 51.89 0.42 68.05 46.20 0.15
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -5.58 21.01 0.79
School Goals - - - 36.43 23.48 0.13
Observe - - - -14.83 16.22 0.37
Perform - - - 49.92 20.47 0.02
Suggestions - - - -21.08 15.16 0.18
Monitor - - - 21.35 19.95 0.30
Teach Problems - - - 8.81 37.85 0.82
Update - - - -28.64 19.24 0.15
Class Activities - - - 27.41 18.88 0.16
Exam Results - - - -5.25 19.65 0.79
Curriculum - - - 5.42 20.17 0.79
Class Problems - - - 32.14 20.48 0.13
Behavior - - - -5.58 21.01 0.79
Take Over - - -
Lessons 36.43 23.48 0.13
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.15
Between Schools 0.22
Total Residual 0.37
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Table 4.3.43. Macao-China (Models I and 2)

Macao-China Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 496.87 6.51 <0.001 439.98 44.53 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -21.78 2.12 <0.001 -22.54 2.07 <0.001
Language v, -47.37 7.88 <0.001 -38.44 6.39 <0.001
Immigrant y3 3.02 2.50 0.23 2.77 2.66 0.30
SES v49 6.60 1.66 <0.001 6.71 1.66 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - n/v n/v n/v
School Goals - - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - - 28.61 17.69 0.12
Perform - - - -19.44 10.17 0.07
Suggestions - - - -23.26 20.11 0.26
Monitor - - - -18.65 11.06 0.10
Teach Problems - - - 52.11 13.30 <0.001
Update - - - 16.09 12.26 0.20
Class Activities - - - -45.47 16.10 0.01
Exam Results - - - 2.45 10.45 0.82
Curriculum - - - 23.21 18.78 0.23
Class Problems - - - -1.53 20.54 0.94
Behavior - - - 55.60 17.34 0.00
Take Over - - -
Lessons -26.81 10.97 0.02
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.04 0.05
Between Schools 0.19 0.50
Total Residual 0.23 0.55

Note: n/v = not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.44. Mexico (Models 1 and 2)

Mexico Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 439.84 2.63 <0.001 431.12 14.17 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -18.62 1.11 <0.001 -19.15 1.13 <0.001
Language v, -17.98 4.67 <0.001 -23.18 4.86 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -22.52 4.48 <0.001 -20.84 4.62 <0.001
SES v49 6.52 0.54 <0.001 6.37 0.57 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -54.66 6.44 <0.001 -48.19 5.80 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 28.14 10.21 0.01
School Goals - - - -24.02 11.52 0.04
Observe - - - 7.90 5.79 0.17
Perform - - - -7.67 13.59 0.57
Suggestions - - - -2.42 8.14 0.77
Monitor - - - -0.41 6.72 0.95
Teach Problems - - - -13.94 8.61 0.11
Update - - - 14.69 11.02 0.18
Class Activities - - - -13.84 9.40 0.14
Exam Results - - - -10.94 5.10 0.03
Curriculum - - - 3.19 8.81 0.72
Class Problems - - - 26.46 8.48 0.00
Behavior - - - 5.97 10.72 0.58
Take Over - - - -10.34 1.66 <0.001
Lessons

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.03 0.05

Between Schools 0.42 0.39

Total Residual 0.45 0.44
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Table 4.3.45. Montenegro (Models 1 and 2)

Montenegro Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. | C eff: | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 420.16 9.98 <0.001 554.41 29.89 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -40.60 3.70 <0.001 -41.34 3.77 <0.001
Language v, -11.62 11.87 0.33 -16.94 13.01 0.20
Immigrant y3 4.63 3.81 0.23 5.05 4.24 0.24
SES v40 12.85 1.38 <0.001 12.96 1.37 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -54.92 29.54 0.07 -37.66 25.19 0.14
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 18.72 14.99 0.22
School Goals - - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - - -16.26 15.95 0.31
Perform - - - -49.43 15.19 0.00
Suggestions - - - 8.65 22.09 0.70
Monitor - - - n/v n/v n/v
Teach Problems - - - -7.28 16.47 0.66
Update - - - n/v n/v n/v
Class Activities - - - -23.13 31.20 0.46
Exam Results - - - 10.97 15.38 0.48
Curriculum - - - n/v n/v n/v
Class Problems - - - n/v n/v n/v
Behavior - - - -70.87 16.03 <0.001
Take Over - - -
Lessons -34.58 16.22 0.04
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.08 0.09
Between Schools 0.36 0.53
Total Residual 0.44 0.62

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.46. Netherlands (Models 1 and 2)

Netherlands Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. | C eff: | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 516.62 591 <0.001 505.64 29.47 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender vy -17.13 1.84 <0.001 -17.00 1.82 <0.001
Language vy -13.06 5.86 0.03 -13.69 6.13 0.03
Immigrant y3 -9.48 5.23 0.07 -9.48 5.18 0.07
SES 749 6.98 1.36 <0.001 6.93 1.37 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -20.77 39.06 0.60 37.97 39.94 0.34
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 0.10 22.54 1.00
School Goals - - - -2.80 27.21 0.92
Observe - - - 2.44 11.72 0.84
Perform - - - 11.55 13.74 0.40
Suggestions - - - 16.20 12.04 0.18
Monitor - - - -5.93 10.87 0.59
Teach Problems - - - 2.75 14.91 0.85
Update - - - -31.85 15.91 0.05
Class Activities - - - 6.59 16.43 0.69
Exam Results - - - 30.15 13.95 0.03
Curriculum - - - 14.12 15.66 0.37
Class Problems - - - -9.88 16.56 0.55
Behavior - - - -5.63 15.31 0.71
Take Over - - -
Lessons -45.68 14.81 0.00

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.04 0.05

Between Schools 0.09 0.24

Total Residual 0.13 0.29
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Table 4.3.47. New Zealand (Models 1 and 2)

New Zealand Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 550.85 2.62 <0.001 594.27 22.75 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -48.00 3.02 <0.001 -47.99 3.03 <0.001
Language vy -45.61 4.78 <0.001 -46.71 4.76 <0.001
Immigrant s 7.23 3.60 0.05 7.44 3.59 0.04
SES v49 39.90 1.94 <0.00 40.35 1.86 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -19.61 9.89 0.05 -14.33 10.18 0.16
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -51.09 9.66 <0.001
School Goals - - - 32.05 16.82 0.06
Observe - - - -7.86 4.99 0.12
Perform - - - -27.34 14.84 0.07
Suggestions - - - 9.80 5.14 0.06
Monitor - - - -8.98 5.29 0.09
Teach Problems - - - -11.54 7.71 0.14
Update - - - 2.19 8.86 0.81
Class Activities - - - -0.01 5.79 1.00
Exam Results - - - 5.23 7.18 0.47
Curriculum - - - -11.05 12.44 0.38
Class Problems - - - 15.84 7.12 0.03
Behavior - - - 4.87 8.83 0.58
Take Over - - -
Lessons 0.00 5.79 1.00

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.15 0.16

Between Schools 0.62 0.86

Total Residual 0.77 1.02
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Table 4.3.48. Norway (Models 1 and 2)

Norway Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 533.52 2.87 <0.001 540.85 14.18 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -48.42 2.62 <0.001 -48.39 2.62 <0.001
Language vy -38.54 5.75 <0.001 -38.33 5.63 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -11.57 6.50 0.08 -11.93 6.44 0.07
SES v49 31.97 2.00 <0.001 32.28 2.00 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -10.05 6.26 0.11 -11.04 5.82 0.06
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 13.12 7.27 0.07
School Goals - - - -10.94 9.22 0.24
Observe - - - -3.68 5.27 0.49
Perform - - - 10.22 5.01 0.04
Suggestions - - - -7.23 4.76 0.13
Monitor - - - -1.27 4.45 0.78
Teach Problems - - - 11.38 9.46 0.23
Update - - - -1.72 7.81 0.83
Class Activities - - - 6.29 4.64 0.18
Exam Results - - - -9.48 4.90 0.06
Curriculum - - - 4.49 5.62 0.43
Class Problems - - - -12.97 8.18 0.11
Behavior - - - -11.50 8.96 0.20
Take Over - - -
Lessons 9.63 5.50 0.08

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.16 0.18

Between Schools 0.27 0.49

Total Residual 0.43 0.67

269



Table 4.3.49. Panama (Models 1 and 2)

Panama Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 378.27 9.20 <0.001 315.16 24.63 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender vy -17.42 4.57 <0.001 -16.81 4.52 0.00
Language v, -7.43 9.84 0.45 -10.90 9.42 0.25
Immigrant y3 -6.11 8.85 0.50 -6.55 8.73 0.47
SES 749 4.21 1.96 0.03 4.44 1.90 0.02
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -79.34 18.47 <0.001 -72.51 16.42 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -37.30 21.14 0.08
School Goals - - - 52.52 21.79 0.02
Observe - - - -9.89 21.50 0.65
Perform - - - -0.56 24.90 0.98
Suggestions - - - 40.42 30.10 0.19
Monitor - - - 21.43 17.97 0.24
Teach Problems - - - 19.02 22.09 0.39
Update - - - 27.93 17.00 0.10
Class Activities - - - -51.54 18.51 0.01
Exam Results - - - -36.12 21.98 0.10
Curriculum - - - 40.80 17.78 0.03
Class Problems - - - 20.36 24.49 0.41
Behavior - - - -37.15 26.30 0.16
Take Over - - -
Lessons 30.85 13.26 0.02

