Chapter 4

Presentation and Analvsis of the Data

Introduction

The previous chapter presented information on the sample. instrumentation.
process tor data collection. and a briet description ot the method of analysis. This chapter
presents a complete description of the tindings.

The purposes ot this study were two told: 1) To examine school district variables
in terms of their contribution to student achievement. and 2) To specitically examine the
contribution ot a measure ot contlict within the school district to student achievement in
that school district.

Of the original 30 districts selected to participate in the study only those with a
survey return rate of at least three teacher surveys per district were used in the study. This
resulted in a sample school district population ot 38 school districts ( Appendix F). The
results of the statistical analysis of the data is described in the tollowing tabies. The
frequencies and histograms ot the data are displayed in Appendix G.

Oreantzational Vanables

The crganizationai variables analvzed tor each school district included pupil-
teacher ratio (PT). administrative intensity ( AT). the number of protessional support statt
tPSh. and statf qualifications (SQ) as detined in Chapter 3. The organizational variable

data ror each school district is listed in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Oruanizational Variables

(PT=Pupil Teacher Ratio: AT=Administrative Intensity: PS=Protessional Support Statt:
SQ=Staft Qualitications)

School PT AT PS SQ
Alma 12 2.0 0.87 29
Anselmo-Myrna 12 2.0 0.93 22
Ashland Greenwood 15 3.0 2.82 32
Axtell 14 1.5 1.00 31
Bavard 14 3.0 2.40 27
Bloomtield 10 2.0 1.27 23
Centennial 14 4.0 2.0 36
Central City 03 4.0 2.87 40
Chappell 12 2.0 0.80 12
Coleridge 11 1.0 0.67 24
Conestoga 25 5.0 4.0 29
Dodge 09 1.37 0.73 08
Elkhomn Valley 13 1.0 1.0 18
Exter 15 1.33 0.73 21
Hartington 11 2.30 2.60 64
Humphrey 09 2.30 1.90 14
Lewisville 12 3.00 1.00 27
Lvons-Decatur 13 3.00 1.75 12
Mitchell 14 3.75 3.00 13
Morrill 13 5.00 1.00 23
Newcastle 09 1.00 0.86 20
Niobrara 08 2.00 1.00 29
North Loup Scotia 11 2.29 0.94 41
Plamer 12 1.75 0.62 25
Ponca 14 2.00 1.00 30
Ravenna 13 2.70 1.70 51
Red Cloud 14 2.00 0.80 20
Sargent 12 1.30 .60 04
Scribner-Svdner 10 2.00 1.68 23
Shickleyv 03 2.00 0.50 38
Spencer-Naper 11 1.30 0.30 14
St. Paul 14 3.00 2.88 22
Stuart 10 1.13 1.00 19
Sutherland 13 3.00 1.10 25
Wilber-Clatonia 7 3.00 2.50 33
Wilcox 11 1.50 0.50 33
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Environmental Variables

The environmental variables analyzed for each school district included fiscal resources

(FR). cost per pupil (CP). disadvantaged students (DS). minorities (MN). and school
district size (SZ) as detined in Chapter 3. Environmental variable data for each school

district is listed in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2

Environmental Variables

(FR=Fiscal Resources: CP=Cost Per Pupil: DS=Disadvantaged Students:

MIN=Minorities: SZ=School District Size)

School FR cp DS MIN SZ

Alma 2511 7210 27 006 338
Anselmo-Myrna 2.040 6616 29 001 286
Ashland Greenwood 4,425 6169 36 018 770
Axtell 1.902 6284 22 602 323
Bayard 3.338 7458 61 083 300
Bloomtield 2.702 8941 41 014 306
Centennial 3.861 7162 29 013 647
Central City .308 6741 24 024 312
Chappell 1.864 7488 33 006 258
Coleridge 1.304 8294 29 000 201
Conestoga 4612 6664 18 021 678
Dodge 1.249 7146 33 015 171
Elkhom Valley 2.886 6352 36 033 443
Exter 1.400 8142 23 002 206
Hartington 2836 7083 30 010 349
Humphrey 1.929 2604 28 003 201
Lewisville 2.8539 6789 10 021 476
Lvons-Decatur 2.756 6689 39 045 426
Mitchell 4.338 6009 50 139 641
Mornll 4.099 6924 34 113 489
Newcastle 1.249 7840 39 004 173
Niobrara 1.322 9538 64 060 157



North Loup Scotia 1.633 7064 37 016 230
Plamer 1.645 6368 34 007 257
Ponca 2.221 3422 16 00z 430
Ravenna 2.979 6702 34 003 490
Red Cloud 224 7412 42 008 286
Sargent 1.860 8149 46 007 233
Scribner-Sydner 2.309 7820 27 010 307
Shickley 1.462 9408 25 001 159
Spencer-Naper 1.751 6954 43 004 270
St. Paul 4.011 6392 36 o012 645
Stuart 4.384 7462 56 003 203
Sutherland 2416 7252 33 021 385
Wilber-Clatonia 3.303 3962 20 019 387
Wilcox 1.679 8023 33 000 211
Winnebago 5.120 9320 83 413 422
Wisner-Pilger 3.438 6037 45 005 315

Note. FR - Fiscal resources in millions ot dollars

Oreanizational Health Survev Factors

The Survey of School District Organizational Health (Appendix B) was designed
to measure teacher perceptions ot ditterent parts ot the school district. The survey
contained eight sub-scales or tactors. The factors analyzed tor each school district
included student outcomes (LA). leadership (L D). organizational structure (OS).
communication (CO). contlict management (CM). human resource management (HR ).
participation «PA). and creativity (CR) as detined in Chapter 3. The survey contained 10
questions for each tactor. As a result of using a 3-point Likert scale each question
received a score trom ! to 3. An average score for each tactor was calculated for each
survey returned and a district overall score was tiren calculated by averaging these scores.

The scores tor each district are listed in Table 4.3.



Table 4.3

Oreanizational Health Survev Factors

(LA = Student Outcomes: LD=Leadership: OS=Organizational Structure:
CO=Communication: CM=Contlict Management: HR=Human Resource Management:
PA=Participation: CR=Creativity: TS=Total Score)
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Alma 2537 197 2117 235 227 207 247 250 229
Anselmo-Myrna 297 183 263 265 233 247 267 263 232
Ashland Greenwood 320 342 542 326 274 316 344 320 3.23
Axtell 283 268 278 265 260 278 243 285 270
Bayvard 3.30 0 353 333 285 267 323 327 297 312
Bloomfield 287 220 267 217 217 223 277 303 231
Centennial 3.07 293 325 320 300 323 327 330 313
Central City 243 213 2530 270 197 250 287 275 248
Chappell 340 343 555 333 510 330 343 323 354
Coleridge 356 342 346 322 292 314 304 306 3.20
Conestoga 238 250 2093 273 230 233 2093 243 264
Dodge 3.200 300 320 290 273 I3 32 297 303
Elkhom Valleyv 285 270 255 243 263 2537 263 273 l.63
Exter 283 268 260 238 260 263 270 273 264
Hartington 295 310 310 297 273 333 315 280 301
Humphrey 280 263 273 260 268 273 305 308 279
Lewisville 275 195 2453 219 25 238 245 263 137
Lyvons-Decatur 243 247 277 240 223 263 250 2200 243
Mitchell 530 330 342 270 260 297 310 263 303
Morrill 3.0 288 27 292 274 264 3014 296 1289
Newcastle 260 257 227 263 200 247 277 230 243
Niobrara 338 318 335 295 238 325 3.2 320 A4
North Loup Scotia .03 307 3530 270 280 307 297 293 3.00
Plamer 333 5343 345 508 290 350 343 323 3z

Ponca 3.3 342 3534 535 5012 334 341 328 352
Ravenna 2,67 233 255 203 10 243 243 2532 239
Red Cloud 280 218 278 285 245 2753 301 298 72
Sargent 277 323 330 287 277 293 320 313 303
Scribner-Svdner 345 355 327 500 303 313 333 323 323
Shickley 323 3300 31 277 280 290 307 280 35.00
Spencer-Naper 274 287 288 270 244 278 285 68 274
St. Paul 308 283 308 290 280 323 298 278 296
Stuart 263 233 278 225 220 213 219 263 239
Sutherland 3.27 323 280 293 270 510 297 303 3.00
Wilker-Clatonia 295 263 273 260 243 238 263 175 267
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Wilcox 540 3352 343 307 282 335 328 340
Winnebago 2.67 . 1.85 1.87 1.53 207 1.8 1.93
Wisner-Pilger 348 5348 350 323 295 323 328 3.08

School District Achievement Scores

Reading (RA) and math (M) achievement scores were determined for each
district using standardized test results as reported on the Nebraska State Report Card. For
each achievement area in grades four. eight. and ¢leven the number of students who
received scores in each quartile was divided by the total number of students in that grade.
This number was then multiplied by a corresponding weighted factor for each quartile.
The top quartile weighted factor was tour and the number decreased by 1 tor each of the
next three quartiles. An average was then calculated from the resulting numbers and this
number represented that particular grade levels score for that achievement area. These
scores were then averaged to determine a total score tor each achievement area for each
district. For example. in a particular grade level it 3 students scored in the top quartile. 3

scored in the next. 3 in the next. and 3 in the last quartile. the average for the top quartiie

[P

would be 3.23 = 0.1873. the average tor the next quartile would be 3,23 = 0.3123. the
average tor the next quartile would be 5:23 = 0.3125. and the average for the last quartile
would be 323 = 0.1873. The total score tor this area in this grade level would then be
(0.1873X4) ~ (0.3125X5) = (0.5125X2) - (0.18753X1) = 2.4928. The total scores from all

three srade levels examined were then averaged tor a tinal score tor the district in that

particular achievement area. The {inal achievement scores tor each district are listed in

Tabie 4.4.

b m— I
12 O 1D
[o < B I R~ o]



109

Table 4.4

Reading (RA) and Math (MA) Achievement Scores

School Name RA MA
Alma 3.04 2.96
Anselmo-Myrma 2.84 3.10
Ashland Greenwood 2.88 2.08
Axtell 2.85 3.26
Bayard 2.65 2.50
Bloomtield 2.92 3.26
Centennial 2.70 292
Central City 2.92 2.93
Chappell 2.82 291
Coleridge 2.98 2.98
Conestoga 2.76 295
Dodge 2533 2.77
Elkhorn Valley 242 2.73
Exter 2.80 3.00
Hartington 3.06 301
Humphrey 2.75 3.07
Lewisville 2.87 3.00
Lyvons-Decatur 2.75 3.03
Mitchell 2.68 2.75
Morrill 2.76 285
Newcastle 3.04 214
Ntobrara 2.76 3.17
North Loup Scotia 2.03 2.64
Plamer 2.92 3.03
Ponca 1.86 1.73
Ravenna 3.05 3.17
Red Cloud 2.62 3.06
Sargent 2.58 282
Scribner-Svdner 282 3.03
Shickley 1.96 1.98
Spencer-Naper 2.80 2.97
St. Paul 2.66 3.00
Stuart 5.23 3.38
Sutheriand 2.99 2.72
Wilber-Clatonia 2.40 238
Wilcox 2.99 3.19
Winnebago 1.6 0.84
Wisner-Pilger 2.89 315
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Correlations
Table 4.5 presents the correlation matrix of organizational variables.
environmental variables. math achievement. and reading achievement. Significant
correlations are noted in the table.

Table 4.5

Correlation Matrix ot Oreanizational Variables. Environmental Variables. Math
Achievement and Readine Achievement

X1 X2 X3 X4 X3 Xeé X7 Xs X9 X10
X1 (RA) 1.00

X2 oMy 331 1.00

X3 (S0 036 040 1.00

X4.(PT} 012 099 8 I N ()]

X3 (PSH =021 -019 B3I 429 100

X6 (AT) - 197 -.183 .298 220 .696**1.00

X74S2) 014 -013 339 469 786** TT7** 1.00

X3 oM\ -634%* - 603%*-132 -049 24 4497 188 1.00

X9 (DS) =313 -282  -I87  -129 -034  -019 -024 S77%%0.00
XiO(FR) - 008 -.004 19 S95* 308** 808+ 963** 266 030 1.00

Note: ** Correlation is signiticant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.03 level (2-tailed)

The correlations listed in Table 4.5 indicate that none of the organizational or
environmentai tfactors except tor minorities appear to be significantly related to gains or
loses in achievement. The table also indicates that there are signiticant correlations
between professional support and statt qualitications. protessional support and pupil
teacher ratios. administrative intensity and protessicnal support. size and staft
quaiifications. size and pupil teacher ratio. size and protessional support. size and
administrative intensity. minorities and administrative intensity. disaavantaged students
and minorities. tiscal resources and pupil teacher ratio. fiscal resources and professional

support. tiscal resources and administrative intensity. and tiscal resources and size.
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Table 4.6 presents the correlation matrix ot the School District Organizational
Health Survey. math achievement. and reading achievement. Signiticant correlations are
noted in the table.

Table 4.6

Correlation Matrix of the School District Oreanizational Health Survev. Math
Achievement. and Reading Achievement

X1 X2 X5 X4 X3 Xo X7 X8 X9 X10
X1T(RA) 1.00
X2 (M) 851 L.oo
X31LAy =023 019 1.00
X4(LD 063 061 S16** 1.00
X508 108 213 782 897 1.00
X6 1COY (4 d13 S04 793 851** 1.00
X7 CM) A3T 263 O71F® 774 771 6847 1.00
X8 (HR) -230 -218 TERTE O TTSwe 73T T4 3300100
X91PAy 046 A21 088=* 774 829*¢ BIZ** 694 635*" 1.00
X10(CR) 211 329= 721 047 T6d4t+ 7STEe 728+ STI*t 763** [.00

Note: ** Correlation is signiticant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is signiticant at the 0.03 level (2-tailed)

The correlations listed in Table 4.6 indicated that tor the most part none ot the
tactors measured by the organizational health survey appear to be related to gains or loses
in achievement. The reader will note that there is a signiticant correlation between math
achievement and creativity. but given the high correlations of all the items on the surveyv.
one must ake into consideration the probability that the instrument is measuring the same
thing. it is a problem that everything on the instrument is correlated with evervthing on
the instrument. Betore looking at regression models. it would be safe 1o say that there
appeared o be no particular relationship between leadership and student achievement.
Nor did levels ot contlict appear signiticantly related although the math score was more

correlated \not signiticantly) than the reading score.



Regressicn Models

[n order to more closely replicate Bidwell and Kasarda's 1975 study. ten
regression models were computed in order to explain variation in school district math and
reading achievement. The ten regression models are summarized in the tables that follow.

The first model. presented in Table 4.7. captured variation in the dependent
variable Reading Achievement as explained by the environmental (predictor) variables of
district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number ot minorities. and tiscal
resources. The model achieved significance (t=5.816. p .001) and explained 47.6%% of the
variation in Reading Achievement. Additionally. one independent variable contributed
significantly to the model (Number of Minorities. t = -4.375. p .000). Holding the other
independent variables constant. the number of minorities in a school district had the
ettect of depressing the slope of the regression line by —4.373 tor each unit gain in
reading achievement.