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.02 0.05

Between Schools 0.24 0.36

Total Residual 0.26 0.41
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Table 4.3.50. Peru (Models 1 and 2)

Peru Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 381.83 5.12 <0.001 353.94 30.64 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -11.98 2.52 <0.001 -11.98 2.56 <0.001
Language v -25.52 6.84 <0.001 -27.35 5.90 <0.001
Immigrant s, -25.07 13.07 0.06 -25.99 12.49 0.04
SES 749 11.89 1.20 <0.001 12.16 1.21 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -64.47 9.36 <0.001 -57.76 8.14 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -3.59 12.80 0.78
School Goals - - - -41.70 31.43 0.19
Observe - - - -5.54 10.00 0.58
Perform - - - 8.08 11.86 0.50
Suggestions - - - 26.94 14.07 0.06
Monitor - - - 15.84 9.11 0.08
Teach Problems - - - -4.30 8.94 0.63
Update - - - 18.52 13.25 0.16
Class Activities - - - 15.00 12.52 0.23
Exam Results - - - -3.65 8.62 0.67
Curriculum - - - 13.46 17.52 0.44
Class Problems - - - -0.53 10.73 0.96
Behavior - - - 3.11 17.29 0.86
Take Over - - -
Lessons -22.01 7.78 0.01

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.02 0.03

Between Schools 0.45 0.55

Total Residual 0.47 0.58
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Table 4.3.51. Poland (Models 1 and 2)

Poland Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
‘ C. eff. | s.e. ‘ Sig. C. eff. | s.e. Sig.

Intercept 531.03 3.09 <0.001 553.32 27.15 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -49.00 2.51 <0.001 -48.97 2.52 <0.001
Language vy -52.27 15.80 <0.001 -51.77 16.00 0.00
Immigrant y3 -6.38 23.32 0.78 -7.76 23.51 0.74
SES v40 34.57 1.61 <0.001 34.44 1.60 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -10.61 4.56 0.02 -10.61 4.33 0.02
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -7.03 10.35 0.50
School Goals - - - -8.41 14.66 0.57
Observe - - - -22.98 7.79 0.00
Perform - - - 10.87 15.30 0.48
Suggestions - - - -15.56 5.58 0.01
Monitor - - - -24.01 12.03 0.05
Teach Problems - - - 2.82 6.96 0.69
Update - - - 34.07 16.93 0.05
Class Activities - - - 12.30 9.83 0.21
Exam Results - - - 4.30 5.99 0.47
Curriculum - - - 2.12 591 0.72
Class Problems - - - 12.68 20.41 0.54
Behavior - - - -26.83 10.50 0.01
Take Over - - -
Lessons 1.59 4.18 0.71

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.18 0.18

Between Schools 0.53 0.63

Total Residual 0.71 0.81
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Table 4.3.52. Portugal (Models 1 and 2)

Portugal Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. l s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. s.c. Sig.
Intercept 505.48 3.31 <0.001 456.78 30.96 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -33.94 2.08 <0.001 -34.51 2.10 <0.001
Language vy -14.99 8.61 0.08 -13.09 8.60 0.13
Immigrant y3 -5.50 4.58 0.23 -6.75 4.53 0.14
SES v40 19.30 1.06 <0.001 19.68 1.04 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -24.69 8.80 0.01 -25.88 10.24 0.01
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 0.75 11.50 0.95
School Goals - - - 32.61 14.01 0.02
Observe - - - -5.11 12.55 0.68
Perform - - - -15.12 8.68 0.08
Suggestions - - - 0.70 6.67 0.92
Monitor - - - 8.18 5.80 0.16
Teach Problems - - - 18.88 11.58 0.11
Update - - - -2.32 8.06 0.77
Class Activities - - - -7.53 5.80 0.20
Exam Results - - - 4.49 6.52 0.49
Curriculum - - - -7.52 11.91 0.53
Class Problems - - - 32.10 26.19 0.22
Behavior - - - -10.01 14.73 0.50
Take Over - - -
Lessons -13.96 13.66 0.31
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.10 0.12
Between Schools 0.43 0.55
Total Residual 0.53 0.67
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Table 4.3.53. Qatar (Models 1 and 2)

Qatar Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 390.27 7.46 <0.001 551.37 50.61 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -34.85 6.61 <0.001 -39.00 5.90 <0.001
Language v, -13.08 3.56 <0.001 -14.25 3.51 <0.001
Immigrant y3 34.17 2.93 <0.001 36.23 2.71 <0.001
SES 749 7.85 1.58 <0.001 11.26 1.79 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -21.58 15.72 0.17 -11.63 12.83 0.37
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - 8.22 23.03 0.72
School Goals - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - n/v n/v n/v
Perform - - -123.14 38.42 0.00
Suggestions - - 42.90 27.03 0.12
Monitor - - -64.09 31.58 0.04
Teach Problems - - 13.97 20.81 0.50
Update - - -68.78 27.95 0.02
Class Activities - - 54.19 27.32 0.05
Exam Results - - -10.04 14.95 0.50
Curriculum - - 21.64 15.88 0.18
Class Problems - - 92.31 32.63 0.01
Behavior - - -136.22 43.27 0.00
Take Over - -
Lessons 10.67 12.49 0.39
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.04 0.06
Between Schools 0.24 0.40
Total Residual 0.28 0.46

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.54. Romania (Models I and 2)

Romania Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | s.e. | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 436.03 4.96 <0.001 405.25 41.84 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender vy -14.53 2.54 <0.001 -14.79 2.61 <0.001
Language v -13.41 7.43 0.08 -11.33 7.67 0.15
Immigrant y3 -1.03 13.38 0.94 -1.80 13.17 0.89
SES 740 11.93 1.50 <0.001 12.23 1.54 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y, -29.36 17.73 0.10 -32.65 16.42 0.05

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - -105.26 11.33 <0.001
School Goals - - - -33.31 40.13 0.41
Observe - - - -6.77 9.95 0.50
Perform - - - 104.08 21.24 <0.001
Suggestions - - - -10.76 12.53 0.39
Monitor - - - -36.37 12.53 0.00
Teach Problems - - - 4.63 20.71 0.82
Update - - - -26.38 35.26 0.46
Class Activities - - - 115.92 44.15 0.01
Exam Results - - - -0.71 18.97 0.97
Curriculum - - - -9.52 9.78 0.33
Class Problems - - - n/v n/v n/v
Behavior - - - 28.97 15.10 0.06
Take Over - - -
Lessons 5.54 10.22 0.59

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.17 0.19

Between Schools 0.12 0.32

Total Residual 0.29 0.51

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.55. Russia (Models 1 and 2)

Russia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 484.83 3.72 <0.001 559.33 45.86 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -41.50 2.27 <0.001 -41.25 2.29 <0.001
Language vy -20.33 5.82 <0.001 -22.54 5.73 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -6.93 4.84 0.16 -6.77 4.76 0.16
SES 7v49 24.08 1.80 <0.001 24.44 1.87 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -4.69 6.23 0.45 -4.58 6.68 0.49
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -10.77 23.32 0.65
School Goals - - - -24.29 10.55 0.04
Observe - - - -17.78 9.81 0.07
Perform - - - 9.40 7.49 0.21
Suggestions - - - -20.29 8.69 0.02
Monitor - - - 28.99 15.86 0.07
Teach Problems - - - -0.10 6.51 0.99
Update - - - -23.38 37.13 0.53
Class Activities - - - 23.68 13.24 0.08
Exam Results - - - -1.70 5.66 0.76
Curriculum - - - -28.14 9.88 0.01
Class Problems - - - 0.06 15.90 1.00
Behavior - - - -15.37 7.01 0.03
Take Over - - -
Lessons -2.62 6.41 0.68

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.11 0.13

Between Schools 0.21 0.45

Total Residual 0.32 0.58
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Table 4.3.56. Serbia (Models 1 and 2)

Serbia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. ‘ s.e. ‘ Sig.
Intercept 449.68 433 <0.001 441.37 29.74 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender v, -28.27 2.18 <0.001 -29.63 2.18 <0.001
Language v, -15.70 7.59 0.04 -16.64 7.73 0.03
Immigrant ysg 1.73 4.72 0.71 2.04 4.60 0.66
SES 7y40 10.41 1.20 <0.001 10.90 1.21 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, 2191 28.72 0.45 26.35 31.54 0.41

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - -5.16 23.51 0.83
School Goals - - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - - -10.54 9.04 0.25
Perform - - - 4.39 13.54 0.75
Suggestions - - - 5.83 20.82 0.78
Monitor - - - 3.49 10.00 0.73
Teach Problems - - - 24.13 24.76 0.33
Update - - - 19.83 15.77 0.21
Class Activities - - - -2.51 12.63 0.84
Exam Results - - - -35.33 14.39 0.02
Curriculum - - - -8.33 10.62 0.43
Class Problems - - - -3.67 30.41 0.90
Behavior - - - 15.42 26.38 0.56
Take Over - - -
Lessons -2.22 8.68 0.80

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.04 0.06

Between Schools 0.22 0.39

Total Residual 0.26 0.45

Note: n/v = not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.57. Singapore (Models 1 and 2)

Singapore Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |
Intercept 547.73 4.41 <0.001 635.28 44.01 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -26.21 2.15 <0.001 -25.29 2.19 <0.001
Language vy -14.06 2.75 <0.001 -14.05 2.74 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -10.94 3.81 0.01 -11.12 3.78 0.00
SES v49 24.31 1.89 <0.001 24.00 1.91 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - n/v n/v n/v
School Goals - - - n/v nv n/v
Observe - - - 2.58 9.18 0.78
Perform - - - -38.20 22.33 0.09
Suggestions - - - -16.88 25.84 0.52
Monitor - - - 6.33 9.11 0.49
Teach Problems - - - 0.28 13.91 0.98
Update - - - 6.10 12.43 0.63
Class Activities - - - -16.03 22.27 0.47
Exam Results - - - -30.26 14.41 0.04
Curriculum - - - 33.05 23.60 0.16
Class Problems - - - 31.48 22.45 0.16
Behavior - - - -65.79 16.90 <0.001
Take Over - - -
Lessons -12.66 12.67 0.32
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.08 0.10
Between Schools 0.29 0.41
Total Residual 0.37 0.51

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.58. Slovak Republic (Models I and 2)

Slovak Republic Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. s.e. Sig.
Intercept 499.50 4.58 <0.001 545.80 26.38 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender v, -41.14 2.67 <0.001 -41.91 2.64 <0.001
Language v, -33.32 6.76 <0.001 -28.02 6.79 <0.001
Immigrant ys 15.66 11.01 0.16 15.24 10.93 0.17

SES 7y40 16.76 1.64 <0.001 17.62 1.63 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -42.11 7.14 <0.001 -26.89 8.02 <0.001

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - -2.35 27.20 0.93
School Goals - - - 8.15 16.27 0.62
Observe - - - -24.62 11.77 0.04
Perform - - - 10.84 10.40 0.30
Suggestions - - - 3.38 10.96 0.76
Monitor - - - 12.46 12.51 0.32
Teach Problems - - - 10.85 8.93 0.23
Update - - - 7.40 21.46 0.73
Class Activities - - - -23.49 12.18 0.06
Exam Results - - - -3.52 8.73 0.69
Curriculum - - - -7.90 14.25 0.58
Class Problems - - - 21.08 13.48 0.12
Behavior - - - -62.93 12.63 <0.001
Take Over Lessons - - - -3.25 9.30 0.73

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.11 0.14

Between Schools 0.36 0.54

Total Residual 0.47 0.68
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Table 4.3.59. Slovenia (Models 1 and 2)

Slovenia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. ‘ Sig. C. eff. s.e. Sig.
Intercept 483.94 4.93 <0.001 526.87 34.35 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -28.73 2.55 <0.001 -31.17 2.57 <0.001
Language v, -5.16 4.96 0.30 -5.04 4.89 0.30
Immigrant s, -20.51 7.59 0.01 -19.91 7.67 0.01
SES v40 5.92 1.10 <0.001 5.86 1.13 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -29.19 15.57 0.06 -43.16 14.35 0.00
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - -18.16 30.01 0.55
School Goals - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - -28.06 13.15 0.03
Perform - - 15.40 10.48 0.14
Suggestions - - 23.12 11.68 0.05
Monitor - - 43.30 14.56 0.00
Teach Problems - - -28.65 14.67 0.05
Update - - -52.93 19.59 0.01
Class Activities - - -6.60 14.66 0.65
Exam Results - - 5.72 9.49 0.55
Curriculum - - -1.84 14.04 0.90
Class Problems - - 36.82 25.72 0.15
Behavior - - -24.43 15.10 0.11
Take Over - -
Lessons -11.58 9.45 0.22
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.04 0.06
Between Schools 0.19 0.38
Total Residual 0.23 0.44

Note: n/v = not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.60. Spain (Models 1 and 2)

Spain Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. ‘ Sig. C. eff. s.e. Sig.
Intercept 501.29 2.27 <0.001 501.28 14.59 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -27.52 1.67 <0.001 -27.64 1.70 <0.001
Language v, -6.04 3.27 0.07 -8.37 3.40 0.01
Immigrant ysg -43.50 3.20 <0.001 -42.60 3.22 <0.001
SES v40 21.24 0.98 <0.001 21.21 0.98 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -15.18 5.25 0.00 -16.87 5.13 0.00
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - 2.77 5.80 0.63
School Goals - - 3.51 10.04 0.73
Observe - - 8.87 4.64 0.06
Perform - - -4.15 5.51 0.45
Suggestions - - 5.46 4.27 0.20
Monitor - - -1.89 4.38 0.67
Teach Problems - - 9.17 5.84 0.12
Update - - -3.00 5.50 0.59
Class Activities - - 8.28 4.19 0.05
Exam Results - - -8.71 4.33 0.05
Curriculum - - 10.69 8.23 0.19
Class Problems - - -28.62 7.57 <0.001
Behavior - - 6.30 9.65 0.51
Take Over - -
Lessons 2.02 3.60 0.58
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.12 0.14
Between Schools 0.38 0.46
Total Residual 0.50 0.60
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Table 4.3.61. Sweden (Models 1 and 2)

Sweden Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff. [ s.e. | Sig. | C. eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 528.88 2.93 <0.001 517.06 26.88 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -46.59 2.76 <0.001 -46.04 2.73 <0.001
Language v, -31.66 5.60 <0.001 -31.73 5.60 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -29.03 6.83 <0.001 -29.01 6.80 <0.001
SES v49 35.27 1.75 <0.001 35.25 1.74 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -11.14 6.39 0.08 -9.17 6.35 0.15
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 2.37 6.79 0.73
School Goals - - - 20.50 10.88 0.06
Observe - - - 8.49 5.76 0.14
Perform - - - 2.83 7.23 0.70
Suggestions - - - -5.91 5.25 0.26
Monitor - - - -1.74 6.46 0.79
Teach Problems - - - -1.76 7.26 0.81
Update - - - 2.20 7.68 0.78
Class Activities - - - -2.98 5.57 0.59
Exam Results - - - -8.53 5.56 0.13
Curriculum - - - 6.35 9.88 0.52
Class Problems - - - 1.96 24.05 0.94
Behavior - - - -16.02 8.60 0.06
Take Over - - -
Lessons 3.47 7.99 0.66

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.16 0.18

Between Schools 0.45 0.61

Total Residual 0.61 0.79
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Table 4.3.62. Switzerland (Models 1 and 2)

Switzerland Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. s.e. Sig. C. eff. s.e. Sig.
Intercept 518.93 3.87 <0.001 512.11 14.78 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -30.56 2.16 <0.001 -30.87 2.18 <0.001
Language v, -17.67 2.73 <0.001 -17.00 2.70 <0.001
Immigrant y3 -21.02 3.66 <0.001 -20.45 3.62 <0.001
SES 7v49 20.96 1.36 <0.001 20.64 1.39 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -27.32 6.69 <0.001 -24.25 7.55 0.00
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -3.25 8.66 0.71
School Goals - - - -11.91 8.18 0.15
Observe - - - 8.35 6.39 0.19
Perform - - - 5.55 7.14 0.44
Suggestions - - - 4.92 6.48 0.45
Monitor - - - -4.47 7.35 0.54
Teach Problems - - - 7.14 9.54 0.46
Update - - - 0.86 8.21 0.92
Class Activities - - - -4.00 7.58 0.60
Exam Results - - - 8.94 9.30 0.34
Curriculum - - - 17.13 7.22 0.02
Class Problems - - - 10.66 12.91 0.41
Behavior - - - -10.82 9.58 0.26
Take Over - - -
Lessons -12.32 6.97 0.08
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.10 0.12
Between Schools 0.08 0.41
Total Residual 0.18 0.53
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Table 4.3.63. Thailand (Models 1 and 2)