Table 4.7

Model | — Environmental Variables and their Correlation with RA

Model Summary

——
Adjusted Std. Error of
Mode! R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 .690°¢ 476 254 31225
e ——

3. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE School Size. DS
Disadvantage Students ‘percent), CP Cost Per Pupil
in thousands of doilars. MN Number of Minonties. FR
Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands dollars



ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2.835 5 567 5.816 0012
Residual 3.120 32 .097
Total 5855 37

2. Predictors: (Constant). SIZE School Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent), CP
Cost Per Pupil in thcusands of doliars. MN Number of Minorities, FR Fiscal
Resources in Millions of thousands dollars

b. Dependent Variable: RA Reading Achievement

Coefficients®
Standardi
zea
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Mocdel 8 Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 {Constant) 2621 650 4033 000
FR Fiscal Resources in
Miilions of thousanas 3.854E-04 000 970 1.747 080
dollars
CP Cost Per Pupil in -1.39E-05 000 -037 -187 853
thcusands of dellars
DS Disacvantage 2.187E-03 004 083 583 564
Stugents (percent)
MM Number of Minonties -4 44E-33 .001 -782 -4 375 000
SIZE Scheol Size -1.81E-33 001 - 819 -1.247 187

a. Cependent YYanable: RA Reading Achievement

The second model. presented in Table 4.8. captured variation in the dependent
variable Math Achievement as explained by the environmental ( predictor) variables of
district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number ot minorities. and tiscal
resources. 1he model achieved significance (£=7.390. p .001) and explained 34.3% ot the
variation in VMath Achievement. Additionaily. one independent variable contributed

significantly to the model «Number of Minorities. 1 = -1.678. p .000). Helding the other



114

independent variables constant. the number of minorities in a school district had the
etfect of depressing the slope ot the regression line by —3.77 for each unit gain in math
achievement.

Table 4.8

Model 2 - Environmental Variables and their Correlation with M.A

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Modei R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 7372 .543 471 34744

a. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE Scnool Size. DS
DOisadvantage Students (percent). CP Cost Per Pupil
in thousands of dollars. MN Number of Mincnties. FR
Fiscal Resources in Miilions of thousands dollars

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 4531 5 916 7530 0002
Residual 3.863 32 121
Total 8 444 37

a. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE School Size, S Disadvantage Students (percent), CP
Cost Per Pupii in thousands of dollars. MN Number of Minonties. FR Fiscal
Resources in Millions of thousands doilars

b. Dependent Vanable: MA Mathematics Actuevement



Coefficients®

Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 2.791 .723 3.860 001
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 4.811E-04 000 1.102 2.126 041
dollars
CP Cost Per Pupil in -3.44E-05 000 -076 417 680
thousands of dellars
DS Disadvantage
4 -
Students (percent) .718E-03 004 .169 1.130 267
MN Number of Minonties -5.77E-03 001 - 855 -5.118 .000
SIZE School Size -2.51E-03 001 - 984 -1.578 103

3. Dependent Vanable: MA Mathematics Achievement

The third model. presented in Table 4.9. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Reading Achievement as explained by the organizational (predictor)
variables ot statt qualifications. pupil-teacher ratio. administrative intensity. and
professional support. but tailed to achieve signiticance (f = .6533. p .629).

Table 4.9

Model 3 - Oreanizational Variables and their Correlation with R.A

Model Summary

Agjusted Std. Error of

Mcdel R R Square R Square the Estimate
1 2712 0732 -039 40894
— ————— —— ——— ————  — —  —— — — —  ———— 3

4. Predictors: (Canstant), SG Staff Qualification (% of
teachers with a Master's degree). PT Supii to teacher
ratio. AT Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE). PS
Professional Sport (ST E)
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ANOVA®
Sum of
Madel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression .437 4 .109 633 6292
Residual 5.519 33 167
Totai 5.955 37

4. Predictors: (Constant), SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's
degree), PT Fupil to teacher ratio, AT Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE), PS
Professional Sport (FTE)

b. Dependent Varable: RA Reading Achievement

Coefficients’
Standardi
2ed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B8 Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 2.910 357 8.157 000
PT Pupil to teacherratic -7.90E-04 025 - 006 -.031 §75
AT Administrative
Intensity (Raw FTE) -177 114 -.367 -1.552 1130
PS Professional Sport ¢ ja3g.02 113 204 787 437
(F7TE)

SQ Staff Qualification
{% of teachers with a 2.971E-03 .00S 097 542 591
Master's degree)

a. Dependent Variable: RA Reading Achievement

The fourth model. presented in Table 4.10. attempted to capture variation in the
Jependent variable Math .Achievement as explained by the organizational (predictor)
variables of statt quaiitications. pupil-teacher ratio. administrative intensity. and

protessional support. but failed to achieve significance (£ = .617. p .633).



Table 4.10

Model 4 — Oreanizational Variables and their Correlation with MA

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model! R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 2642 070 -.043 48792

a. Predictors: (Canstant). SQ Staff Qualification (% of
teachers with a Master's degree). PT Pupil to teacher
ratio. AT Administrative intensity (Raw FTE), PS
Professional Sport (FTE)

ANOVAP
Sum of
Modet Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 588 4 147 817 8532
Residual 7.856 33 238
Total 8 444 37

a. Predictors: {Canstant). SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's
aegree). PT Pupil to teacher ratio. AT Admunistrative intensity (Raw FTE). PS
Professional Spcrt (FTE)

b. Dependent Vanable: MA Mathematics Achievement

Coefficients’
e ——— ——  ——— — —— _ _ — — —— ———  — —— —— —  —— ———— — 3
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Ccefficients ts
Mocde! B8 Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 2.386 426 6.781 Q200
PT Pupilto teacher ratio 1.565E-02 030 103 548 587
AT Admunistrative -
Intensity (Raw FTS) -.186 136 -323 1.363 182
FS Professional Sport 5 419802 141 135 520 606
(FTE}

SQ Starf Qualification
(% cf teachers with a 2.866E-03 007 079 439 664
Masters degree)

3. Dependent Vanabie: MA Mathematics Achievement
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The fitth model. presented in Table 4.11. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Reading Achievement as explained by the Survey of School District
Organizational Health (predictor) variables of creativity. human resource management.
conflict management. participation. learning outcomes. communication. leadership. and
organizational structure. Initially. the model achieved significance (= 2.273. p .03) and
explained 38.6%6 ot the variation in Reading Achievement. Additionally. one independent
variable contributed signiticantly to the model (Human Resource Management. t =
-3.318. p .002). Holding the other independent variables constant. Human Resource
Management appeared to have the effect of depressing the slope of the regression line by
-3.318 tor each unit gain in reading achievement. However. upon closer examination it
was noticed that when the p-value tor the model was taken out several more decimal
places it equaled 0.030Z8. In order to have an overall significant model the p-value would
have needed to be less than or equal to 0.03. Since the actual p-value was slightly larger
than 1).03 the model tailed to achieve significance (f = .03028. p .2.275).

Table 4.11

Viodel 3 —Survey Vartables and their Correlaticn with RA

Mode! Summary

5 i | Sta. Error

! | Adusted | ofthe
Medel 2 ! R Square ' R Squara I Zstimate
1 ek B 286 2i% | 2882

3. Preaictors: ;Censtant), Creativity, “uman Resourca
Management. Conflict Management, Sarticipaticn.
Learming Cutcomes, Communication _eadership.
Qrganizatuonal Structure



ANOVAP
Sum of Mean
Maodel Squares df Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2.296 8 287 2.275 .0502
Residual 3.659 29 126
Total 5655 37

a. Predictors: (Constant), Creativity, Human Resource Management, Conflict

Management. Participation, Learning Qutcomes, Communication. Leadership.
Organizational Structure

b. Dependent Vanable: Reading Achievement

119

Coefficients®
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Ccefficients ts

Mcdel B { Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 2.960 734 4.032 000
Learning Outcomes -9.08E-02 379 -.069 -239 813
Leadership 17S 290 242 616 543
Qrganizational Structure 178 376 .189 474 839
Communication 592 341 547 1.735 093
Conflict Management 8.028E-02 293 070 274 786
;:’::;‘e::"t”me - 958 289 -883 | -3.318 002
Participation - 353 283 - 368 -1.249 222
Creativity 32 342 .266 950 350

a. Dependent Vanabie: Reading Achievement

The sixth model. presented in Table 4.12. captured variation in the dependent

variable Math Achievement as explained by the Survey ot School District Organizational

Health tpredictor) variables of creativity. human resource management. contlict
management. participation. [earning outcomes. communication. leadership. and

organizational structure. The model achieved signiticance (£=3.311. p .008) and

axpiained 47.7% ot the variation in Math Achievement. Additionally. two independent

vartables contributed signiticantly to the model (Organizational Structure. t = 2.066. p

.048. and Human Resource Management. t = -2.828. p .008). This indicated a suppression

erfect. “Suppression occurs when either the absolute value of a predictor’s beta weight is
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areater than its Pearson correlation with the criterion or when the two have different
signs. This situation refers to the latter. Specifically. suppression refers to finding that the
relation of an independent variable to a dependent variable (math achievement) when
corrected for its intercorrelation with other predictors is quite ditferent trom that
suggested by its simple correlation with the criterion. With this model consider the
correlation and beta weights (standardized beta weights in output). Recall the association
between organizational structure and math achievement was r = 213 (non significant
when tested at alpha =.03) and the association between human resource management and
math achievement was r = -.218. When the associations between all ot the variables are
controlled for (removing or partialing out the effecvassociation of other variabies in the
model) in multiple regression analysis. however. both variables have nonzero beta
weights (Beta for human resource management = -.694. Beta for organizational structure
=.761). These beta weights suggested that adjustment is even a better

predictor. explanation of math achievement when we are controiling for all other variables
in the model to look at the weight human resource management has on math
achtevement. This demonstrated that correlations of zero or near zero (non-signiticant)
can mask hide predictive relations or explanations once other variables in the model are
controlled™ i Tolland. 2002). Essentially. the other variables in the model suppressed the
true predictive power or explanation that organizational structure and human resource

management independently had on math achievement.



Table 4.12

Model 6 —Survev Variables and their Correlation with MA

Model Summary

Sta. Error

Adjusted of the
Model R R Sqguare R Square Estimate
1 6912 477 323 .3901

a. Predictors: (Constant), Creativity. Human Resource
Management. Conflict Management, Participation,
Learning Qutcomes. Communication, Leadership.
QOrganizational Structure

ANOVAP
Sum of Mean
Moagel Squares df Square F Sig.
1 Regression 4031 8 504 331 oo8?
Residual 4.413 29 152
Total 8.444 37

a. Predictors: (Constant), Creativity. Human Resource Management, Conflict

Management. Participation. Learning Qutcomes. Communication, Leadership.
Organizational Structure

b. Dependent Vanable: Mathematics Achievement

Coefficients’
|r Standardi {
2ed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Mcde! 3 ' Std. Srror 1 Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 2.273 806 2319 309
Learming Cutcomes -2CS 418 -132 - 492 /27
Leadership - 267 ; 318 - 204 -339 | 408
Crganizational Structure 853 413 761 2.066 | 048
Communication 7.361E-02 375 061 210 I 825
Conflict Management 306 322 223 849 350
;:::geiiﬁme -.896 317 - 594 -2.828 008
Parucipation - 335 310 -293 -1.078 290
Creativity 584 375 ! 470 1.824 ! 078

a. Cependent Varnable: Mathematics Achievement
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The seventh model. presented in Table 4.13. captured variation in the dependent
variable Reading Achievement as explained by the environmental (predictor) variables of
district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number of minorities. and fiscal
resources: the orzanizational variables of statf qualitications. pupil-teacher ratio.
administrative intensity. professional support and the variable of leadership. The model
achieved signiticance (£=2.632. p .022) and explained 49.4% of the variation in Reading
Achievement. Additionally. one independent variable contributed signiticantly to the
model (Number of Minorities. t = -3.375, p .001). Holding the other independent
variables constant. the number of minorities in a school district had the effect of
depressing the slope of the regression line by —3.575 for each unit gain in reading
achievement. The simple correlation that we saw earlier between reading achievement
and minonties closely resembled the relationship between these two variables.

Table 4.13

Model 7 - Environmeatal. Oreanizational and Leadership Variables and their Correlation
with RA

Model Summary

i ' . Std. Error

i Adiusted ! of the
Model R ! R Square | R Sauare | Zstimate
: 722 494 | 30€ | 33

a. Predictors: ‘Constant), Leadersnip, Disacvantage
Students :percent), Protessicnal Sport (FTE). Cost
Per Pupil in thousands of doilars. Staff Qualification
(% of teachers with a Master's degree). Pupil to
teacner rato. Number of Minonties. Administrative
Intensity «Raw F1E;, Fiscal Rescurces in Millions of
*housands aollars. School Size



ANOVAP
Sum of Mean
Madel Squares df Square F Sig
1 Regression 2.940 10 294 2632 0228
Residual 3.016 27 112
Total 5.955 37

3. Predictors: (Constant). Leadership, Disadvantage Students (percent),
Professional Sport (FTE). Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars. Staff
Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's degree), Pupil to teacher ratio.

Number of Minorities. Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE), Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands doilars. School Size

5. Dependent Vanable: Reading Achievement

Coefficients’
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model _ 8 Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 3.118 937 3.329 .003
Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 3.090E-04 000 843 1.368 183
dollars

Per Pupii i

gfjs s of dollars -3.72E-05 o0 | -os8 - 408 687
Disadvantage Students !
(percent 9 3.000€-03 005 128 648 522
Number of Minonties -4 33E-C3 | 001 - 851 -3.578 a[o)y
Scnool Size -1.81E-03 .002 -.815 -1.169 253
Pupil to teacher ratio -3.05E-03 024 | -.068 -370 ! Tid
f:g;";ﬁ;‘”e nensity 15 445g-02 151 | 065 208 837
Professicnal Soort (FTE) | 5.8660E-02 118 124 481 835
Staff Quaiification (% of
teachers with a Master's | -2.48E-03 ] 005 -.081 -.521 606
degrze) '
Leadershio -7 30E-02 110 | - 099 -685 | 51~

a. Dependent Variaoble: Reading Achievement

The eighth model. presented in Table 4.14. captured variation in the dependent

variable Math Achievement as expiained by the environmental (predictor) variables ot

district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number ot minorities. and tiscal

resources: the vrganizational variables of statf qualitications. pupil-teacher ratio.

administrative intensity. protessional support and the variable ot leadership. The model
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achieved signiticance (£=3.819. p .003) and explained 58.6% of the variation in Math
Achievement. Additionally. one independent variable contributed signiticantly to the
model (Number ot Minorities. t = -4.863. p .000). Holding the other independent
variables constant. the number of minorities in a school district had the ettect of
depressing the slope of the regression line by —4.863 tor each unit gain in math
achievement. The simple correlation that we saw earlier between math achievement and
minorities closely resembled the relationship between these two variables.