Thailand Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. s.e. Sig.
Intercept 434.83 3.77 <0.001 368.80 34.62 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -33.06 1.96 <0.001 -33.04 1.97 <0.001
Language v, 11.25 2.67 <0.001 10.95 2.63 <0.001
Immigrant vy -11.08 32.23 0.73 -11.51 32.10 0.72
SES v40 7.92 1.02 <0.001 7.69 1.05 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -32.42 5.80 <0.001 -37.84 5.54 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -22.31 20.26 0.27
School Goals - - - 81.75 38.94 0.04
Observe - - - -24.84 9.33 0.01
Perform - - - 33.45 40.13 0.41
Suggestions - - - -9.01 13.08 0.49
Monitor - - - 6.14 22.92 0.79
Teach Problems - - - 3.47 12.57 0.78
Update - - - 45.82 27.86 0.10
Class Activities - - - 26.36 12.30 0.03
Exam Results - - - -8.34 13.22 0.53
Curriculum - - - -54.03 30.26 0.08
Class Problems - - - 13.97 13.16 0.29
Behavior - - - -34.35 8.89 <0.001
Take Over - - -
Lessons 14.27 5.14 0.01
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.08 0.09
Between Schools 0.31 0.44
Total Residual 0.39 0.53
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Table 4.3.64. Trinidad and Tobago (Models 1 and 2)

Trinidad & Tobago Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
‘ C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. s.e. Sig.
Intercept 441.88 8.43 <0.001 422.64 59.36 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v -47.55 283 <0.001 -46.20 2.82 <0.001
Language v, -36.35  9.07 <0.001 -33.57 8.40 <0.001
Immigrant s 2.23 7.08 0.75 2.29 7.71 0.77
SES v49 2.45 1.68 0.15 2.60 1.69 0.13
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -27.00  16.57 0.11 -26.30 15.50 0.09
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 4.49 34.80 0.90
School Goals - - - -62.66 52.86 0.24
Observe - - - -0.52 14.97 0.97
Perform - - - 18.86 22.13 0.40
Suggestions - - - 16.28 31.41 0.61
Monitor - - - -5.76 16.45 0.73
Teach Problems - - - 36.68 28.80 0.21
Update - - - -59.06 26.78 0.03
Class Activities - - - 2.71 26.65 0.92
Exam Results - - - 18.78 24.43 0.44
Curriculum - - - 7.60 26.54 0.78
Class Problems - - - -16.37 45.41 0.72
Behavior - - - 53.26 41.24 0.20
Take Over Lessons - - - 29.84 15.66 0.06
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.08 0.10
Between Schools 0.10 0.25
Total Residual 0.18 0.35
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Table 4.3.65. Tunisia (Models 1 and 2)

Tunisia Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. s.e. Sig.
Intercept 412.25 4.61 <0.001 388.44 43.89 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -20.55 2.02 <0.001 -20.75 2.02 <0.001
Language v, 1.09 19.46 0.96 6.44 19.25 0.74
Immigrant ys -21.35 11.85 0.08 -21.99 11.71 0.07
SES 40 5.34 1.14 <0.001 5.22 1.14 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,, -34.35 16.18 0.04 -27.15 15.29 0.08
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -0.21 11.93 0.99
School Goals - - - 15.79 21.45 0.46
Observe - - - 9.74 14.71 0.51
Perform - - - 18.64 18.92 0.33
Suggestions - - - 2.77 21.82 0.90
Monitor - - - -8.32 10.60 0.43
Teach Problems - - - 4.01 19.65 0.84
Update - - - -13.03 10.85 0.23
Class Activities - - - -15.38 9.10 0.09
Exam Results - - - -12.98 11.55 0.26
Curriculum - - - -3.61 12.94 0.78
Class Problems - - - -25.84 39.45 0.51
Behavior - - - 33.08 13.95 0.02
Take Over - - -
Lessons 9.03 8.61 0.30
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.03 0.04
Between Schools 0.15 0.33
Total Residual 0.18 0.37
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Table 4.3.66. Turkey (Models 1 and 2)

Turkey Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
‘ C. eff. | s.e. ‘ Sig. ‘ C. eff. | s.e. Sig.
Intercept 474.56 5.26 <0.001 467.78 34.02 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -31.04 1.78 <0.001 -31.39 1.76 <0.001
Language vy -6.20 8.20 0.45 -6.04 8.34 0.47
Immigrant y3 -10.63 7.61 0.16 -10.90 7.57 0.15
SES v40 9.70 0.91 <0.001 9.98 0.92 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -99.67 12.72 <0.001 -96.83 13.67 <0.001
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -17.00 9.09 0.06
School Goals - - - 7.47 13.78 0.59
Observe - - - -5.85 11.68 0.62
Perform - - - 1.24 14.18 0.93
Suggestions - - - -9.25 11.19 0.41
Monitor - - - 4.61 10.62 0.67
Teach Problems - - - -0.71 10.38 0.95
Update - - - -3.53 11.74 0.76
Class Activities - - - -5.96 11.30 0.60
Exam Results - - - 15.83 11.51 0.17
Curriculum - - - 29.28 12.56 0.02
Class Problems - - - -57.89 26.23 0.03
Behavior - - - 50.08 23.32 0.03
Take Over - - -
Lessons -5.94 10.75 0.58
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.08 0.08
Between Schools 0.43 0.48
Total Residual 0.51 0.56
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Table 4.3.67. United Arab Emirates (Models 1 and 2)

United Arab Model 1 Model 2
Emirates
Reading performance Reading performance
C. eff. s.c. Sig. C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig.
Intercept 441.54 4.06 <0.001 447.80 1.98 <0.001

Level 1: Diversity Factors

Gender vy -45.00 3.85 <0.001 -49.30 3.49 <0.001
Language v, -4.58 3.08 0.14 -5.89 3.08 0.06

Immigrant s 30.55 2.67 <0.001 31.74 2.71 <0.001
SES y40 30.55 2.67 <0.001 31.74 2.71 <0.001

Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location yy, -1.47 7.77 0.85 1.93 7.81 0.81

School-Leadership Priorities

PD - - - 27.96 28.73 0.33
School Goals - - - 12.78 60.61 0.83
Observe - - - 2.58 16.69 0.88
Perform - - - -19.20 15.33 0.21
Suggestions - - - -8.98 36.33 0.81
Monitor - - - -36.22 14.65 0.01
Teach Problems - - - 50.12 35.45 0.16
Update - - - -27.76 19.60 0.16
Class Activities - - - 7.05 14.39 0.63
Exam Results - - - -7.89 9.84 0.42
Curriculum - - - 30.51 10.44 0.00
Class Problems - - - -49.26 24.37 0.04
Behavior - - - 12.34 29.61 0.68
Take Over Lessons - - - 8.23 7.24 0.26
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.08 0.10
Between Schools 0.10 0.25
Total Residual 0.18 0.35
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Table 4.3.68. United Kingdom (Models 1 and 2)

United Kingdom Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
‘ C. eff. ‘ s.c. ‘ Sig. C. eff. ‘ s.e. ‘ Sig.
Intercept 506.82 3.08 <0.001 470.51 21.14 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -25.03 291 <0.001 -25.15 2.84 <0.001
Language v, -14.67 6.33 0.02 -14.66 6.15 0.02
Immigrant ys3o -4.07 6.81 0.55 -2.29 6.48 0.72
SES 40 30.21 1.84 <0.001 30.61 1.85 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; 11.91 9.49 0.21 15.12 8.76 0.09
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - -8.45 18.51 0.65
School Goals - - - n/v n/v n/v
Observe - - - -1.34 9.10 0.88
Perform - - - 36.25 14.68 0.01
Suggestions - - - -8.69 9.58 0.37
Monitor - - - 5.40 8.29 0.52
Teach Problems - - - 16.90 13.25 0.20
Update - - - -30.05 13.48 0.03
Class Activities - - - -9.01 12.57 0.47
Exam Results - - - -0.40 15.65 0.98
Curriculum - - - 5.29 15.24 0.73
Class Problems - - - 1.84 17.21 0.92
Behavior - - - 27.13 15.82 0.09
Take Over - - -
Lessons 3.50 5.49 0.52
Residual Variance
Within Schools 0.07 0.09
Between Schools 0.40 0.52
Total Residual 0.47 0.61

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.69. United States (Models 1 and 2)

United States Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. | Ceff | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 514.55 4.30 <0.001 547.64 29.64 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -28.50 2.38 <0.001 -28.43 2.39 <0.001
Language vy -0.67 4.92 0.89 -1.56 4.95 0.75
Immigrant y3 -0.36 5.85 0.95 0.05 5.82 0.99
SES v40 28.88 1.66 <0.001 28.97 1.74 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -2.27 10.32 0.83 2.54 10.35 0.81
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - - 53.10 24.49 0.03
School Goals - - - n/v nv nv
Observe - - - -82.68 25.89 0.00
Perform - - - 7.11 20.29 0.73
Suggestions - - - 19.00 17.98 0.29
Monitor - - - 2.27 7.56 0.77
Teach Problems - - - -13.84 18.49 0.46
Update - - - -7.87 21.37 0.71
Class Activities - - - 1.20 14.23 0.93
Exam Results - - - -8.14 9.96 0.42
Curriculum - - - 0.51 10.97 0.96
Class Problems - - - -0.17 23.67 0.99
Behavior - - - -9.29 19.81 0.64
Take Over - - -
Lessons 1.28 8.73 0.88

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.08 0.10

Between Schools 0.43 0.60

Total Residual 0.51 0.70

Note: n/v =not computable due to lack of variability
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Table 4.3.70. Uruguay (Models 1 and 2)

Uruguay Model 1 Model 2
Reading performance Reading performance
| C. eff- | Sig. | C.eff. | s.e. | Sig. |

Intercept 436.03 4.35 <0.001 428.79 46.14 <0.001
Level 1: Diversity Factors
Gender v, -35.75 2.69 <0.001 -36.39 2.66 <0.001
Language v, -17.86 10.07 0.08 -18.31 10.17 0.08
Immigrant y3 -1.87 8.98 0.84 -1.64 8.96 0.86
SES v40 18.01 1.22 <0.001 17.77 1.19 <0.001
Level 2: Diversity Factor
Location y,; -33.72 9.69 <0.001 -23.23 9.32 0.01
School-Leadership Priorities
PD - - -13.15 11.64 0.26
School Goals - - 13.66 21.91 0.53
Observe - - -7.48 18.77 0.69
Perform - - -2.70 13.71 0.84
Suggestions - - 10.57 11.13 0.34
Monitor - - 12.97 10.82 0.23
Teach Problems - - 21.27 16.19 0.19
Update - - -38.03 11.72 0.00
Class Activities - - -0.80 10.83 0.94
Exam Results - - -4.33 9.05 0.63
Curriculum - - 2.94 9.73 0.76
Class Problems - - -18.74 17.93 0.30
Behavior - - 28.03 40.30 0.49
Take Over - -
Lessons 5.34 9.46 0.57

Residual Variance

Within Schools 0.08 0.08

Between Schools 0.39 0.49

Total Residual 0.47 0.57
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Summary

The findings from the models 1s indicate the effect of “being diverse” on reading
literacy achievement between individuals within schools in each jurisdiction. These
models control for gender (males =1, females = 0), immigrant status (immigrant=1,
native=0), home language (different than the PISA test=1, same as test=0), and location
(rural=1, other=0). These variables are fixed effects and are uncentered because the
value 0 for each predictor has a meaning (it represents female, non-immigrants, native
language speakers, and non-rural students). The SES variable (derived from the ESCS
index), discussed in chapter 3 has 0 centered around the grand mean so the intercepts are
adjusted means for school j. The intercept for SES in each model 1, thus, is the expected

outcome for a student in school j predictor X;; = X.

The diversity effects will be examined in detail in chapter 5 but some immediate
findings merit initial recognition. The overall intercept terms yoo (the average reading
literacy achievement for students in each school within a jurisdiction) are similar to those
reported in the unconditional models. Shanghai and Finland still have high averages, the
Czech Republics are somewhat lower, and Kyrgyzstan and Peru averages are even lower.
Gender is strongly and negatively related to reading literacy achievement between
individuals in schools in all sixty-four jurisdictions. In particular, within-school gender
effects are considerably high in Albania and Finland. In approximately one-third of the
jurisdictions, being an “immigrant” is strongly and negatively related to reading literacy
achievement when controlling for the other diversity indicators. The most negative

effects are in Brazil and Spain. Notably, being an immigrant is positively associated with
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reading literacy achievement within schools in three jurisdictions (New Zealand, UAE,
and Qatar). In more than half of the jurisdictions, speaking a language other than that of
the test at home is negatively related to achievement within schools. The largest negative
effects are in Japan, Colombia, and Poland. Speaking a language other than that of the
test at home is positively related to achievement in three jurisdictions — Luxembourg,

Thailand, and Indonesia.

SES scores are statistically significantly different than 0 in all but Hong Kong,
Lichtenstein, and Trinidad and Tobago. In these three systems, SES differences between
individuals in schools are not statistically significantly associated with reading literacy,
when controlling for the other diversity indicators. The largest SES effects, when
controlling for the other diversity indicators, are in New Zealand and Sweden. Attending
school in a rural location is strongly and negatively related to achievement within schools
in over half of the examined jurisdictions. The association is profoundly negative in
Turkey; attending school in a rural area in South Korea, on the other hand, is positively
related to reading literacy achievement. For a holistic overview of these results, see

Appendix I, Results from model 1s, by jurisdiction.

The findings from the models 2s indicate the predicted effect of the leadership
priorities on the level 1 intercept Bo;. While controlling for the five diversity factors
examined in the model 1s, the fourteen leadership priorities were entered at level 2 as
fixed effects. Each predictor was uncentered since the value 0 has meaning (0 = low
priority). Also the slopes distinguish these models from the previous ones. The slope for

each diversity factor was now allowed to vary randomly to see if there is variability in
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slopes between schools within each jurisdiction. As expected, the slopes were
statistically significantly different from 0 in some jurisdictions and not in others. To
allow for later comparison, all five slopes were permitted to vary randomly across all

final models 2s.

A brief overview of the model 2 results is presented here and each leadership
predictor is examined in depth in the next subsection. In just over half of the
jurisdictions, overall intercepts (o) are higher in model 2 than they were in model 1.
The largest gain emerges in Qatar, where model 2s overall intercept increased by 161,
compared to model 1; the smallest gain is in Latvia, with an increase of 3. In the
remaining jurisdictions (just under half), the overall intercepts in model 2 are lower than
they were in model 1, ranging from a 0.01 decline in Spain to 3 points fewer in
Argentina. All fourteen leadership predictors are statistically significantly associated
with reading literacy achievement in at least one jurisdiction. Leadership predictor
behavior is statistically significant at p<0.05 in 19 jurisdictions making it the most
frequent leadership characteristic to be significant across all sixty-four jurisdictions. The
coefficients for this intercept are both negative and positive and range from -136.22 in

Qatar to 90.55 in Japan.

The predictors observe, class problems, take over lessons, performance, update
skills, and exam results are also statistically significant in a notable number of
jurisdictions (ten to sixteen jurisdictions). The coefficients for each of these predictors
also vary and include both negative and positive relationships. The coefficients for

intercept yp4 (observe), are narrowest, ranging from -82.68 in the United States to 38.34 in
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Shanghai. The span of coefficients for intercept ygo (update skills), is slightly larger, from
-87.65 in Bulgaria to 40.75 in Kazakhstan. The coefficients for intercept y,s (take over
lessons) spans from -45.68 in the Netherlands to 39.85 in Panama and the coefficient
range for intercept y;; (class problems) is from -84.23 in Croatia to 92.31 in Qatar. The
range of coefficients for intercept ygs (perform) is the widest, ranging from -123.14 in
Qatar to 104.08 in Romania. Leadership predictor teach problems is statistically
significant at p<0.05 in the fewest jurisdictions, only 5, and its coefficients range from -
38.54 in Taipei to 52.11 in Macao. For a holistic overview of these results, see

Appendix II, Results from model 2s, by jurisdiction.

Review of the Research Questions

The research questions in this study seek to inform school leaders worldwide
about the achievement patterns of diverse students and how their priorities may impact
the reading literacy outcomes of students in their school. The results from question 1
provide a clearer picture of where diverse students are underachieving compared to their

mainstream peers worldwide. It does this by asking:

e Which diversity indicators (gender, immigrant status, home language, socio-
economic status, and geographic location) predict reading literacy achievement in
PISA 2009 jurisdictions when controlling for all other diversity indicators?
The results from question 2 reveal how much time leaders devote to specific activities

and how these efforts associate with students reading literacy outcomes. When an
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association is positive, the achievement scores within a school are predicted to increase

and when it is negative, scores are predicted to decrease. Question 2 asks:

e  Which leadership priorities have an association with student reading literacy
outcomes when controlling for diversity indicators at the school and student levels
in PISA 2009 jurisdictions?

The results for both research questions are detailed below and indicate which systems

merit further investigation in chapter 5.

Question 1: Diverse Student Achievement Worldwide
The model 1s provide the necessary information to identify the jurisdictions
where average reading literacy scores for boys, immigrants, language learners, socio-
economically disadvantaged, and rural students are statistically significantly different
than their mainstream peers. To answer research question 1, each diversity indicator is
explored individually while controlling for the others. A map accompanies these
discussions to situate the results in the educational landscape; grey indicates a system

with a significant gap, black illustrates no gap, and white represents non-participation.
Boys

Gender predicts reading literacy achievement in 100 percent of the jurisdictions,
even after controlling for the other diversity factors. Boy’s reading literacy scores are, on
average, statistically significantly different than girls (see gray shaded countries in Figure

4.4.1).
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Boys in all sixty-four systems —Albania, Azerbaijan, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Shanghai, Taipei, Colombia, Croatia,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Hungary,
Iceland, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Korea, Kyrgyzstan,
Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macao, Mexico, Montenegro, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
Russia, Serbia, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, UAE, Tunisia, Turkey, the United Kingdom, the United
States, and Uruguay — are underperforming compared to their female peers. The
achievement differences between boys and girls in each jurisdiction are greater than

p<0.05.