Table 4.14

Model 8 - Environmental. Organizational and Leadership Variables and their Correlation
with MA

Model Summary

X Std. Error
Adjusted of the
Model R R Square | R Square Estimate
' 7654 586 432 3599

3. Predictors: ;Canstant), Leadership. Disadvantage
Students (percent). Professional Sport (FTE). Cost
Per Pupll in thousands of aollars, Staff Qualification
1% cof teachers with a Master's degree). Pupil to
teacner ratio. Numper of Minorities. Administrative
Intensity {Raw FTE). Fiscal Resources in Millions of
thousands dollars. School Size

ANOVAP
Sumof | i\ Mean |
Moce! Squares ! af ‘ Square | = ' Sig.
i Regression 4.947 ! 10 ! 435 i 3.319 l 2032
Residual 3.498 | 27 | 130 | |
Total 3.444 | a7 | l |

4. Predictors: (Canstant), Leadership. Cisadvantage Students (percent).
Professicnal Soort (FTE), Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dotlars. Staff
Quaiification (% cf teacners with a Master's degree), Pupil to teacher ratio.
Number of Mincnties. Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE). Fiscal Resourcas in
Millions of thousands dollars. School Size

. Cependent Variable: Mathematics Achievement



Coefficients®
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Ccefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 {Constant) 3.081 1.009 3.055 .005
Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 4 081E-04 .000 935 1677 105
dollars
Cost Per Pupil in
thousands of doilars -6.13E-05 000 -.136 -623 538
Disadvantage Stugents
(cercent) 8.095E-03 005 289 1.623 116
Number of Minorities -7 07€-03 001 -1.047 -4 865 .000
School Size -3.00E-03 002 -1.137 -1.802 083
Pupti to teacher ratio 1.334E-02 026 082 507 616
Administrative intensity -
(Raw FTE) .182 163 317 1.118 T
Prcfessional Sport (FTE) | 5.987E-02 27 110 472 84"
Staff Qualification (% of
teachers with a Master's -3.67E-03 005 -.101 -716 480
degree)
Laadershin -.136 118 - 155 -1.153 259

3. Dependent Variable: Mathematics Achievement

The ninth model. presented in Table 4.13. captured variation in the dependent

varable Reading Achievement as explained by the environmental (predictor) variables of

district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number ot minorities. and tiscal

resourcas: the organizational variables of statt qualitications. pupil-teacher ratio.

administrative intensity. protessional support and the variable of conflict management.

The model achieved significance (£=2.811. p .016) and explained 31%% ot the variation in

Reading Achievement. Additionally. one independent variable contributed signiticantly

to the model tNumber of Minorities. t = -3.731. p .001). Holding the other independent

variables constant. the number of minorities in a school district had the etfect of

Jepressiny the slope of the regression iine by —3.731 for each unit gain in reading
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achievement. The simple correlation that we saw earlier between reading achievement
and minorities closely resembled the relationship between these two variables.

Table 4.15

Model 9 — Environmental. Oreganizational and Contlict Manasement Variables and their
Correlation with RA

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Mode! R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 7142 510 329 32873

a. Predictors: (Constant). SIZE School Size. DS
Oisadvantage Students (percent). CM Conflict
Management, SQ Staff Quailification (% of teachers
with a Master's degree), PT Pupil to teacher ratio, CP
Cost Per Fupil in thousands of dotlars. MN Number of
Minonties. PS Professional Sport (FTE), AT
Admin:strative Intensity (Raw FTe). FR Fiscal
Resources in Miilions of thousands dollars

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares daf Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 3.037 10 304 2341 016?
Residuai 2.918 27 108
Total 5.8955 37

3. Predictors: (Constant). SIZE School Size. 2S Disadvantage Students (percent).
CM Conflict Management, SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's
degree), FT Pupit to teacher ratio. CP Cost Per Pupd in thousanas of aoliars. MN
Number of Mincnties. PS Professional Sport (FTE}. AT Agminisirative Intensity
(Raw FTE), FR Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands dotlars

b. Cependent ‘anable: RA Reading Achievement
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Coefficients’
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 3.420 973 3.516 002
FR Fiscal Rescurces in
Millions of thcusands 3.056E-G4 000 834 1.378 180
dollars
CP Cost Per Pupil in —
thousands of dollars -3.96E-05 000 - 105 - 442 6862
OS Disadvantage 3.306E-03 005 141 734 469
Students (percent)
MN Number of Minonties  -5.33E-03 001 -.839 -3.731 001
PT Pupil to teacher ratio -1.97€-03 025 -014 -Q079 938
AT Administrative -
intensity (Raw FTE) 6.540E-02 153 135 428 672
PS Professional Spor 4 2a5¢ 02 116 082 321 751
(FTE)
SQ Staff Qualification (%
of teacners with a -2.15E-03 005 -070 -459 550
Master's degree)
CM Conflict Management - 230 197 - 200 -1.167 253
SIZE Schoot Size -1 87E-03 Q02 - 847 -1233 228

3. Dependent Vanable: RA Reading Achievement

The tenth model. presented in Table 4.16. captured variation in the dependent
variabie Math Achievement as explained by the environmental (predictor) variables of
district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number ot minorities. and tiscal
resourcss: the orzanizational variables ot staff qualitications. pupil-teacher ratio.
admuinistrative intensity. professional support and the variable ot contlict management.
The model achieved signiticance (£=3.666. p .033) and expiained 37.6% ot the variation
in Math Achievement. Additionallyv. one independent variable contributed signiticantly to
the model (Number of Minorities. t = -4.323. p .000). Holding the other independent

variables constant. the number of minorities in a school district had the effect of
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depressing the slope of the regression line by —4.323 for each unit gain in math
achievement. The simple correlation that we saw earlier between reading achievement
and minorities closely resembled the relationship between these two variables.

Table 4.16

Model 10 — Environmental. Organizational and Contlict Management Variables and their
Correlation with MA

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Maodel R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 .75¢° 576 419 36420

a. Predictors: (Constant). CM Conflict Management, SIZE
School Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent). SQ
Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's
degree). PT Pupil to teacher ratio. CP Caost Per Pupil
in thousands of doilars. MN Number of Minorities, PS
Professicnal Sport (FTE). AT Admuinistrative intensity
(Raw FTE), FR Fiscal Resources in Miilicns of
thousanas dollars

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regrassion 4.363 ic 486 3.686 003°
Residual 3.581 27 133
Jotal 3.444 37

3. Sredictors: (Consant), CM Ccenflict Management. SIZE Schoot Size. DS
Cisadvantage Students (percent), SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a
Master's cegree), PT Pupii to teacher ratic. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of
qoilars. MN Number of Minonties. PS Professional Sport (FTE), AT Administrative
Intensity (Raw FTE), FR Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands doliars

B. Cependent Variable: MA Mathematics Achievement
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Coefficients®
- . — —————  — ——— — ——— ———— — — ——— ——— — — — ——— ——— "
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 3.098 1.078 2.874 .008
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 4.195€-04 .000 961 1.707 099
doltars
CP Cost Per Pupil in -5.69E-05 000 -127 -573 571
thousands of dcllars
DS Disadvantage 7.496E-03 005 268 1.502 145
Students (percent)
MN Number of Minonties  -7.15E-03 002 -1.058 -4.523 000
SIZE Schooi Size -2.99€E-03 002 -1.134 -1774 087
PT Pupil to teacher ratio 1.714E-02 .028 106 618 542
AT Administrative - - ~q
Intensity (Raw FTE) 182 169 317 1.076 2
PS Professional Sport 4 914g-02 129 074 311 758
(FTE)
SQ Staff Quaiification (%
of teachers with a -3.46€-03 005 - Q85 - 664 512
Master's degree)
CM_Conflict Management -178 218 - 130 - 817 421

2. Dependent Vanable: MA Mathematics Achievement

The next model. presented in Table 4.17. illustrated reduced model 1 compared to
reduced model 2 (this is looking at how much additional variation is explained above and
devond the environmental variables when we add the tour organizational variables). and
reduced model 3 compared to the rull model (this is looking at how much additional
variation is explained above and bevond reduced model 2 when we added the variable ot
total score to the model) tor the dependent variable of Reading Achievement. The results
indicated that Model 2 did not account for signiticantly more variation than Model 1 (this
is noted by comparing the p-value 1.972) found beneath the column for Sig. F Change in

row 2 to alpha = .03). The results also indicated that Model 3 did not account tor
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significant!y more variation than Model 2 (this. again. is noted by comparing the p-value
(.321) found beneath the column for Sig. F Change in row 3 to alpha = .05). Each of'the
models achieved signiticance (model one t = 3.816. p .001: model 2 =2.934. p .014:
model 3 t'=2.745. p .018). Model | explained 47.6% ot the variance. Model 2 explained
48.3% of the variance. and Model 3 explained 30.4% of the variance in Reading
Achievement. Additionally. one independent variable contributed significantly to each of
the models (Number of Minorities. t = -4.323. p .001). In Model 1. holding the other
independent variables constant. the number ot minorities in a school district had the
etfect of depressing the slope of the regression line by —.373 tor each unit gain in
reading achievement. In Model 2. holding the other independent variables constant. the
number of minorities in a school district had the etfect of depressing the slope of the
regression line by —3.381 tor each unit gain in reading achievement. In Model 3. holding
the other independent variables constant. the number ot minorities in a school district had
the ettect ot depressing the slope of the regression line by —3.675 tor each unit gain in
reading achievement. Interestingly enough. adding the organizational and total score
variables did not signiticantly change the amount ot variation (39.33%) explained in

reading achievement in either Model 2 or Model 3.



Table 4.17

Regression Results A for Reading Achievement

J

Modet Summary

i | l [

J .

i ! ' Ste Emor l Change Statistics

i | Aqusted ! of the R Square | ! | 3G F
Mogael jd | ZSquare | RSquare | Estmate . Change 1 F Change | of1 i af2 Change
* S9C* | 478 ) 383 3122 178 i 5818 ] S 32 0
2 gare ! i85 | 120 | 3309 { 009 | 126 | 4 8 §72
2 ~gc s34 | 30 ! 2307 g | 1222 | | s 321

3. Brecicters (Constart) Scncai Size. Disadvantage Students percent). Cost Per Puci in thousanas of gcilars. Numper

Gt Minonties, Fiscal Pescurces in Milions of ‘nousanas aollars

0 Freaicicrs  Canstant). Schcol Size Jisaagvantage Stuaents (percent). Cast Per Supi in thousands of doilars, Numoer
af Minonties. ©-scar Fescurces in Millicns of thousanas gatiars  Stat? Quanficanon (4 of teacners wmh a Masters

cegres). Pucil to teacner "atio Orotessioral Seort (FTE) Administrative imensity (Raw FTE;

¢ Preaqictors .Canstant), Schoal Size. Disadvantage Sludents (percent). Cast Per Pupii in thousancs of collars. Numboer
3t Mincrnes. F:scai Resaurces in Milicns aof thousands 2cliars  Statf Qualficanon (74 of teachers with a Masters

aegree). Pupi 0 teacher rato. Frofessicnat Sport (FTEX Adrministrative Intensity (Raw FTE;. Total Score

ANOVA?
Sum of Mean
Madel _ Squares daf Square ] Sig.
1 Regression 2835 3 567 | 5.816 0012
Residuat 3120 32 | 9.750E-02
Total 5.855 37
2 Regression 2.890 9 321 2.934 014°¢
Residual 2.088 28 .109
Total 5.255 37
3 Regression 3.002 10 .300 2.745 018¢
Residual 2.953 27 109
Total 5.655 ! 37

4. Pregictors: {Constant). Schocl Size. Disadvantage Stuaents (percent), Cost Per

Pupil in thousands of doilars. Number of Minonues, Fiscal Resources in
Miilions of thousands Jdollars

b. Brecictors: (Constant). School Size. Disadvantage Students {percent). Cost Per

Pupil in thousands of dollars, Number of Minonties. Fiscal Resources in

Millions of thousanas dollars. Staff Qualification (% of teacners with 3 Master's
degree). Pupii to teacher ratio. Professional Sport (FTE). Administrative intensity

\Raw FTE)

C. Predictors: (Constant), School Size, Disadvantage Students (percent), Cost Per

Pupii in thousands of dollars. Number of Minanties, Fiscal Rescurces 1n

Miilions of thousands aollars. Staff Qualification (%6 cf teachers with a Master's
degree). Pupil to teacher ratio. Professionat Sport (FTE), Administrative Intensity

\Raw FTE), Total Score

d. Dependent Vanable: Reading Achievement



Coefficients'
Standarai
zed
Unstandardized Coefiicien
Coeffcients ts

Modcel B8 Sta. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 2.621 S50 4033 000
Fiscal Resources in
Millions of theusands 3. 554E-04 Gao 870 1747 Q90
dollars
g%it52§:352?2:::r:| ars -1 39E-05 000 .37 - 187 853
?‘;:fcd;’;;“age Students |, .a7£-03 004 093 583 5644
Number of Minonties -4 44E-03 0C1 -782 4 375 000
School Size -181€E-03 001 - 819 -1 347 187

2 \Constant) 2.91s 379 3.322 302
Fiscal Rescurces in
Miilions of thousancs 3 218E-04 0,0]0] 878 1444 160
doilars
e e -3.15E-05 000 -c83 - 351 729
Disadvantage Students -
p o 2.234E-03 co4 095 503 519
Number of Minonties -1 53E-03 Q001 - 801 -3 581 cot
School Size -1.75E-03 002 - 790 -1 146 281
Puoil to teacher ratio -1 06E-C2 024 -378 - 440 664
f;;;";fg‘”e intensity |- 429£.03 146 218 | 051 960
Professional Soort (FTE) [5.22GE-02 118 114 449 657
Staff Qualification 1% of
teacners with a Master's | -2.52E-03 | 005 - 082 -5834 587
degree) ! |

3 ‘Constant) 3387 993 | 3412 202
Fiscal Resources in !
Millions of thousands 2.108E-04 | Qco 848 1294 175
dollars [
Cast Per Pupil in i ! N
1nousanas o‘fJaoﬂars -3.98E-05 000 : - 105 | - 447 ’ 863
%:ffe"ri;’tage Students 14 4151893 Q0s 146 ras l 4633
Numper of Minontes -5.15E-03 | GOo1 - 807 { -3673 ! aat
School Size -1 36E-03 002 -gs2 | -rzaz | 229
Pupil to teacher ratio -7 58E-03 ! 024 - 256 { -316 | 754
f;::;";‘g“"e ensity s -+ge2 154 120 76 f 710
Professional Soort (FTE) |5.172E-02 116 113 aas | 560
Staff Quanficaton % of !
teachers with a Masters | -2.3SE-03 005 - 085 - 550 ! 387
degree) ! i
Total Score -178 ! 176 - 187 -1 011 l 321

& Dependent Vanaote: Reading Achievement

J-



[¥Y]
LI

Excluded Variables
Collineart
Y

Partial Statistics
Maodel Beta In t Sig. Correlation | Tolerances
1 Pupi! to teacher ratio -0472 -.296 .769 -.053 662
f:;:";?g"“e Intensity 007° 026 980 005 209
Professional Sport (FTE) .0652 282 .780 .051 317