Figure 4.4.1. Jurisdictions with statistically significant achievement differences in
reading literacy performance between boys and girls on PISA 2009, while controlling
for the other diversity factors

These findings suggest there are no systems that have mastered teaching and

learning strategies that ensure boys perform on par with their female peers. Not even top-
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performing Shanghai or consistently high-performers Finland and Canada have the
complete answer on what schools need to do to ensure equal achievement of boys and
girls. Such a finding is alarming, and mirrors the results reported in this study’s literature
review. Boys’ underachievement is “an international problem” (Martino, 2008, p. 1).
Unpacking specific systems further may reveal some insights into this problem. If, for
example, there are unique practices within systems with the widest or narrowest gender
effects, it could be a useful starting place to consider new strategies. It may also be
worthwhile to inspect practices across performance levels. If gender effects are
consistently narrower in one level than in the other two levels, there may be
commonalities within that performance level contributing to boys’ literacy development.
These hypotheses will be explored in chapter 5. What is certain from these results is that
gender is a universal predictor of reading literacy achievement and boys, on average, are
underperforming compared to girls. If literacy skills are an essential tool for full
participation in twenty-first century society, how long will boys continue

underperforming before we devote more attention and resources to meeting their needs?
Immigrants

In 36 percent of the jurisdictions examined in this study, there is a statistically
significant difference in reading literacy achievement between immigrant and non-
immigrant students (see grey shaded countries in Figure 4.4.2), after controlling for the
other diversity indicators. This includes: Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Canada, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Indonesia, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg,

Mexico, New Zealand, Qatar, Singapore, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the
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UAE. In the remaining countries (shaded black in Figure 4.4.2), after controlling for the
other indicators, there is not a statistically significant gap at p< 0.05. However, it is
important to remember that when controlling for other indicators, some significance can
be disguised. The systems identified as non-significant here may indeed have a
significant achievement gap (at p<0.05) if the other diversity indicators are not controlled
for. Question 1 only investigates this relationship with controls; further analysis is

needed to explore how this association changes if these controls are removed.

Guo (2012) writes immigrants “bring their values, language, culture, religion,

and educational background” when they enter a new country (p. 120). So, understanding

Figure 4.4.2. Jurisdictions with statistically significant and non-significant gaps in
reading literacy achievement between immigrant and non-immigrant students when
controlling for the other diversity indicators

who is entering a system is important in order to interpret these results. This information
may explain the significant gaps that emerge in the results from Western Europe and in
Canada, both of which, as described in the literature review have increased recent

immigrant movement. Parson and Smeeding (2006) also note that country structures and
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cultures can advantage or disadvantage immigrants. It is therefore important to consider
the social and cultural realities within receiving countries as well. What is certain from
these results is that the diversity indicator immigrant is a predictor of reading literacy
achievement in twenty-three systems examined in this study. In the remaining forty-one
systems, when controlling for the other diversity indicators, immigrant is not significant.
If these controls were to be removed, the number of systems with a significant gap is
likely to increase; using controls can bias the estimate of the causal effect of being an
immigrant. A logical next step would be to remove the controls and rerun the analyses.
This study does reveal that even with the controls in thirty-six percent of the systems, the
effect of being an immigrant has a statistically significant association to reading literacy

achievement. The effect size of ‘being an immigrant’ is investigated in chapter 5.
Language Learners

In 64 percent of the systems, there is a statistically significant difference in the
reading literacy performance of students who speak a different language at home than the
language of the PISA test and students who speak the same language at home when

controlling for the other diversity indicators (see gray shaded countries in Figure 4.4.3).

Systems with a significant gap between language learners and non-language
learners include: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile,
Shanghai, Taipei, Colombia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Hong Kong, Hungary, Iceland,
Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Macao, Mexico,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Russia, Serbia, Singapore,

Slovak Republic, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, and the United
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Kingdom. This indicator includes a wider spectrum of subgroups (e.g. Aboriginals,
ethnic minorities, et cetera) in comparison to the prior two diversity indicators that had
clear, definitive boundaries by gender and birth location. The results could also signify
language learners are not being supported as regularly as other diverse students. Colding,
Hummelgaard and Husted (2010) suggest that educational background and parental
professions may explain why some language learners perform better than others.
Students’ exposure to the mainstream language and culture before attending school
impacts their ability to (learn in the language) at school. To analyze these results further,
the subpopulations within the system will need to be identified and their backgrounds

considered.

In the remaining jurisdictions, after controlling for the other diversity indicators,

the difference in reading literacy achievement between the two populations is

Figure 4.4.3. Jurisdictions with statistically significant and non-significant gaps in reading
literacy achievement between language learners and native speakers, when controlling for
the other diversity indicators
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insignificant at p<0.05 (see black shaded countries in Figure 4.4.3). Again, non-
significance does not necessarily mean there is not a significant achievement gap between
the two populations of interest; by holding the other diversity indicators constant, the
effect of being an immigrant on achievement is subject to a potential bias. For instance,
the United States results are non-significant in this subsection but copious research
documents a performance gap between Hispanic and mainstream students (Craft & Slate,
2012). These findings do not dispute this. Rather they affirm Carnoy and Rothstein’s
(2013) findings that “social class inequality is greater in the United States” and that “we
have so many more test takers from the bottom of the social class distribution” (n.p.). It
is therefore reasonable that the social stratification of immigrants is profound in the
United States, so by controlling for SES (along with the other indicators), the effect of
being an immigrant is distorted. The results in this study do affirm that even with the
potential bias of holding all other indicators constant, the effect of being an immigrant is
still significant in 64 percent of the examined jurisdictions. These findings will be

probed in chapter 5.
Socio-Economically Disadvantaged

In 95 percent of the systems in this study, there is a statistically significant
difference between the reading literacy scores of socio-economically disadvantaged and
advantaged students. This means that for every one unit increase on the ESCS index,
there is a statistically significant increase or decrease (p<0.05) on the reading scale for
learners in the following systems: Albania, Azerbaijan, Argentina, Australia, Austria,

Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Shanghai, Taipei, Colombia, Croatia, Czech
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Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Korea, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Macao, Mexico, Montenegro, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Singapore, Slovak
Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, the UAE, Tunisia, Turkey,
the United Kingdom, the United States, and Uruguay (see gray shaded systems in Figure
4.4.4). In all of these systems, disadvantaged students are, on average, underperforming
compared to their peers. This makes lower income students the second most frequent

group to underperform, after boys.

These results affirm that socio-economic status is a strong predictor of reading
achievement worldwide. This finding is well supported by literature (Rothstein, 2004;

Lareau, 2003). Lareau (2003) argues “‘the importance of eliminating poverty and

Figure 4.4.4. Jurisdictions with statistically significant and non-significant associations
between social class and reading literacy performance, when controlling for the other
indicators
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narrowing gaps in social inequality” are not discussed enough in present society (p. 256).
The results in this subsection affirm calls for greater efforts to narrow class stratification;
social class is almost a universal predictor of reading literacy achievement. To ignore
such an indicator would be a travesty. Drawing from the Human Development Index
(HDI) and GINT index, the discussion in the following chapter around social class will
seek to shape a clearer picture of the social class gap. It may be informative to compare
the practices of systems with statistically narrow gaps, such as Slovenia and Japan, to the
practices in the systems with the widest gap (New Zealand, in this case). There is
certainly much work to be done regarding closing the reading achievement gap between
students of different social classes. Allocating attention on how the literacy practices in
schools can be revolutionized to meet the needs of poorer students is of the utmost
importance. Until then, the reading performance of children born into poverty remains

bleak, worldwide.
Rural Pupils

There 1s a statistically significant difference in reading scores between rural
students and those in other locations in 59 percent of the jurisdictions (the six systems
that did not report any rural schools as defined by the terms of this study are not included

in this category) (See Figure 4.4.5).
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The systems with a statistically significant difference in achievement between
rural students and their non-rural peers are: Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Hungary,
Indonesia, Italy, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Korea, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, New
Zealand, Panama, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Spain, Switzerland, Thailand,
Tunisia, Turkey, and Uruguay. After controlling for the diversity indicators, the reading
achievement between rural and non-rural students in the remaining jurisdictions is not

statistically significant different at p<0.05 (see black shaded countries in Figure 4.4.5).

Figure 4.4.5. Jurisdictions with statistically significant and non-significant gaps in reading
literacy achievement between rural and non-rural students, when controlling for the other
indicators

While many geographically large systems have significant rural achievement
gaps, as is the case for Australia, Canada, and Brazil, geographical grandness does not
necessarily lead to a statistically significant gap, as visible by the results in Russia.
Investigating systems both with and without a statistically significant location gap at

p<0.05 may be a useful way to learn more about rural underachievement. As noted in the
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literature review, there is substantial concern about rural education in China, but since no
rural participants participated in PISA 2009, these results cannot speak to this issue. The
large number of significant systems in South America and among Western jurisdictions is
curious. Tayyaba (2012) writes some economically disadvantaged countries funnel
resources into urban centers instead of rural areas simply because the impact reaches
more learners in these locations. This may be a reality in South America where, with the
exception of Chile, all the participating systems have a statistically significant
achievement gap. Shan-Hua, Hsuan-Fu, and Cheng-Cheng (2012) detail how teacher
quality and resources limitations are issues in rural locations. This could be contributing
to the paltry rural performance in some Western jurisdictions. Both hypotheses will be

explored further in the following chapter.