Staff Qualification (% of a
teachers with a Master's - 066 -.460 649 -.082 815

degree)

Total Score -.1433 -1.032 310 -182 857
2 Total Sccre - 15721 -1.011 321 - 181 | 762

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), School Size, Disadvantage Students (percent), Cost Per
Pupil in thousands of dollars. Numter of Minonties, Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands
dollars

b. Predictors in the Model: «Constant). School Size. Disadvantage Stugents (percent). Cost Per
Pupil 1n thousands of doilars. Number of Minonties, Fiscal Rescurces in Millions of thousands
dollars. Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's degree), Pupll to teacher ratio.
Professional Sport (FTE). Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE)

¢. Dependent Vanable: Reading Achievement

Notes for these results:
Modei | = Reduced Model | = Reading achievement regressed on the environmental variables
Model 2 = Reduced Model 2 = Reading achievement regressed on the environmentai & organizational
variaoles
Model 3 = Full Model = Reading achievement regressed on the environmental.
organizational. & total score variables

The next model. presented in Table 4.18. illustrated reduced model 1 compared to
reduced model 2 (this is looking at how much additional variation is explained above and
beyond the environmental variables when we add the tour organizational variables). and
reduced medel 3 compared to the tull model (this is looking at how much additional
variation is explained above and bevond reduced model 2 when we added the variable of
total score to the model) tor the dependent variable ot Math Achievement. The results
indicated that Model 2 did aot account for signiticantly more variation than Model 1 (this
is noted by comparing the p-value (.329) found beneath the column for Sig. F Change in

row 2 to alpha = .03). The results also indicated that Model * did not account tor

signiticantly more vanation than Model 2 (this. again. is noted by comparing the p-vaiue



(.237) tound beneath the column for Sig. F Change in row 3 to alpha = .03). Each of the
models achieved signiticance (model one t=7.590. p .000: model 2 t = 4.048. p .002:
model 3 £'=3.821. p .003). Model | explained 34.3% of the variance. Model 2 explained
36.3% ot the variance. and Model 3 explained 38.6% of the variance in Math
Achievement. Additionally. two independent variables contributed signiticantly (Model
I: Fiscal Resources. t = 2.126. p .041: Number of Minorities. t = -3.119. p .000: Model 2:
Number ot Minorities. t = -4.714. p .000: Model 3 Number of Minorities. t = -4.786. p
000). In Model 1. holding the other independent variables constant. the Fiscal Resources
of the district had the eftect of increasing the slope of the regression line by 2.126 tor
each unit gain in math achievement. Also. the number of minorities in a school district
had the effect of depressing the slope of the regression line by —.373 tor each unit gain
in math achievement. In Model 2. holding the other independent variables constant. the
number of minorities in a school district had the etfect of depressing the slope ot the
regression line by —.714 tor each unit gain in reading achievement. In Model 3. holding
the other independent variables constant. the number of minorities in a school district had
the eftect oi depressing the slope ot the regression line by —4.786 tor each unit gain in
math achievement. The reason that tiscal resources may not have contributed to the
Models 2 and Model 3 was that there may have been a spurious etfect going on. That is.
because the regression weight of fiscal resources on math achievement in Model |
disappeared when we added the organizational variables and then controiled tor these and
the other four environmental variables. the tiscul resources weight may be a spurious one.

Interestingly enough. adding the organizational and total score variables did not



significantly change the amount of variation (8+4.4%0) explained in math achievement in
etther Model 2 or Model 3.

Table 4.18

Regression Results B for Math Achievement

Model Summary
: i I Stg Errar ! Change Statstcs
; | Acusted | ofthe | R Square | i Sg F
rMougel R R Sguare R Square | E£stmate | Change | F Change 3f1 32 ! Change
: Tave 343 ! 47, 3474 ' 343 | T 380 E 2 ol #lo]
2 - Yad B4 425 ! 2620 l oz2 R} 4 23 l are
3 T65° | S35 133 i 3839 321 v 339 ., M 7 257

4 Preaicters «Canstart) Scncol Size Cisacvantage Stuaents -percent). Cast Per Pugil in thousanas of doitars. Numoer
ot Mincnnes F.scal Resaurces 'n Millions cf thousancs Jollars

O Freaictors Canstant). Scnoot Size Disagvantage Students .percent). Cost Per Pupit in thousands of dollars, Numger

of Mincnues. F-scal Resources in Millions of tncusanas 3cilars. Staff Quanfication (% of t2acners with a Master's
legree). Puoil ' teacher rauo. Professicnai Spart (FTE). Agministratve intensity (Raw FTE)

Preaictors Canstant) Scricct Size Cisaavantage Studgents .percent). Cast Per Pugil in tnousanas =f dollars Numgoer
ot Minonities  Frscal Resources in Milliors Sf thousanas soilars. Start Qualfication «°4 of teacners with a Masters
2egree!. Pupil '0 teacner ratio. Prefessional Soon (FTE). Aaministrative Intensity (Raw FTE), Total Score



ANOVA?

Sum of Mean
Mcdel Sauares daf Square F Sig. |
1 Regression 4.581 5 916 7.590 .0002
Residual 3.863 32 121
Total 8.444 37
2 Regression 4774 9 530 4.048 002°
Residual 3.670 28 131
Total 8.444 37
3 Regression 4.948 10 435 3.821 .003¢
Residual 3.496 27 129
Total 8.444 37

3. Predictors: (Constant), School Size. Disadvantage Students (percent). Cost Per

Pupii in thousands of dollars. Number of Minorities. Fiscal Resources in

Millions of thousands doilars

5. Predictors: (Constant). School Size. Disadvantage Students (percent), Cost Per

Pupii in thousands of dollars. Number of Minonties. Fiscal Rescurces in

Millions of thousands dollars. Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's
degree). Pupil o teacher ratic. Professional Sport (FTE). Administrative intensity
(Raw FTE)

€. Predictors: (Constant). School Size. Disadvantage Students (percent). Cost Per

Pupil in thousands of doilars. Number of Mincrities, Fiscal Resources in

Miilions of thousands doilars. Staff Gualification (% of teachers with a Master's
degree). Pupil to teacher ratio. Professional Sport (FTE), Administrative intensity
(Raw FTE). Total Score

d. Dependent Vanable: Mathematics Achievement
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Coefficients?®
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients | s
Maode! B Std. Error Beta t Sg.
1 1Constant) 2.791 723 3.860 [oe}]
Fiscal Resources in
Miilions of thousands 4 311€E-04 000 1 1C2 2.126 041
qoliars
e e -3 44E-05 000 -076 -417 680
(E;':f:: e Students 4 718E-03 004 169 1.130 267
Number cf Minonties -5.77E-03 001 - 855 -5.119 oca
Schoot Size -251E-03 Co1 - G54 -1678 103
2 (Canstant) 2.709 961 2.818 009
Fiscal Resources in
Miiions of thousands 4 320E£-24 0co 390 1772 oce~
aotlars
1l in
oS e P -5 07E-05 000 -113 -515 511
Peeovanage Students | & ee58.03 005 | 238 1.372 181
Number of Mincnties £ 55E-03 001 ! . G669 4714 000
School Size -2.99E-03 oc2 l -1.0e7 -1 731 0S4
Pupil to teacher ratio 1 J46E-02 025 | 363 397 595
"";;v‘;"gg""e Intensity 137 159 I 239 863 366
Professionat Sport 'FTE) 5 166E-02 127 095 | 406 583
Staff Quanfication ‘%% of ‘
teacners with a Master's -3 74E-Q3 005 [ - 103 -728 475
degree) ' !
3 iCanstant) 3.292 1040 | ! 2048 005
Fiscal Resources in ! |
Miilicns of thousands 4.183E-04 | 200 % 958 1724 %6
dollars |
st i
;‘;LS::;: ‘;?"do'zlars 5.10E495 i 000 - 136 -821 | 540
F;‘:f:;;?‘age Students 8.144E-02 | 005 261 1520 ! 115
Number of Minonties -7 3CE-I3 I acz | -1.080 ! -4 786 : 200
Schoot Size -3 CoE-03 | a0z -1.162 i -1 338 i a7
Pupil 0 t2acher ratio 1 409EN2 i 125 087 | 534 se8
T;;:n;sTt‘rEa‘lnve Intensity 200 | 167 | 348 ! 1196 247
Professional Socrt (FTE} | 5.108E-02 | 127 94 | 403 | 590
Statf Quatificatien 19 of | i |
teacners mith 2 Masters -3.83E-03 f 0os - 105 l -747 461
cegrea) l '
Tctal Score -221 ! 187 - 164 ! -1.187 257

d. Cepenaent \yanaoie. Mathemaucs Achievement




Excluded Variables
Collineart
y

Partial Statistics
Mcdel Beta in t Sig. Ccrrelation | Tolerance
1 Pupil to teacher ratio Q778 516 809 .092 662
f:;‘:";fg""e Intensity 193 732 470 130 209
Professional Sport (FTE) 0g73 451 655 081 317

Staff Quaiification (% of a
teachers with a Master's -.084 -629 534 - 112 813

degree)

Total Score -1062 -813 | 422 - 145 887
2 Total Score - 164° -1.1 STJ 257 - 217 782

3. Predictors in the Model: (Constant;, School Size, Disadvantage Students (percent), Cost Per
Pupil in thousands of dollars, Number of Minonties, Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands

dollars

B. Predictors in the Model: (Constant). Schacl Size. Disadvantage Students (percent), Cost Per
Pupil in thousands of dollars. Number of Minonties, Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands
dollars. Staff Qualfication (% of teachers with a Master's degree), Pupil to teacner ratio,

Professional Sport (FTE), Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE)
C. Cependent Vanable: Mathematics Achievement

Notes tor these results:

Model 1 = Reduced Model 1 = Math achievement regressed on the environmental

variabies

Modei 2 = Reduced Model 2 = Math achievement regressed on the environmental &

organizational variables

Modet 3 = Full Model = Math achievement regressed on the environmental.
orzanizational. & total score variables

Removal of Signiticant Varables

s a result ot finding that the number ot minorities variable was the main

contributing tactor in the majority of models the researcher pertormed turther analvsis. It

was noted that cne school in the sample population appeared to be an outlier due to its

high number of minorities when compared to the rest ot the schools in the studv. The

number of minerities data trom this district was removed and additionai regression

models were computed on all models that had originaily been tound o be significant. The

models are summarized in the tables that follow.




The tirst model. presented in Table 4.19. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Reading Achievement as explained by the environmental (predictor)
variables of district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number of minorities.
and tiscal resources with the outlier district data removed. but failed to achieve
significance (f = .336. p .852).

Table 4.19

Variation in Reading Achievement as Explained by the Environmental Variables with
the Qutlier District Data Removed

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Mcael R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 2012 040 - 080 30845

4. Pregictors: (Constant). MN Number of Minorities. CP
Cast Per Pugii in thousands of dollars. DS
Cisadvantage Students (percent). FR Fiscal
Resourcas in Millions of thousands aollars

ANOVAP
Sum of
Modei Squares df Mean Square F Sia.
1 Regression 129 4 032 336 3sz?
Resigual 3.064 32 0g6
Taotal 3.193 36

a. Brecictors: (Constant). MN Number of Minonties. CP Cost Per Pupii in thousangs

of dollars. ©S Oisadvantage Students (percent), FR Fiscal Resources in Millions
of thousands dollars

D. Dependent ‘\sariable: RA Reading Achievement

9
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Coefficients’
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 2.194 549 3.998 .000
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 6.137E-05 000 228 992 329
dollars
o .
CP CostPerPupilin o ,q00 s 000 178 888 381
thousands of dollars
OS Disadvantage 1.095E-03 004 057 285 778
Students (percent)
MN Number of Mincrities -1 58E-03 002 -.166 - 740 465

a. Dependent Vanable: RA Reacding Achievement

The second model. presented in Table 4.20. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Math Achievement as explained by the environmental (predictor)
variables of district size. disadvantaged siudents. cost per pupil. number of minorities.
and fiscal resources with the outlier district data removed. but failed to achieve
stgnificance (= .876. p .309).

Tabie 4.20

The “Varation in Math Achievement as Explained by the Environmental Variables with
the Qutlier District Data Removed

Model Summary

Agjusted Std. Error of

Model R R Square R Square the Estimate
1 352¢ 124 -018 35070
e — — — _—— — —  _____ — — ——— — ——— — 3

4. Predictors: ‘Constant), SiZE School Size. DS
Disacvantage Students (percent). MN Number of
Minonues. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of datlars.
FR Fiscal Rescurces in Millicns of thousands doilars
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ANOVAP
Sum of
Mcdel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression .538 5 .108 876 .509°
Residual 3.813 31 123
Total 4 351 36

4. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE School Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent),
MN Number of Minonties. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars, FR Fiscal
Resources in Millions of thousands dollars

b. Dependent Variable: MA Mathematics Achievement

Coefficients?
o _________________________________________________________________
Standard)
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients 's
Modael 8 Sta Error Beta t 3ig
: {Canstant) 2.714 740 3 668 a01
FR Fiscai Resources in
Millions of thousands 4 120E-04 000 1311 1631 113
qoitars
CP Cost Per Pupil in a -
‘housands of dollars -1 86E-05 000 -054 -214 832
OS Cisadvantage -
3 - N 9
Students (percent) 015803 004 178 2 363
MN Number of Minonties -4 33E-13 003 - 388 -1.708 Q98
SIZE Schoot Size -2 *SE-)3 )02 -1 123 -1 32 1G4

3. Cependent Vanable: MA Mathematics Achievement

The third model. presented in Table 4.21. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Vlath Achievement as explained by the Survey of School District
Organizational Health (predictor; variables of creativity. human resource management.
contlict management. participation. learning outcomes. communication. leadership. and
organizational structure with the outlier district data removed. but failed te achieve

significance (f = 1.37.p 179
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Table 4.21

The Variation in Math Achievement as Explained bv the Survev of School District
Oreanizational Health Variables with the Qutlier District Data Removed

Model Summary
Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square the Estimate
1 556° 310 112 32754

3. Predictors: (Constant). CR Creativity. CM Conflict
Management. PA Participation, LA Learning
Qutcomes. CO Communication, LD Leadership. OS
Organizational Structure, HR Human Resource

Management
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 1.247 3 .168 1.570 1792
Residual 3.004 28 107
Total 4 351 36

a. Predicters: (Constant). CR Creativity, CM Conflict Management. PA Participation,
LA Learning Outcomes. CO Communication, LD Leaaership. QS Organizational
Structure. HR Human Resource Management

b. Dependent Vartable: MA Mathematics Achievement

Coefficients?®
L _____________________________________ "~ " "
Standarai
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coetficients s
Modgei B Sta. Error Beta t Sig
! -Canstant) 2.518 623 4 C81 00C

LA Learming Cutcomes 3.628E-)2 256 232 102 825
LD Leacershio -438 372 -851 -1.€15 113
~
JS Organizationat 564 355 831 : 585 174
Structure
CC Communication - 204 332 - 302 - 216 367
CM Ccnrlict Management -d.21E-02 291 -372 -286 e
HR Human Resaource = oy

207 2 222 212 13
Management <97 04 < °
PA Parucipaticn - %44 267 - 388 -2.037 051
CR Zreativitv 358 247 480 1733 084

3. Dependent Vanaole: MA Matnematics ~chievement



The fourth model. presented in Table 4.22. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Reading Achievement as explained by the Survey of School District
Organizational Health (predictor) variables of creativity. human resource management.
contlict management. participation. learning outcomes. communication. leadership. and
organizational structure with the outlier district data removed. but tailed to achieve
significance (£ = 1.278. p .294).

Table 4.22

The Varation in Reading Achievement as Explained bv the Survev ot Oreanizational
Heaith Variables with the Outlier District Data Removed

Modei Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Mode! R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 5172 257 058 283023

a. Predictors: (Constant), CR Creativity, CM Conflict
Management. PA Participation. LA Learning
Cutcomes. CO Communication. LD Leadership. OS
Crganizational Structure. #R Human Resource

Management
ANOVAP
e —————————— —— —_— ——— —  ———— — —  —— —  —— — — —
Sum of
Medet Squares df Mean Sqguare F Sig.
1 Regressicn 354 8 107 1.278 2942
Restauai 2.339 28 084
Total 3.193 36

3. Praaictors: (Constant), CR Creativity, CM Conflict Management. PA Sarticipation.
LA Lzarming Cutcomes. CO Communication. LD Leadership. OS Qrganizational
Structure, HR Human Resource Management

b. Dependent VVanable: RA Reading Achievement



Coefficients?
m
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.484 612 5.696 .000
LA Learning Qutcomes .143 .314 147 .454 .653
LD Leadership 1.308£-02 .240 .023 055 957
OS Organizational -101 314 -132 .323 749
Structure
CO Communication 222 .293 257 756 456
CM Confiict Management -296 257 -.301 -1.153 259
HR Human Resource 110 357 138 308 760
Management
PA Participation - 585 236 - 701 -2.357 026
CR Creativity 212 279 209 753 455

3. Dependent Vanabie: RA Reading Achievement

The tifth model. presented in Table 4.23. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Reading Achievement as explained by the environmental (predictor)
variables of district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number of minorities.
and fiscal resources): the organizational (predictor) variables of statf qualifications.
pupil-teacher ratio. administrative intensity. protessional support: and the (predictor)
variable ot leadership with the outlier district data removed. but tailed to achieve

significance (f = 333, p .963).



Table 4.23

The Variation in Reading Achievement as Explained bv the Environmental.
Orcanizational. and Leadership. Variables with the Qutlier District Data Removed

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 32g? 114 - 227 .32985

2. Predictors: (Constant), LD Leadership. AT
Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE), DS Disadvantage
Students (percent), PT Pupil to teacher ratio. SQ Staff
Qualification (% of teacners with a Master's degree),
CP Caost Per Pupil in thocusands of dallars, MN
Number of Minonities, PS Professional Sport (FTE). FR
Fiscal Rescurces in Millions of thousands dollars,

SIZE Schcol Size

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares of Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 364 10 036 335 9632
Residual 2.829 26 109
Total 2.193 36

3. Predictors: (Constant). LD Leadership. AT Admunistrative Intensity (Raw FTE), DS
Disaavantage Siudents (cercent), PT Pupil o teacher ratio. SQ Staff Qualification
(% cof teachars with a Master's degree), CP Cost Per Fupil in thousands of dollars.
MN Number of Minonties. PS Professional Spont (FTE). FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands dollars. SIZE Scnoot Size

0. Dependent Vanatle: RA Reading Achievement
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Coefficients?

Standardi

zed
Unstandardized Ccefficien
Ccefficients ts

Maode! B Sta. ErTor Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 3080 926 3.306 003
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousanas 1 692E-04 000 629 588 499
gollars
CP Cost Per Pupil in 3.122E-06 0co 011 033 ar4
thcusands of dollars
DS Oisadvantage - 5 -~
Stuaents (percent) 1 239E-03 cos 064 280 797
MN Number of Minonties -1 47E-33 003 -154 - 509 318
SIZE Schcol Size - 29€-04 362 -572 - 553 582
PT Pupil to teacher ratio -8.77E-03 324 - 087 - 364 719
AT Acministrative . ~ . - g Y
Intensity (Raw FTE -1 30E-02 153 -035 - 088 €33
FS Profassional Sport - - - A -~
FTE) 4 333E-02 117 135 389 ~00

SQ Staff Qualification (%,
of teachers with a -4 06E-C4 Q05 -018 - 082 3835
Master's degrae)

LD Leagersnip i - 125 115 __-216 -1 081 280

2. Dependent ‘Yanabie RA Reading Achievement

The sixth model. presented in Table 4.24. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Math Achievement as explained by the environmental ¢ predictor)
variables of district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number of minorities.
and tiscal resources): the organizational (predictor) variables of staff quaiitications.
pupil-teacher ratio. administrative intensity. protessional support: and the (predictor)
variabie ot leadership with the outlier district data removed. but taiied to achieve

significance (£ = .684. p .730).



Table 4.24
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The Variation in Math Achievement as Explained bv the Environmental. Oreanizational.

and [cadership. Variables with the Outlier District Data Removed

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 456° .208 - 096 .36402

a. Predictors: (Constant). LD Leadersiip. AT
Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE). DS Disadvantage
Students (percent), PT Pupil to teacher ratio. SQ Staff
Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's degrae),
CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars. MN
Number of Mincnities. PS Professional Sport (FTE), FR
Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands dollars.

SIZE Scnool Size

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 306 10 091 684 730°
Residual 3.445 26 133
Total 4 351 36

2. Predictors: (Censtant). LD Leadership. AT Admunistrative Intensity (Raw FTE), DS
Disadvantage Students (percent), PT Pupil {0 teacher ratio. SQ Staff Cualification
(% of teacners with a Master's degree), CF Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dotlars.
MN Number cf Minonties. PS Professional Sport (FTE). FR Fiscal Resources in
Miilions of thousands doilars. SIZE School Size

b. Dependent Vanable: MA Mathematics Achievement
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Coefficients®
Standardi
2ed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.050 1.021 2.986 006
FR Fiscal Resources in
Milliens of thousands 3.342E-04 .000 1.064 1.225 23
dcllars
CP Cost Per Pupil in S
thousands of dollars -4 00E-05 .000 - 116 -.380 707
DS Disadvantage
Students (percent) 7.164E-03 005 318 1.363 185
MN Number of Minonties -5.30E-03 .003 -475 -1.662 108
SIZE School Size -2.53E-Q3 062 -1.337 -1.379 180
PT Pupil to teacher rato 1.348E-02 027 115 506 617
AT Agministrative
Intensity (Raw FTE) 158 169 368 93¢ 356
FS Professional Spert c -
(FTE) £.391E-02 129 137 419 678
SQ Staff Qualification (%
of teachers with a -2.57€E-03 005 - Q098 -470 642
Master's degree)
LD Leadership - 164 127 - 243 -1.286 210

a. Dependent Vanable: MA Mathematics Achievement

The seventh model. presented in Table 4.23. attempted to capture variation in the
dependent variable Reading Achievement as explained by the environmental ( predictor)
variables ot district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number of minorities.
and :iscal resourcesi: the organizational (predictor) variables ot statf qualitications.
pupti-teacher ratio. administrative intensity. protessional support: and the (predictor)
variable of confiict management with the outlier district data removed. but tailed to

achieve signiticance (= 413, p .926).



Table 4.25

The Variation in Reading Achievement as Explained bv the Environmental.
Organizatonal. and Contlict Variables with the Outlier District Data Removed

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of

Mode! R R Square R Square the Estimate
1 3712 138 -.194 .32540
e —

a. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE School Size. DS
Cisadvantage Students (percent), CM Conflict
Management. SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers
with a Master's degree). PT Puplil to teacher ratio. MN
Numker of Minonties. CP Cost Per Pugil in thousands
of dollars. PS Professional Sport (FTE). AT
Administrative !ntensity (Raw FTE), FR Fiscal
Rescurces in Millions of thousands dollars

ANCVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 440 10 044 413 9262
Res.dual 2.7583 26 106
Total 3.193 36

2. Predictors: (Canstant), SIZE School Size. CS Disadvantage Stuaents (percent),
CM Conflict Management. SQ Staff Cualification (% of teachers with a Master's
degree). FT Pupii to teacher ratic. MN Number of Mincnties. CP Cost Per FPupii in
thousands of dcllars. PS Professional Soort (FTE). AT Administrative Intensity
(Raw FTE). FR Fiscal Resources in Millicns of thousands doilars

5. Dependent Vanable: RA Reading Achievement

149
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Coefficients?
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 3.339 .965 3.459 .002
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 1.852E-C4 000 .688 772 447
dollars
CP Cast Per Puil in -1.38E-06 .000 -.005 -015 988
thousands of dollars
DS Disadvantage 1.447E-03 005 075 308 761
Students (percent)
MN Number of Minonties -2.29€-03 el - 239 - 811 425
PT Pupil to teacher ratio -1.04E-03 025 -010 -.042 867
AT Administrative a a "
Intensity (Raw FTE) 2.153€E-02 1585 058 139 891

[~
PS Professional Sport 15702 116 064 186 854
(FTE)
SQ Staff Qualificaticn (%%
of teachers ‘vith a -2.42E-04 00S -011 - 050 961
Master's degree)
CM Conflict Management -275 198 -.280 -1.384 178
—SIZE_School Size al — 002 __ -664  _-638 __  S16

a. Dependent Vanabie: RA Reaading Achievement

The eighth model. presented in Table 4.26. attempted to capture variation in the
Jdependent variabie Math Achievement as explained by the environmental (predictor)
variables of district size. disadvantaged students. cost per pupil. number of minorities.
and {iscal resourcesi: the orzanizational (predictor) variables of statt qualirications.
pupil-teacher ratio. administrative intensity. protessional support: and the (predictor)
vantable ot contlict management with the outlier Jdistrict data removed. but tailed to

achieve signiticance (' = 374, p 8200,



Table 4.26

The Variation in Math Achievement as Explained bv the Environmental. Orvanizational.
and Contlict Variables with the Outlier District Data Removed

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square the Estimate

1 4252 181 - 134 37028

3. Predictors: (Constant). CM Conflict Management, DS
Disadvantage Students (percent). SIZE School Size.
SG Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's
degree), PT Pupil to teacher ratio. MN Number of
Minonties. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars.
PS Professicnal Sport (FTE). AT Admunistrative
Intensity (Raw FTE). FR Fiscal Resources in Millions
of thousands doilars

ANOVAP
Sum of
Mcde! Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 786 10 079 574 3202
Residual 3.565 25 137
Total 4.351 36

4. Predictors: (Constant). CM Conflict Management. DS Disadvantage Students
(percent). SIZE School Size. SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's
degree). PT Pugii to teacher ratio. MN Mumber of Minonties. CP Caost Per Pupil in
thcusands of doilars. PS Professional Sport (FTE), AT Administrative intensity
‘Raw FTE), FR Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands aollars

2. Dependent Vanable: MA Mathematics Achievement



Coefficients?
Standardi
2ed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Maodel B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 3.072 1.098 2.797 .010
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 3.813E-04 .000 1.213 1.397 74
dollars
CP Cost Per Pupil in 4.48E-05 000 -130 -420 678
thousands of dollars
DS Disaavantage
Students (percent) 6.907E-03 .005 307 1.291 208
MN Number of Minonties -6.19E-03 003 -.555 -1.931 065
SIZE Schoot Size -2.74E-03 002 -1.445 -1.470 154
PT Pupil to teacher ratio 1.744E-02 028 149 618 542
AT Admnistrative
- [o] i
Intensity (Raw FTE) 168 177 380 953 .350
PS Professional Sport s - -
(FTE) 3.814E-02 132 090 267 792

SQ Staff Qualification (%
of teachers with a -2.85E-03 0ce - 109 -512 613
Master's aegree)

CM Conflict Management -.192 226 -.168 - 3853 .4C2

3. Dependent Vanatle: MA Mathematics Achievement

The next model. presented in Table 4.27. illustrated reduced model | compared to
reduced model 2 (this is looking at how much additional variation is explained above and
bevond the environmental variables when we add the tour organizational variables). and
reduced model 3 compared to the tull model (this is looking at how much additional
variation 1s explained above and bevond reduced model 2 when we added the variable of
total score to the model) tor the dependent variable of Reading Achievement with the
number ot minorities data was removed. The results indicated that Model 2 did not
account {or signiticantly more varation than Model 1 (this is noted by comparing the p-

value (.986) found beneath the column tor Sig. F Change in row 2 to alpha = .03). The
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results also indicated that Model 3 did not account tor significantly more variation than

Model 2 (this. again. is noted by comparing the p-value (.206) tound beneath the column

tor Sig. F Change in row 3 to alpha = .03). None ot the models achieved signiticance

(model one t'= 413. p .856: model 2 t' = 241, p .985: model 3 = .390. p .939).