In conclusion, the results from research question 1 reveal that gender and poverty
are the diversity indicators that most frequently predict reading literacy achievement
worldwide. Since the PISA dataset is designed to identify gaps that are larger than the
margin of error, it is a useful tool to showcase these patterns. It does not, however, offer
interpretations on its own. To further explain why gender and poverty most frequently
predict reading achievement worldwide, and why language, location, and immigrant
status (to varying degrees) also predict performance, when controlling for the other
indicators, a deeper inspection of the practices and realities within individual systems
must be explored. Chapter 5 focuses on current literature and interprets demographic

shifts, local populations, policy changes, and societal realities within and across systems.

306



Question 2: Leadership Priorities Associated with Achievement

Controlling for the 5 diversity indicators, the results from the model 2s provide
the necessary information to identify the leadership priorities that have an association
with student reading literacy outcomes. The priorities associated with literacy
achievement differ within jurisdictions, but all leadership variables are statistically
significant in at least two systems. There are no jurisdictions where all fourteen
predictors are statistically significant. This discussion will highlight the coefficients and
standard errors that are statistically significant in each model 2.

The leadership priority PD has an association with student reading literacy
outcomes when controlling for the diversity indicators in Romania, Germany, New
Zealand, the United States, Taipei, Kyrgyzstan, Jordan, and Mexico. In these eight
jurisdictions, there is a statistically significant association between the reading literacy
scores in schools with principals who highly prioritize ensuring professional development
activities align with the teaching goals of the school and the scores in schools with
principals who do not. The relationship is negative in Romania, Germany, and New
Zealand. The predicted loss is largest in Romania. The reading literacy scores of
students attending Romanian schools where principals highly prioritize (reported
‘frequently’ or ‘very often’) ensuring that the professional development activities of
teachers are in accordance with the teaching goals of the school are predicted to be 105
points lower than their Romanian peers in schools where principals report this is a low
priority (‘seldom,’ ‘never’). This may be due to Romania’s new teacher training

program. According to Erbanescu (2009), when Romania entered the European Union,
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the country underwent considerable educational reforms, including shifting away from a
“theoretical and teacher-oriented” approach to a focus “on the needs and interests of
pupils” (p. 49). With this change came new teacher professional workshops and
mentoring. It is possible that leaders who spent time aligning PD sessions to school goals
were not sufficiently focused on helping teachers understand and implement the new
instructional approaches. This is problematic since it could have resulted in some
teachers feeling ill-equipped to properly implement the new approaches into their
teaching and, therefore, may have had a negative impact on student performance.

On the other hand, the association between PD and student achievement is
positive in Taipei, Kyrgyzstan, and Mexico, with the greatest gains occuring in Taipei.
Taiwanese students attending schools where principals highly prioritize PD are predicted
to score eighty-seven points higher than students attending schools where the principal
reported PD as a low priority. This makes sense given the strong focus on effective
professional development in Taiwan (Collinson, Kozina, Lin, Ling, Matheson,
Newcombe, & Zogla, 2009; Chan, 2000; Chang, 2001). Among the professional
development opportunities for teachers in Taiwan are weekly (every Wednesday)
afternoon seminars and workshops. Administrators and teachers select the topics and
presenters for these workshops and therefore have flexibility in how they want to use the
time. Those who opt to connect the new 2004 national curriculum to the PD sessions
may be having a positive impact on the teachers’ understanding of programming. It is
reasonable that such alignment also has had a meaningful effect on lesson preparation

and presentation, ultimately impacting student achievement.
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The leadership priority school goals has an association with students’ reading
literacy outcomes when controlling for the diversity indicators in nine jurisdictions. In
Mexico, Russia, Greece, Portugal, Shanghai, Brazil, Panama, Israel, and Thailand there is
a statistically significant association between school leaders who highly prioritize
ensuring that teachers work according to the school’s educational goals and student
reading literacy achievement. In Thailand, Panama, Brazil, Portugal, and Greece, the
relationship between school goals and student achievement is positive. The greatest gain
appears in Thailand, where students attending schools where principals prioritize
ensuring that teachers work according to the school’s educational goals are predicted to
score 81.75 points higher than students in schools where principals did not prioritize this
activity. This finding echoes the results in literature from Thailand. Kanatabutra (2012),
for example, finds that student performance increases when principals and teachers agree
upon a shared vision and school goals. It is therefore reasonable that Thai principals who
prioritize connecting with teachers to make sure their work aligns with the goals are
viewed as supportive and are having a positive impact on teacher-principal relationships.
As discussed in this study’s literature review, strong communication between principals
and teachers can have a positive impact on student achievement.

In Mexico, Russia, Shanghai, and Israel the association between school leaders
who highly prioritize ensuring that teachers work according to the school’s educational
goals and student reading literacy achievement is negative with the greatest predicted
performance loss is in Israel. Students in Israel that attend a school where the principal

reported a high dedication to school goals are predicted to perform, on average, 55.5
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points below their Israeli peers attending schools where the principal reported this
activity as a low priority. This is likely a reflection of Israel’s heightened sense of
identity. Religious identity is foundational to all the schooling options in Israel (Amara
& Mari, 2002). If school goals reflect their respected religious beliefs, it is reasonable
that teachers already have a solid understanding of how to align these to their work.
Principals focused on this activity, therefore, may be neglecting other aspects of
leadership that are more urgently needed to impact achievement.

The leadership characteristic observe is significant in sixteen jurisdictions,
making it the second most frequent significant predictor in this study. There is a positive
association between school leaders who highly prioritize observing instruction in
classrooms and the reading literacy achievement of students in only two systems,
Shanghai and Belgium. The greatest gains are in Shanghai, where reading literacy scores
in schools with principals who highly prioritize this activity are predicted to be 38.34
points higher than scores in Shanghai schools where principals did not. This is curious
given that principals in China were historically selected as secretaries by the Communist
Party appointed to carry out their policies (Johnson, Meller, Jacobson, & Wong, 2008).
Tan (2013) argues that beyond political engagements, however, the dual observational
process within Shanghai schools may be at the center of why principal observations are
well received and having a positive impact on achievement. This is described in detail in
chapter 5.

In the other fourteen systems that have a statistically significant association

between school leaders who highly prioritize observing instruction in classrooms and the
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reading literacy achievement, the relationship is negative. This includes Australia,
Lithuania, Italy, Poland, Slovak Republic, Thailand, Slovenia, Czech Republic, Hong
Kong, Kazakhstan, Israel, Taipei, Azerbaijan, and the United States. The largest
predicted loss is in the United States, where the reading literacy scores in schools with
principals who highly prioritize observing instruction in classrooms are predicted to be
82.68 lower than scores in US schools where principals did not prioritize this activity.
This makes sense since observation effectiveness is debated in United States literature.
DuFour and Marzano (2009) write “observations by principals fail to evaluate teacher
quality or improve teaching methods” (p. 62). If teacher quality and teaching is not
improving on account of principals prioritizing observations, it is feasible that student
performance is not improving from these efforts. Principals should be observing in
classrooms, but researchers stress Zow the principals observe needs to be reassessed.

This is also explored further in chapter 5.

The leadership characteristic perform is significant in twelve jurisdictions
(Norway, Romania, Kazakhstan, United Kingdom, Croatia, Luxembourg, Qatar,
Australia, Lithuania, Montenegro, Jordan, and Hong Kong). In these jurisdictions, there
is a statistically significant association between school leaders who highly prioritize using
student performance results to develop the school’s educational goals and the reading
literacy achievement of students in their schools. In Norway, Romania, Kazakhstan,
United Kingdom, Croatia, Jordan, and Luxembourg, the relationship is positive. The
greatest predicted gain is in Romania where the reading literacy scores in schools with

principals who highly prioritize using performance results are predicted to be 104.08
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points higher than the scores in Romanian schools with principals who do not prioritize
this activity. So, while aligning PD to school goals had a negative impact, Romanian
leaders who are prioritizing using student achievement scores to develop school goals are
having a positive impact on student achievement. This may be a reflection of the role of
assessments in Romania. Joining the EU triggered reforms and a renewed focus on
internal student assessments. Assessments were “considered a key step in raising the
importance and effectiveness of the internal assessment system (Bethell & Mihail, 2005,
p. 84). It is therefore reasonable that principals who pay attention to student assessment
scores, and use them as a driver for school goals, are having a positive impact on class
performance.

In Qatar, Australia, Lithuania, Montenegro, and Hong Kong, the association
between perform and achievement is negative. The greatest loss is in Qatar, where
reading scores in schools with principals who highly prioritize using performance results
are predicted to be 123.14 points lower than scores in schools where the leader reported
minimal time on this activity. This is logical, since current research suggests improving
instruction in classrooms needs urgent attention in Qatar (Brewer, Augustine, Zillman,
Ryan, Goldman, Staz, & Constant, 2007). It is possible that principals who are focused
on using scores to move the school goals are not spending sufficient time helping
teachers to develop their teaching skills. This will be considered further in chapter 5.