Table 4.27

Reading Achievement Reduced Model 1 Compared to Reduced Model 2 and Reduced

Model 2 Compared to the Full Model with the Qutlier District Data Removed

Model Summary

Mcaet R 2 Square R Sguare tre Esumate Change F ~hange [+ia] at2

Change Statsucs

Adiustec Ste Errcrof R Square

Sig F Change
1 zs¢ 282 -ca9 21074 363 403 3 30 338
2z befpgea hrf 2233 13087 012 085 4 7 3es
1 ze1¢ 130 - 264 32577 056 1§82 ' 26 205

Preaicters 'Canstant). SIZE Scnoci Size. DS Disaovantage Stucents (percent). MN Numcer of Minantes. CP Cast Per Pugil
n rousanas af follars. FR Fiscal Resources «n Mitlions af ‘hcusands dotars

Preaicters -Constant.. 3IZE Scncecl Size. CS Disadvantage Stugents (percent). MN Numger of Minonties. CP Zcst Per Pugil
n thousancs of Jotars. R Fiscal Resources :n Millions of thcusanas goliars. SQ Staff Quanficahon (s of teachers wmth a
Masters cegree). PT Pupi to teacner rauc. PS Professionat Spert «(FTE). AT Agmunistrauve Intensity ‘Raw FTE;

Pregictors Canstant). SIZE Scnool Size DS Disagvantage Stugents ipercenty. MN Numter of Minanties CFP Cast Par Pupil
n thcusanas ¢t 2otlars. FR Fiscal Rescurces in Milhons of thousanas aoilars. SQ Statf Quanficaton “» of t2acrers ‘mth a

fAasters ce-zree) PT Pupil o teacner -atio. PS Professional Sogort (FTE: AT Acmurustrauve intensity :Raw " ;. 7S Total
Sceore



ANOVAY
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Sguare F Sig.
1 Regression 200 5 .040 413 .836°
Residual 2.993 31 .097
Total 3.183 36
2 Regression 237 ] 026 .241 .98s°
Residual 2.956 27 109
Total 3.193 36
3 Regressicn a7 10 042 390 939°
Residual 2.776 26 107
Total 3.193 36

3. Precictors: (Constant), SIZE School Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent).
MN Number of Minonties. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of doilars. FR Fiscal
Resources in Millions of thousands dcllars

B. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE School Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent),
MN Number of Minonties. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of aollars. FR Fiscal
Resources in Millions of thousands doliars, SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers
with a Master's degree). FT Pupil to teacher ratic, PS Professional Sport (FTE), AT
Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE)

C. Predictors: (Canstant). SIZE School Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent), MN
Numpber of Minorities. CP Cast Per Fupil in thousands of dollars, FR Fiscal
Resources in Millions of thousands dollars. SQ Staff Quaiification (% of teachers
with a Master's degree). FT Pupil to leacher ratio. S Professional Sport (FTE), AT
Acministrative intensity (Raw FTE), TS Tctal Score

3. Dependent Vanable: RA Reading Achievement



&. Dependent '/anable: RA Reaaing Achievement

Coefficients®
Standarad:
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Modet B8 Std. Error Seta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 2.499 556 3311 0013
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 2.457E-04 300 313 1.097 281
dollars
CP Cost Per Pupil n 1122605 0co 038 146 885
thousands of doilars
DS QCisaavantage o ~ -
Students \percent) 1 076E-03 004 0sé 279 782
MN Number of Minonties -2.14E-03 002 -224 - 953 348
SIZE School Size -1 23€-03 001 -757 - 857 398
2 (Consiant) 2776 389G 3.118 004
FR Fiscal Resources :n
Milions of thousands 2.280€E-04 oo 847 943 354
dcllars
CP Cost Per Pupiiin e A -
thousands of Joilars 3 22£E-07 0Qo 201 003 aG7
OS Cisadvantage = ~q&
s - 4
Students (percent) S 795E-04 305 030 122 90
MN Mumger of Minonties -1 39E-03 003 209 - 687 492
SIZE Schooi Size -1 C9E-03 302 -37 - 856 517
ST Pupi to teacher ratio -1 12E-Q2 024 -1 - 464 546
AT Agministrative
. E. I . gQ .
intensity (Raw FTE) 367802 152 0es 241 an
) S
f&é)’mess'ma‘ SPEM 4 187E-02 117 125 358 "23
3Q Staff Qualficaton %
of teachers with a -1 04E-03 CGCS - 046 -212 334
Masters degree)
3 «Canstant) 3.342 S81 2405 002
FP Fiscai Resources in
Millicns of thousanas 1 845E-04 300 835 765 4181
dollars
=] ar P
CP Cost Per uoiln £.1SE-07 6co -002 -007 se5
thousanaos of goilars
cs N
CS sagvantage 1 615E-03 965 084 340 =37
Students (percent)
MN Numbper of Minonties -1 28£-03 0a3 -208 -Te? 488
SIZE 3chool Size -1.07E-03 262 -857 - 549 £22
2T Pupi to teacnerrato -7 S6E-Q3 024 -075 -315 785
AT Adminisirative < ve a9
intensity (Raw FTE) 1.533E-02 156 041 099 a22
o 3
PS Professional Seort 3 504z 115 13 330 T
FTE)
SQ Starf Guaiification (%
3t .eacners with 3 -5.35E-04 51017 -030 - 140 390
Masters gegree)
TS Total Score - 232 179 - 252 -1 297 206
-

h
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Excluded Variables$
e — ——— ——  — —_ ————— 3
Collineant
v
Partial Statistics
Maode! Beta In t Sig. Correlation  Tolerance
1 PT Pupil to teacher ratio -C742 -.342 734 -.062 671
AT Administrative a
Intensity (Raw FTE) -085 -.251 804 -.046 216
PS Professional Sport .3 -
(FTE) 071 227 822 041 320
SQ Staff Qualification a
(% of teachers with a - 037 - 186 854 -034 768
Master's degree)
TS Total Score - 2547 -1.458 1558 -.257 963
2 TS Total Score -.252° -1.297 206 -.246 884

a. Predicors in the Mcdel: (Constant). SIZE Schoot Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent).
MN Number of Mincnities, CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars. FR Fiscal Resources in

Milliens of thousands dcilars

b. Fredictors in the Model: (Constant). SiZE Schecol Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent).
MN Number of Minonties. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars. FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands dcilars, SQ Staff Quaiification (% of teachers with a Master's degree), PT
Pupil to teacher ratio, PS Professional Sport (FTE). AT Admunistrative intensity (Raw FTE)

<. Dependent Vanable: RA Reading Achievement

The next model. presented in Table 4.28. illustrated reduced model | compared to

reduced model 2 (this is looking at how much additional variation is explained above and

bevond the environmental variables when we add the four organizational variables). and

reduced model 3 compared to the tull model (this is looking at how much additional

variation is explained above and bevond reduced model 2 when we added the variabie ot

total score to the model) tor the dependent variable ot Math Achievement with the

number of ininorities data was removed. The results indicated that Model 2 did not

account tor significantly more variation than Modei 1 (this is noted by comparing the p-

value (.892) found beneath the column tor Sig. F Change in row 2 to alpha = .03). The

results also indicated that Model 3 did not account tor signiticantiy more vanation than

Model Z (this. again. is noted by comparing the p-value (.233) found beneath the column



tor Sig. F Change in row 3 to alpha = .05). None of the models achieved significance
tmodel one t= .876. p .309: model 2 £ = .5362. p .813: model 3 £=.664. p .746).

Tabie 4.28

Math Achievement Reduced Model 1| Compared to Reduced Model 2 and Reduced
Model 2 Compared to the Full Model with the Outlier District Data Removed

Mode! Summary

Change Stansucs
Acjusted Sta. Error ot R Square
Macel R R Square R Square ‘he Estimate Change F Change aft af2 S.,g F Change
1 352¢ ‘24 -gi8 35070 124 a7s s 31 532
z h{-pad 1€8 - 123 16840 034 273 4 2 393
2 451 204 - 103 J6SC8 048 ! 423 * 28 233
3 Preciciors -Censtant: SIZE Scrcoi Size. DS

D.saavantage Students (percent;. MN Numoer of Mincntes. CP Cost Per Puput

n trousangs of 2ollars. FR Fiscal Resources 'n Mulions of thousands doilars

Preqictors Canstant), SIZE Schecl Size CS DOisaavaniage Stugents (percent). MN Numeer of Minonties. CP Cast Per Pupit
nrousangs of coilars. FR Fiscal Resources .n Miilicns of tnousanes Jellars. SQ Start Quanficaton -, of teachers vitn a
Master's cegree). PT Pucil to teacher -ano PS Protessicral Spert (FTE). AT Aamimistrative Intensity :Raw FTE)

Preaiciors .Canstant). SIZE Scncot Size. DS Disadvantage Studerts (percent;. MN Numger of Mironties. SP  Coast Per Pupil
0 thousanas of goars. FR Fiscatl Resources in Milions af theusangs soilars. S22 Staff Quaificaticn . % ot teachers with 3

Masters gegree) PT Pugil 10 teacner ratc PS Prefessianal Sport 'FTE: AT Agministrative Intensity Raw FTEY. TS Tortal
Score



...
7]
[#24]

ANOVA?
Sum of
Mode! Squares af Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 538 5 108 876 .509°
Residual 3.813 31 123
Total 4.351 36
2 Regression 687 9 0786 562 815°
Residual 3.664 27 .136
Total 4351 36
3 Regression .886 10 089 664 T46°
Residual 3.465 26 133
T ctal 4.351 36

2. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE Schcol Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent),
MN Number of Mincnties. CF Caost Per Pupil in thousands of dotlars. FR Fiscal
Resources in Miilicns of thousands doilars

b. Predictors: (Constant). SIZE Schocl Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent),
MN Numper of Minonties. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of doilars. FR Fiscal
Resources in Millions of thousands dollars, SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers
with a Master's degree), PT Pupii to teacher ratio. PS Professional Sport (FTE). AT
Adminisirative intensity (Raw FTE)

C. Predictors: (Constant). SIZE School Size. DS Disadvantage Students (percent), MN
Number of Minonties, CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of doilars, FR Fiscal
Resources n Millions of thousands doilars. SQ Staff Qualification (% of teachers
with a Master's degree). PT Pupil to teacher ratic, PS Professional Sport (FTE). AT
Agministrative Intensity :Raw FTE}, TS Total Sccre

d. Dependent Vanaole: MA Mathematics Achievement



Coefficients®
Stancarci
zed
Unstandaraized Coefficien
Ceefficients ts
Model 8 Std. Errer Beta t Sig
1 (Canstant; 2714 740 3.668 00t
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousands 4. 120€E-04 oo 1.311 1631 113
dcllars
CP Cost Per Pupil in a
thousands of dollars -1.86E-05 0co 054 214 83z
<
OS Disadvantage 4 019E-03 004 178 923 363
Students percent)
MN Number of Mincnties <4 33E-C3 003 - 388 -1 708 0S8
SIZE Schoal Size -2.15E-03 002 -1133 -1 326 194
2 \Constant) 2.678 391 2.701 012
FR Fiscal Resources in
Millions of thousanas 4 113E-Q4 000 1 309 1.327 138
dollars
~ .
CP Cost Per Puoll in 4 16E-05 000 127 . 411 sas
thousanas of dotlars
-
S Oisadvantage 6 298€-03 00s 280 1194 243
Students \perzent)
MN Numper of Mincnties -3 98E-03 Qo3 837 -1.381 071
SiZE School Size -2 TSE-03 Q02 -1450 -1483 150
PT Pupil toteacherratic 1 033E-02 027 383 38S e
AT Administrative . . - ~c, g
intensity (Raw FTE) 128 169 36 =4 453
c [
S —_P ofessional Sport 4 937E-02 130 126 130 ~07
(tFre:
SQ Staff Quatification (%
of teacners with a -3.41E-03 05 130 -820 540
Masters degree)
3 :Canstant) 3.273 1087 2.985 006
FR Fiscal Resources in
Mithons cf thousands 3.655E-34 300 163 1.356 137
Jollars
C Bar =
CP Cast Per Supil in 1 46E-05 300 - 129 424 575
ihousanas of doilars
o)
IS Oisagvaniage 7 388E-03 005 128 1.293 175
Stuaents .gercent)
*AN Numger of Minonties -3 37E-13 203 -3525 -1.395 069
SiZE Schoot Size -2.72E-33 002 -1.43% -1.450 150
PT Pupill to teacner ratic ! 414E-02 327 12! 528 g0z
AT Agministratve .
422 : 3
Intensity (Raw F~E; 182 174 1030 03
DS Seof 3
PS Drofessional S0 534g.02 129 115 352 728
FTE)
SQ Starf Quanficanon (%
of teachers vatn a -3.03E-Q3 305 - 116 - 356 583
Master's degree)
7S Tctal Scare - 244 200 -227 -1.222 233
- — - -

a. Depenaent Vanable: MA Mathematics Acthevement
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Collinear
b4
. Statisti
1 FT Pupil to teacher Partia
AT o - Bewd 1 SI1g- caorrean roleranc
a
Intensity (Raw .21 .58 .56 10 21
f’FSTEProfessmnal 42 3 41 68 o7 32
SQ Staff
(°% of teachers - a - 63 - .76
Master's
TS Total - a - .30 - .96
2 TS Total - 3 - 23 - 88

@

Predictors in the Mcdel: (Constant). SIZE School Size. DS Disadvantage
p. MN Numoer of Minonties. CP Caost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars. FR

Predictors in the Mcdel: (Constant), SIZE School Size. DS Disadvantage
MN Number of Minonties. CP Cost Per Pupil in thousands of doilars. FR
¢c. Millions of thousands dollars. SQ Staff Quailification (% of teachers with a

Comparison of Results to The Findings of Bidwell and Kasarda

Both similarities and ditferences can be seen when one analvzes the results of the
rescarcher’s study and those tound by Bidwell and Kasarda. Table 4.29 compares the
significant tindings in each study.

Tuble 4.29

Comparison of Results to The Findings ot Bidwell and Kasarda

Variable Melellan & West Bidwell & Kuasarda

statf Quanricatons Non-signiricant RA & M Signtticant RA oniy

Pupil Teacher ratio Non-significant RA & MA Significant RA & MA
Prof. Support Non-signiticant RA & VA Non-siznificant RA & MA
Admin. Intensity Non-significant RA & Ma Significant RA & MA
Minorities Non-significant RA & MaA Significant RA & MA

Bidwell and Kasarda tound that the better qualitied the certificated staft the
higher the levels ot reading and math achievement but their tindings regarding math

achievement were not statistically significant. This study tound no significant correlation
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between these variables. Bidwell and Kasarda found that as pupil teacher ratios declined
across districts the median achievement scores rose. This study found no significant
correlation between these variables. Bidwell and Kasarda found that the etfect of
protessional statf support on math achicvement was slight. on reading achievement
positive. but not statistically signiticant. This study found no signiticant correlation
between these variables. Bidwell and Kasarda tound that as administrative intensity rose
achievement scores declined. This study tound no significant correlation between these
variables. Bidwell and Kasarda found that the percentage of non-white students in a
district had a depressing effect on median levels of student achievement. This study

tound no signiticant correlation between these variables.

Research Questions

l. Did organizational characteristics contribute to district achievement levels and it
50. how much of the variation in achievement was explained by these
organizational characteristics? According to data obtained in this study
organizational characteristics did not have a signiticant impact on district

achievement levels in math or reading.

?

. Did environmental conditions of the district contribute to district achievement
levels and if so. how much ot the variation in achievement was explained by these
environmental conditions”? According to data obtained in this studv environmental
charactenistics did not have a signiticant impact on district achievement levels in

math or reading.

ts

Did contlict between the superintendents and principals ot small Nebraska rural

schools contribute to district achievement levels and. if so. how much of the
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variation in achievement was explained by variation in the degree of conflict?
According to data obtained in this study the level of contlict between the
superintendent and principal did not have a significant impact on district
achievement levels in math or reading.

Did measures ot organizational health contribute to district achievement levels
and. it so. how much of the variation in achievement was explained by variation
in 2 measure of organizational health? According to data obtained in this study
measures ot organizational health did not have a significant impact on district
achievement levels in math or reading.

How much additional explanatory power was created by the addition ot the
independent variable ot contlict between the superintendent and principal?
According to data obtained in this study the explanatory power ot this study was
not increased by the addition of the independent variable ot contlict between the

superintendent and principal.



Chapter 3

Summarv. Implications. and Recommendations

Summarv ot the Studv

Bidwell & Kasarda (1973) used data trom 104 school districts in Colorado to
examine determinants ot organizational effectiveness. For each of these districts tive
environmental conditions. three components of district structure. and one of statt
composition were linked in a causal model to the median reading and mathematics test
scores ot the district’s high school students. The environmental conditions were size.
fiscal resources. percent non-white in the population of the district’s community. and the
education and income levels of the parental risk population. The measures of district
structure were pupil-teacher ratio. administrative intensity and the ratio ot supporting
protessional statt to teachers. The statf composition variable was qualification level of
the protessional staft.

This study dittered trom the Bidwell & Kasarda (1973) study in several ways.
Environmental varables were similar with a few exceptions. but parental education level
was not examined in this study. The school distriets in the Bidwell & Kasarda (1973)
study ranged trom small districts to very large districts. This study involved only
relatively small rural school districts. Bidwell & Kasarda (1973) used the median reading
and mathematics achievement test scores of the district’s high scheol students. This study
used a weighted average score to represent each school district’s K-12 reading and
mathematics achievement test scores. [n an attempt to increase the explanatory power of’

the Bidwell & Kasarda (1973} study. this study also analvzed additional variables thought
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to relate to achievement. Measurement of these two additional variables was
accomplished by developing an organizational health survey.

This study had two purposes. The tirst and over-riding purpose was to examine
school district variables in terms of their contribution to student achievement. The
second purpose was to examine whether the questions on the instrument measured
general levels of leadership and contlict and what eftect. if any. these levels had on
student achievement. The researcher was interested in studving the atforementioned
impact in order to otter suggestions to help improve leadership in Nebraska public school
districts.

Research Questions:

1. Was there a statistically significant relationship between environmental
variables ot the school district (size. fiscal resources. number of minorities.

cost per pupil. number ot disadvantaged students) and achievement levels?

1J

Was there a statistically significant relationship between organizational
vaniables (pupil-teacher ratio. administrative intensity. numbers of’
protessional support statt. and certiticated staft qualitications) and

achievement levels?

(P¥ ]
.

Was there a staustically significant relationship between the variables of
instructional ieadership and contlict within a district. as measured by the
Organizational Health Survey subscale and achievement levels?

4. Was there additional explanatory power created by the addition ot the

independent variables of district leadership and contlict?



163

5. Was there a statistically signiticant relationship between the organizational
health variables and achievement variables?

Summarv of Findings

Relationship to Bidwell and Kasarda Studv

Results from Bidwell & Kasarda (1973) indicated that increases in pupil-teacher
ratio and administrative intensity depressed median levels of achievement: whereas.
higher statt qualitications fostered increased student achievement. As pupil-teacher ratios
declined across districts. the two median achievement scores rose. [n contrast. this study
tound no statistically signiticant correlation between pupil-teacher ratio and achievement.
While the findings of this study did not support Bidwell & Kasarda's tindings. there have
been many studies that have resulted in similar tindings (Cohen. G. et all. 2000:
Hanushek. E. A.. 2000: Krueger. A.B.. 2000: Lazear. E.. 1999: Bohmstedt. G.W. &
Stecher. B.VL. 1999: Lotherham. A.. 1999: and Stemnock. S.. 1974). Educators have
heard for many years that tewer students per class should lead to more individualized
instruction. and thus improved achievement as noted in Bidwell & Kasarda i 1975). “The
more students a teacher must handle during a class session. the less retined the teacher’s
response o students is likely to be"(Bidwell & Kasarda. 1975). The greater the teacher’s
classroom “span ot control.” the poorer the daily decisions in teaching. It we assume that
student achievement is some positive tunction ot the rates of interaction between teacher
and student. then the more pupils per teacher the lower the aggregate level of
achievement should be (Bidwell & Kasarda. 1975). The tindings of the two studies may
indicate that there is an optimal pupii-icacher ratio. [f pupil-teacher ratio in a school

district is too high. scores may go down. [t the pupil-teacher ratio is too small. scores
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may go down. Thus. conclusions about the impact of size on achievement must be
guarded.

Bidwell & Kasarda (1973) believed that as the relative size ot the administrative
component increased. human resources would be diverted trom instruction at a rate not
overcome by the contribution of administration to instructional effectiveness.
Consequently. levels of student achievement would be negatively attected by increasing
levels administrative intensity. This study found no statistically significant relationship
oetween administrative intensity and student achievement.

Bidwell & Kasarda (1973) tound a statistically signiticant relationship between
statt qualitications and reading achievement but not math achievement. This study tound
no statistically signiticant relationship between statt qualitications and student
achievement. This researcher shares Bidwell and Kasarda®s opinion that it educators are
willing 0 entertain the possibility that a teacher’s qualifications are in fact related to
teaching skiil. then the teacher-intensive character of instruction implies that the greater
the proportion of well-quaiified teachers in a school district. the higher the district’s level
of student achievement. There are many studies that support this beliet’ ( Wenglinsky. H..
2000: Goldhaver. D. D. & Brewer. D.J.. 2000: Rayvmond. V.. Fletcher. S.. & Luque. J..
2001: Hawk. P.. Coble. C.R.. & Swanson. M.. 1985: and Fetler. M.. 1999). The lack or
statistical signiticance in math achievement may have resulted rrom measurement error.
This may also be explained by the possibility that the development of mathematical skills
Is not as responsive to the aggregate qualitications ot teachers and other kev personne! as

are reading skills.
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Bidwell & Kasarda tfound the effects of protessional support statf on district
levels of achievement were even weaker than they had predicted. The etfect of this
variable on mathematics achievement was slight. on reading achievement positive but not
statistically signiticant. This study tound no correlation between protessional support
statt and student achievement.

Ot the environmental conditions used by Bidwell & Kasarda (1973). only percent
non-white had consistently significant direct etfects on median achievement levels. But
other environmental conditions (resources especially) have important indirect ettects on
achievement via their direct etfects on school district structure and staft qualifications.

[nitiaily. the data vielded a strong negative correlation between the number of
minerities and student achievement. As with Bidwell & Kasarda (1973). the results trom
this study indicated that the number of minorities had a depressing etfect on student
achievement. This tinding is discussed turther in the Relationship ot Variables Section.

This study showed no statistically signiticant correlation between student
achievement and the number ot disadvantaged students while the Bidwell & Kasarda
(1973 study found a negative correlation. Bidwell & Kasarda (1973) believed that
students trom so-called disady antaged tamilies tend to be less motivated and less able.
Theretore. if a district seeks a more—than-minimal standard ot achievement tor all ot its
pupils. the presence or high preportions of such students may require a district to provide
competent teachers and such protessional services as remedial reading programs (Bidwetl
& Kasarda. 197%). Since this study indicated an even stronger correlation between

student achievement and the number ot disadvantaged students. this researcher concurs
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with Bidwell and Kasarda regarding the importance of competent teachers and remedial
programs.

There was a positive correlation between fiscal resources and reading and math
achievement. even though their direct etfects were small. according to Bidwell &
Kasarda (1975). In contrast. this study tound no statistically significant correlation
between student achievement and tiscal resources. The results retlect a tailure to examine
dependencies among environmental and organizational propertics ot school districts and
the consequences for student achievement of these dependencies. [t also appears that this
study fails to give clear evidence ot the tact that as school districts command more
money they hire more and better-qualified tront-iine stait. investing in both teachers and
supporting protessional specialists. The results of this study also run contrary to the beliet
that at the district level. at least so far as investment in teachers is concerned. the
availability of revenues has important consequences tor student achievement (Odden. A..
2001: Hendrie. C.. 1999: Miles. K.H. & Darling-Hammond. 1998: Bidwell & Kasarda.
19750,

Bidwell & Kasarda (1975) found that district size. had. over-all. a very slight
etfect on student achievement. whether reading or math. Their study appeared to indicate
the mixed blessings of large school districts. Other studies have also shown that in terms
of raising achievement. reducing class size does not guarantee success (Johnson. 2000).
The wisdom of many in this country speaks to the notion that larger school districts do a
better job ot instruction because ot the amount and diversity of resources tor instruction
{Conant. 1967). This study tound no statisticailv signiticant correlation between size and

math and reading achievement. These results would not appear to support the proponents
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ot class size reduction who claim that small classes result in fewer discipline problems
and allow teachers more time for instruction and individual attention and more flexibility
in instructional strategies (Halbach. Ehrle. Zahorik. & Molnar. 2001). The findings of the
two studics may indicate that there is an optimal range tor district size. If the size of the
district is too large. scores may go down. It the size of the district is too small. scores
may 2o down. Thus. conclusions about the impact of district size on achievement must be
guarded. It is one thing to point out the findings of this study: quite another to claim that
this is the way it works in the real world of K-12 education.

Relationship ot Variables

This study did have significant tindings. However. when looking at the data it was
noticed that one school district had a much larger percentage of minority students than
the remainder ot the districts in the study. As a result. it was necessary to reanalvze the
data after removing the atorementioned district.

[nitially. there was a statistically signiticant relationship between the
Organizational health Survey variables and district math achievement levels. However.
when the variables were analyzed separately. only the organizational structure and human
resource management vanables were signiticantly related to district math achievement
levels. The initial results indicated that a higher degree of appropriate utilization ot
human resources resulted in lower district math achievement scores. The more
appropriate the district’s organizational siructure. the higher the district math
achievement scores. When these results were reanalvzed. with the outlier Jistrict data
removed. the model no longer worked. Also. significance was not obtained in the model

using the same independent variabies regressed against reading achievement.



[nitially. there was a statistically significant negative relationship between the
environmental variable of the number of minorities and district math and reading
achievement levels. The results indicated that the greater the number of minority
students. the lower the math and reading achievement scores. When these results were
reanalyzed. with the outlier district data removed. there was no longer a statisticallyv
significant relationship between the environmental condition of the number of minorities
and district math and reading achievement levels.

There were no statistically signiticant relationships between organizational
characteristics (pupil-teacher ratio. administrative intensity. numbers of protessional
support statt. and certificated staff qualitications) and district math and reading
achievement levels.

There were no statistically signiticant relationships between instructional
leadership or contlict levels within a district. as measured by the Organizational Health
Survey subscale and district math and reading achievement levels.

When reviewing the correlations between reading and math achievement and the
environmental and organizational variabies. there are both similarities and difterences
when compared to the study conducted by Bidwell & Kasarda (1973). Both studies tfound
a predictable high positive correlation between reading achievement and math
achicvement. Both studies tound a positive correlation betwesn achievement and start
qualirications. but this study showed a much weaker correlation. Qoth <tudies found a
correlation between reading and math achievement and pupil teacher ratio. However.
Bidwell & Kasarda tound a negative correlation while this study showed a positive. but

weak correlation. Both studies tound a negative correlation between reading and math
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achievement and administrative intensity. A weak correlation between reading and math
achievement and size was tound in both studies. However. in this study a negative
correlation was tound in reading achievement and size whereas Bidwell and Kasarda
found a pesitive correlation between these variables. Both studies found a negative
correlation between reading and math achievement and number of minorities. While this
study originaiiy tound a statistically significant negative correlation. which was not the
case in Bidwell and Kasarda's tindings. the removal of the outlier district in this study
resulted in findings much more in line with the results obtained by Bidwell & Kasarda.
Both studies tound a negative correfation between reading and math achievement and the
number ot disadvantaged students. but this study tound a stronger negative correlation.
When reviewing the correlations between the organizational and environmental
variables there are both similarities and ditterences when compared to the study
<onducted by Bidwell & Kasarda ( 1973). Both studies tound a positive correlation
betveen pupil teacher ratio and start qualiticanons. Both studies tound a positive
correlation betwesn protessional support statt and teacher gualitications. However. this
study tound the correlations to be statistically significant while Bidwell & Kasarda did
not. Both studies tound a positive correlation between protessional suppert statt and
pupil teacher ratio. However. this study tfound the correlations to be statistically
signiticant while Bidweil & Kasarda did not. This study found a positive correlation
between administrative intensity and the vanabies ot teacher qualifications. pupil teacher
ratio. and protessional support statt with protessional support statf being statistically
signiticant. Bidwe!l & Kasarda found a negzative correfation between administrative

intensity and these variables and none were tound to be statisticaily significant. This
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study found a positive correlation between size and the variables of teacher qualification.
pupil teacher ratio. protessional support statt. and administrative intensity with statt
qualifications. pupil teacher ratio. professional support and administrative intensity all
being statistically signiticant. Bidwell & Kasarda tound a positive correlation between
size and the variables of teacher qualitications. pupil teacher ratio. and professional
support. They tound a negative correlation between size and administrative intensity.
They found the variables ot administrative intensity. pupil teacher ratio. and teacher
qualitications to be statistically signiticant. This study found a negative correlation
between minorities and ieacher qualitications and pupil teacher ratio. A positive
correlation was tound between minorities and protessional support. administrative
intensity. and size with administrative intensity being statistically signiticant. Bidwell &
Kasarda found positive correlations between minorities and teacher qualitications. pupil
teacher ratio. size. and disadvantaged students. They tound negative correlations between
minorities and protessional support statf. administrative intensityv. and fiscal resources.
This study found a positive correlation between disadvantaged students and number of’
minorities. This correlation was statistically signiticant. A negative correlation was tound
between the variables of disadvantaged students and teacher qualifications. pupil teacher
ratio. protessional support statf. administrative intensity. and size. None of these
variables were found to be statistically signiticant. Bidwell and Kasarda found negative
correlations benwveen disadvantaged students and teacher qualifications. pupil teacher
ratio. protessional support stati. size. and tiscal resources. Teacher qualitications were
tound to be statisticaily significant. They tound a positive correlation between

disadvantaged students and administrative intensity. but it was not statistically



173

significant. This study found a positive correlation between fiscal resources and teacher
qualitications. pupil teacher ratio. protessional support statf. administrative intensity.
size. number of minorities. and the number ot disadvantaged students. The variables of
pupil teacher ratio. protessional support statf. administrative intensity. and size were
statistically signiticant. Bidwell & Kasarda found a positive correlation between tiscal
resources and the variables ot teacher qualifications. pupil teacher ratio. professional
support statf. and administrative intensity. Teacher qualitications. pupil teacher ratio. and
protessional support statt were statistically significant. A negative correlation was tound
between tiscal resources and size.

When reviewing the correlations between reading and math achievement and the
organizational health variabies. there is only one statistically signiticant correlation.
There was a positive correlation between math achievement and creativity. However. all
items con the survey are statistically significantly correlated to one another. As a resuit.
ziven the high correlations ot all the items caution must be used when interpreting this as
a statisticaily signiticant result. Also. as previously indicated. this researcher believed that
leadership would have a statistically signiticant impact on achievement levels. The fact
that this belief is not supported could be due to the high correlation of all items on the
survey. As aresult. the researcher believes turther research on this topic is warranted.

[mplications of the Studv

As in most secondary analvses. the measures in this study are deticient in certain
respects. In addition to the well-documented disadvantages of standardized achievement
tests tor measuring “true scores” on individual and group achievement. Nebraska does

not use uniform state-wide standardized achievement testing. Most ot the districts in this
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study used the California Achievement Test. Terra Nova Test. Comprehensive Test of
Basic Skills. and the [owa Test of Basic Skills. All achievement test results were normed.
however. by the national distribution of pertormance by grade on the particular test
administered by each school district. National norming by grade level improves
comparability ot group achievement across school districts. though not as much as the
researcher would have preferred.