The leadership characteristic suggest is significant in Ireland, Latvia, Brazil,
Slovenia, Canada, Poland, and Russia. In these seven jurisdictions, the association

between principals who highly prioritize giving teachers suggestions as to how they can
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improve their teaching and the reading literacy scores in their schools was statistically
significant. In Poland and Russia, the association is negative; the greatest loss is in
Russia. The reading literacy scores in schools with principals in Russia who highly
prioritize this activity are predicted to be 20.29 points below the scores in schools where
principals did not prioritize this activity. This is likely connected to the increasing
literature suggesting education in Russia is on the decline (Sokolova, 2011). As

described in this study’s literature review, and reported by Sokolova (2011)

There has been a substantial increase in the number of school teachers who do not
have any pedagogical training... 50 percent of Russians think that the teacher’s
profession does not enjoy respect; 65 percent do not recognize the authority of the
teaching profession. Only 46 percent think teachers themselves like their
profession. We are seeing signs of the decline in the social and public prestige of

the teaching profession. (p. 81)

With declining prestige and respect, it is possible that teachers are increasingly
disillusioned by their profession and therefore less receptive to feedback. At a time when
teachers feel they need more support and positive response, especially given their ever-
changing environments, it is possible that headmasters who prioritize discussing ways to
improve are viewed negatively by the faculty. In Ireland, Latvia, Brazil, Slovenia, and
Canada, the scores in schools with principals who highly prioritize giving suggestions
have higher predicted reading literacy scores than those in schools where leaders did not
prioritize this. The greatest predicted gain is in Slovenia where yo¢ (suggest) is 23.12,

meaning that school leaders who prioritize giving suggestions are predicted to have
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reading literacy scores that are 23.12 higher than scores in schools where leaders do not
prioritize this activity. This is reasonable given the ambitious national reforms across
Slovenia aiming to increase literacy (Bregar, 2011; Sinko, 2012). As will be detailed in
chapter 5, Slovenia’s large-scale efforts to promote literacy have increased access and
interest to literary activities across the entire country. Sento¢nik and Rupar (2009) add
that the National Education Institute in Slovenia has promoted distributed leadership
practices which could be having a positive impact on teacher-principal relationships
within schools. It is feasible that these changes are increasing teachers’ eagerness to hear

suggestions aiming to improve their classroom instruction.

The leadership characteristic monitor is significant in nine jurisdictions: Korea,
Colombia, Kazakhstan, Slovenia, Qatar, Belgium, Romania, the UAE, and Poland. In
each of these, there is a statistically significant association between principals who highly
prioritize monitoring student work and the reading literacy scores of learners in their
schools. The relationship is positive in South Korea, Colombia, Kazakhstan, and
Slovenia. Slovenia again rises to the top for gains around this priority. The reading
literacy scores in schools in Slovenia with principals who highly prioritize this activity
are predicted to be 43.50 higher than the scores in schools with principals who do not
prioritize this activity. Sento¢nik and Rupar (2009) would likely attribute this to the
success of the National Education Institute; this will be considered when Slovenia is

showcased in chapter 5.

The association between principals who prioritize monitoring students work and

reading literacy scores is statistically significantly negative in Qatar, Belgium, Romania,
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the UAE and Poland. The greatest predicted loss is in Qatar where the reading literacy
scores in schools with principals who highly prioritize this activity are predicted to be
64.09 lower than the scores in schools with principals who do not prioritize this activity.
As noted earlier, the current challenges around instruction are a major obstacle in Qatar
and will be magnified in chapter 5. It is possible that prioritizing monitoring student
work comes at the expense of focusing on the teaching and learning in classrooms, which

needs initial improvement.

The leadership characteristic teacher problems is significant in five jurisdictions.
In Kyrgyzstan, Macao, Japan, Slovenia, and Taipei, principals who highly prioritize
taking initiative to discuss matters when a teacher has a problem in his/her classroom
had reading literacy scores that were statistically significantly different than scores in
schools where principals did not highly prioritize this activity. The relationship is
positive in Kyrgyzstan and Macao. The greatest predicted gain is in Macao where the
reading literacy scores in schools with principals who highly prioritize this activity are
predicted to be 52.11 points higher than the scores in schools with principals who do not
prioritize this activity. This may be because of cultural realities in Macao. Cheung
(2006) writes that “Macao people are a group of humble and conservative citizens who
might see themselves as lower than other cultural groups” (p. 36). At the same time,
Macanese teachers who have high self-expectations will be motivated to solve problems
that arise in their classroom and may be very appreciative of principals that support them

with struggles.
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In Japan, Slovenia, and Taipei, leaders who highly prioritize taking initiative to
discuss matters when a teacher has a problem in his/her classroom had reading literacy
scores that were statistically significantly lower than scores in schools where principals
did not highly prioritize this activity. The decline is particularly pronounced in Taipei;
the reading literacy scores are predicted to be 38.54 lower than the scores in schools with
principals who do not prioritize this activity. This may be due to the traditional
relationship between principals and teachers in Taiwan. Chen, Chen and Chin-Chung
(2009) describe the relationship between principals and teachers as being a strong
hierarchical structure: the principal has the power and control in the relationship while,
the teachers are seen as inferior. This structure may explain why despite principals’
efforts to prioritize matters when a teacher has a problem in Taiwan, the relationship
between the two populations is not conducive to empowering teachers and therefore does
not improve student outcomes.

The leadership characteristic update skill is significant eleven jurisdictions
(Poland, Hong Kong, Kazakhstan, United Kingdom, Netherlands, Uruguay, Greece,
Slovenia, Trinidad and Tobago, Qatar, and Bulgaria). In each of these jurisdictions, there
is a statistically significant association between principals who highly prioritize informing
teachers about possibilities for updating their knowledge and skills and the reading
literacy achievement of students in their schools. The association is positive in Poland,
Hong Kong, and Kazakhstan. The greatest predicted gain is in Kazakhstan where the
reading literacy scores in schools with principals who highly prioritize this activity are

predicted to be 40.75 higher than the scores in schools with principals who do not
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prioritize this activity. This may be due to teachers’ eagerness to develop their teaching
skills. UNICEF describes teacher quality as an issue in this system, suggesting the
crumbling Soviet school infrastructure, poor teacher pay, and low educational financing
are restricting teacher growth and student outcomes, especially in rural areas (UNICEF,
2010b). With limited resources and training within their schools, it is possible that
teachers are eager and receptive to attend workshops and trainings described by their
principals. If the trainings are helpful they are likely improving their teaching and

instruction and thus boost student outcomes.

In the United Kingdom, Netherlands, Uruguay, Greece, Slovenia, Trinidad and
Tobago, Qatar, and Bulgaria, the association between leadership priority update skill and
achievement is negative, so the reading literacy scores in schools with principals who
highly prioritize this activity are predicted to be lower than scores in schools with
principals who do not highly prioritize this activity. The largest predicted loss is in
Bulgaria, where the reading literacy scores in schools with principals who highly
prioritize this activity are predicted to be 87.65 lower than the scores in schools with
principals who do not prioritize it. Bulgarian education has undergone sweeping reforms
over the past few years as the jurisdiction adjusts its standards and structures to align
more with other successful European models (Savova, 1996). As teachers learn a new
curriculum and adjust to reformed educational structures, it is reasonable to assume they
are saturated with changes and are unmotivated — or able — to absorb more. Principals
who prioritize informing teachers on more workshops and trainings are therefore having a

negative impact on student outcomes. Teachers and students in this system would benefit
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more from principals who focus on other priorities that aim to build understanding and

implementation of the current changes.

The leadership characteristic class activities is significant in Romania, Czech
Republic, Albania, Spain, Panama, Macao, Kyrgyzstan, Jordan, and Azerbaijan. In these
ten systems, there is a statistically significant association between principals who highly
prioritize checking to see whether classroom activities are in keeping with educational
goals and the reading literacy achievement of students in their schools. The association
is positive in Romania, Czech Republic, Albania, and Spain. The greatest predicted gain
is in Romania where the reading literacy scores of students in schools with principals
who highly prioritize this activity are predicted to be 115.92 higher than the scores in
schools with principals who do not prioritize it. This is the second time that Romania
emerges as having the greatest gains from school principals prioritizing actions around
educational goals. It is feasible that principals who are focused on ensuring classroom
activities align with school goals are seeing students’ internal assessment scores rising.
It is reasonable that the same gains are occurring on the PISA assessment (Bethell &
Mihail, 2005).

The relationship is negative in Panama, Macao, Kyrgyzstan, Jordan, and
Azerbaijan. In Azerbaijan, the reading literacy scores in schools with principals who
highly prioritize this activity are predicted to be 104.10 lower than the scores in schools
with principals who do not prioritize this. Azerbaijan school leaders who are focused on
aligning classroom activities to educational goals may not be aligning their behaviors

with the