This researcher’s comments are tentative. since the coetficients that have been
reported are medest in some areas and insigniticant in others. This study could not
control tor several pertinent student inputs. Nevertheless. to argue that little can be done
through the tfermal organization of schooling to atfect students™ academic attainment is.
in the light ot this study. premature. [f the tindings ot this study are sustained by further
work. eight will have direct bearing on steps that may be taken at the school district level
to maximize aggregate leveis ot student academic achievement.

First. while this study found no statistically signiticant relationship between statf
qualitications and student achievement the author believes that well-qualified teachers in
large reiative numbers will stand as a potent resource tor schooling. This statement may
be a trutsm. but it is otten {orgotten.

Second. the results ot this siudy indicate that there was no statistically significant
relatienship between pupii-teacher ratio ana student achievement. These results would
seem 1o be in direct contlict with the widelv held beliers of small school advocates that
low pupil-teacher ratios are essential for increased student achievement. The findings of

this study mavbe due o the tact that most of the schools selected were relatvely the same



175

size. As a result. the pupil-teacher ratios in most ot the schools were similar. Also. this
study used a relatively smail sample size.

Third. this study found no statistically significant relationship between
professional support staft and student achievement. These results reflect the researcher’s
beliet that support statt perhaps provide too little information to teachers that is
consistently used. tend not to work directly with students. or center their etforts at the
extremes of the student distributions (e.g.. the most or least able). According to Bidwell
& Kasarda. protessional support statt may also. in tact. lack ettective techniques to toster
the academic work of cither students or teachers.

Fourth. the results of this study indicated no statistically significant relationship
between administrative intensity and student achievement. While this study did not tind a
significant relationship between these variables. it is the researcher’s beliet that as money
is diverted from learning opportunities tor students (i.e. instruction. highly qualitied staft.
ete) to administrative costs. achievement will decline.

Fifth. the results of this study indicated no statistically signiticant relationship
between increasing district {iscal resources and student achievement. Despite this tinding.
due io the limited nature ot this study. the researchers supports the argument made by
many educators that the more a school district spends. the better will be its teachers and
services and the more achievement will increase.

Sixth. the results ot this study indicated no statistically signiticant relationship
between school district size and student achievement. Yet. a “sacred cow™ of the small

school proponents is that smaller schools mean better learning. That may be. but if one



defines learning as performance on standardized tests. this study cannot support that
claim.

Seventh. the initial results ot this study indicated that the number of minorities has
a negative effect on student achievement. However. it was tound that these results were
mainly due to the data obtained from one school district involved in the studv. The
school in gquestion was a reservation school and thus the findings ot this study would
indicate that various issues in this particular school were the cause of the initial
statistically significant relationship. The researcher believes that lower achievement
scores in this district were the result of reservation schools dealing with a higher number
ot soctal ills than other schools in the study.

Lasty. the results ot this study indicated no statistically signiticant relationship
between the number ot disadvantaged students and student achievement. Despite this
tinding. the researcher believes that disadvantaged students come to school less prepared
and motivated than peers trom wealthier famiiies. Schools with large numbers of
disadvantaged students will need to address student needs through remedial programs in
order to increase student achievement.

Recommendations tor Further Research

1. The researcher discovered that all of the variables being measured by the School
District Organizational Health Survey were very highly correlated to each other.
In order to validate the findings of this study research that uses enough subjects to

permit tactor aralyvsis should be compieted.

{2

Replicate the study using a larger number of schools. By increasing the school

district sample size the researcher believes that the results would more accurateiv
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reflect whether and how attributes ot school district organization aftect the
transtormation of environmental inputs into students” aggregate levels of
academic achievement.

Replicate the study using a larger number ot teacher responses from each school
district. By increasing the number of respondents trom each school district the
researcher believes that the results would more accurately retlect whether and
how attributes of school district organization attect the transtormation of
environmental inputs into students” aggregate levels ot academic achievement.
Replicate the study using a more statistically sound procedure tor comparing
student achievement scores than the one used in this study. School districts in this
study used different standardized achievement tests tor measuring student
achievement. While national norming by grade level improves comparability of
achievement scores across school districts. it does not do so to the extent that the
rescarcher would wish. Future research should be attempted that uses a common
student achievement indicator amony all school districts. By doing so the
researcher believes that the results would more accurately retlect whether and
now attributes ot school district organization atfect the transtormation of’
environmental inputs into students” aggregate levels ot academic achievement.
Repiicate the study using an instrument that more eftectively measures the
variable ot educational leadership. As previously noted. the researcher
hypothesized that there would be a significant relationship between educational
leadership and student achievement. The results of this study did not support this

beliet. The researcher discovered that all ot the variables being measured by the
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School District Organizational Health Survey were very highly correlated to each
other. This could be the reason there were no signiticant findings in regards to the
variable of educational leadership. And theretore. future studies using appropriate
instrumentation are needed in order to support the researcher’s continued belief
that educational leadership positively impacts student achievement.

Simplistic methods can not be used to analyze multiple variables and their effect
on student achievement within school districts. Further research studies
investigating individual variables rather than muitiple variables are needed to
assess thetr impact on student achievement. Do to the complex nature ot the
learning process. caution should be used when interpreting data such as that
reported in this study.

The unit ot analysis tor turther study should originate at the building level. Due to
the variation in size of school districts across Nebraska. the ettects that specific
variables might have on student achievement might be masked in larger school
districts.

The results ot this study peint to the need tor the Nebraska State Department of
Education to develop a more sound method of gathering student achievement
data. The efrectiveness of education in Nebraska schools can be improved with
data that can pe statistically analvzed. Current data reported in the Nebraska State

Report Card does not meet this criterion.
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Appendix B
Organizational Health Survey



Survey Number

Survey of School District Organizational Health

This survey is designed to measure vour perceptions of different parts of vour school district. [t contains
eighty items. but does not take long to complete. Some items will appear repetitious. [n responding to
these guestions. please base vour responses on vour percention of the total district rather than vour
specific building. Please circle the aumber 1o the right of the item that best expresses vour agreement
with the statement.

= Complete disagreement with the statement
= Some disagreement with the statement

= Some agrezment with the statement

4 = Complete agreement with the statement

Li ) —s

1} Measurable student outcomes are strongiy emphasized in this school district. 1234
2) Our superintendent is competent in his her job. 234
3) This school district employs the right number ot administrators. 1234
4} Meetings here are usually worthwhile in this school district. 12354
31 Administrators disagree a lot in this district. 1234
o+ Opportunities for personal urowth are plentirui in this district. I 234
TV My job is important to this school district. 1234
8} Many people generate new ideas in this schooi district, 12534
%' The administrators in this schooi district have clear zoais. 1234
£0) Qur superintendent sets 1 good exampie for principais. 234
01 There is linle dupiication of job responsibiiities in this distriet. |
.2 [nthus distrier. we have me=tngs oniy wien thev are aeeded. 234
137 Admunistrators Jdeai with each other ‘n 1 Tiendly manner. 124
i+ Thus school district does @ f00d job recruiting new empiovess. R4

L

i3 Teachers reei thev qave an important part :n this scnooi distriet. IR
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= Complete disagrezment with the statement
Some disagre2ment with the statement

= Some agreement with the statement

= Complete agreement with the statement

$= 102 I

Creative thinking is encouraged in this school district.

This school district is always trying to improve student achievement.
Administrators in this district are skilled in motivating teachers.

This district has the right number ot administrators.

School administrators ask teachers into their offices tor informal talk.
Teachers may disagree with administrators with no rear of being penalized.
Peopie are assigned according to their abilities in this school district.
Teachers are invited to make suggestions in this school district.

The teaching starf looks at alternative choices before deciding un what to do.
In this district teachers are properiy endorsed tor their teachinyg assignments.
School administrators in this district are etfective in their work.

In this district classiried starf support the work of teachers.

Individuais fee! ree 1o discuss issues at mestings.

Administrators eacourage debate zbout the best way to do things.

Assignment ot a teacher is based on the background and education of the teacher.

The teaching starf is acuve in working 0 achieve district Zoals.
The teaching starf is 2iways open 10 new ideas.

Teachers are recognized Cor superior performance of cheir students.

‘n the Jdistrict as 1 'vnoie. teaciers srust school administrators in this school distme:.

"Vhen changes are nesded in this districe. ‘hev are made.
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= Complete disagresment with the statement
= Some disagresment with the statement
Some agreement with the statement
Compiete agreement with the statement

d= 02 | ) e

1l

36% [ am able o

[

peak treely with school administrators.
37) There is very linle contlict between teachers in this district.

38) This district does a good job using in-service dollars tor staff development.

39

40) Administrators openly praise creative teachers in this district.

411 Administrators often public!y discuss student learning outcomes.

42) Teachers accept administrative decisions willingly in this district.

43) Administrators know their jobs in this district.

+4) Teachers know what is zoing on in this district.

4%y Contlict is aceepted well in this district and is used constructiveiy.

161 Peopie in this district are assigned to the night respounsibiiities.

470 Teachiers are often asked to serve on committees with their administrators.
+3) Teachers are coming up with ideas that are used oy the district.

<91 Student outcomes are the most important consideration in this district.

20} Administrative decisions this past vear have besn Zelptui for the distriet
#11 Every person has the authority to make decisions about their assigned area.
22y Ican ses admunistrators whenever [ need to do so.

Teachers partcipate actveiv in settling issues.

24 Admunisirators view teachers os the district s top resourcs.

I3y My ideas for change have Heen veicomed in the distrer.

Teachers have the chance to express their teelings about important Jecisicns.
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= Complete disagreement with the statement
= Some Jdisagreement with the statement

= Some agresment with the statement
Complete agrezment with the statement

R S DY RN I RS
Il

Admunistrators often ask teachers tor ideas.
Student achievement is highiv valued here.

Administrators are highiy respected in this school district.

} No one part of this school distriet has too much power.

[ aiways have information ahead of any changes that are planned.
Disagresment usuaily {eads w0 improvement here.

This school distric: is fair o individuais.

Admunistrators accept ideas for doing new thinys.

Teachers are willing to v something new.

Teachers v 1o Jo things better than they did the last time.
Teacqers are 2iven encugh authont ¢ do their 100s in this district.
Teachers understand hQow their schooi districe operates.

Teachers communicate weil with each other in this distriee.

' Teachers work for the best solution. not 0 win the argument.

Teachers dave opportunity tor rowth in chis orzanization.
Deusions are posironed if teachers don': dures.

Teachers in this dismies are xnown “or innovative feaching

-

Vervlinle ume is wvasted [n this schooi distrer

Teacners qave 4 clear anderstanding of district suies and reguianions.

-ehiers Anow how chis icnool aisirie: operates.

Teacaers dave sutficient JDDCITULY T0 slan log=ther.
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I = Complete disagreement with the statement

2 = Some disagrezment with the statement

3 = Some agreement with the statement

<4 = Complete agreement with the statement
77y Teachers do not suffer when they disagres with administrators. 1234
78) Teacher absentesism is not a problem in this district. 1234
79) Administrators are interested in teacher ideas. 12354

J

80) Teachers are creative in this school district. 1

9
4=

Biographical Data

—

Years experience
For each ot the following questions. please circle the most appropriate response.
2. Primary grade levei assignment:

a. Elementary b. Middle Level/Junior High ¢. Secoadary

Ved

. In responding to this instrument [ based myv perception on:
a. The district as a whele.
b. The building that [ work in.
4. When answering questions regarding administrators [ based my perception on:
a. All of the administrators in the district
b. My building administrator.
Thank ~ou tor taking the time o0 compiete this survey.

(Quesitons about this instrument and study may de directed to Xeat MceLeilan or feff "Vest or Miies Brvant
at the roilowing addresses:

Nent MceLezilan, Mornil Pubiic Scheois. 208-247-21419
Jert "Vest. Chappell Pubiic Schoois. 20)8-374-291
Vliies Bryant. University of Neoraska-Lincoin. 40)2-—="2-)961)

S Panging L 3rant X Meletlan & Vest



198

Appendix C
Recruitment Letter for Pilot Study
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Uni\/ersit\/ of Zecarment or Scucancnal Acrimsirancn
Nebraska
Lincoln

FAX LIZvaT2.acCe

March 23, 2001

Name

Pilot Scheol Name
Pilot School .Address
Ciry. State. Zip

Dear Name:

We are doctorai students at the University of Nebraska-Lincoin and we are conducting a research
study to see r we can 'denury school distnet characteristics that are linked with better student
achievement as measured by the new State Report Card. We need vou help. You have been
randomly chosen from the teachers in vour scheei. We hope rou will compiete the enclosed
questonnaire and return it to us.

The enclosed questionnaire :ontains items that address the following etzht aspect of schooi
district organization: 1) attention to student outcomes. 1) leadership. ) orgzamizationai structure.
4} communicanon. 2 contlict management. o) human reseurce management. ) siarf
participation. 33 creativity. Please heip up by completing the 2nciosed questionnarre: it wiil only
take about ten munutes of vour ume. A seff-addressed stamped envelcpe has besn enclosed for
¥ou o return the survey. We hop that with vour help we wiil be able to learn nore about how to
itelp students achieve.

Your responses o this study are voluntary. Your consent o participate in this study is indicated
by vou compieting the questionnaire. Your responses wiil be confidentiai and wiil be keot in 2
secure ftie. Nexther rou ner vour district wiil be identified 5y name. Our study has been reviewed
oy the Institunionai Review Board of the Umiversity or Nebraska and has been assigned this
aumber: 200 1-)4d-)63 EX.

Thank ou for vour assistance and time.

Sincereiv.
Nenton J. MeLetlan

Domarsiny estigatog, Phong 208y 2172040
. s

S

Jerferv D0 "Vest
2rtmary imvestigator. 2hone  208) 37I-291

Caren r
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Appendix D
Letter to Superintendent
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Appendix E
Letter [nviting Teachers to Participate
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University of Cecarmernt of Zzucznena Acminisraiion
N\l —_ i~
Necraska
-

winccln

Ao 2R 2008

Tear Teacher IRS#260:-04.2/4E)
‘-'\'c are docrorz! smudents at the Un: .er:iz'-' 97 Nezraska-Lincoin and we 1re concu ung aresearsh
Todv 0 e oI we czn dentlv schcol disuet characterstics thar are linked - "{u Semer stucent
achievements 23 .'"Mw.r"" 2v the new State Regert Card, We -:ee:i vour zeip. You qave seen
rzndorniy shosen Tom the teachers in vour school. “We Zepe vou wiil compiete the 2ncicsed

Juesuornimwre and rerum it i us. -

u.

Tae 2nciosed tuestonnaire toniuns items that address the foilowing 2uzht aspects of :cheol
JISTmET arzanIzInon: o aMenicn 10 stucent outcomes. 2 leadershup. 3) arzamzaticral swucture.
= Srmuenieaten. Iiconlict management, §) tuman resource .'r:amfv-...e.... T ostalf
Faricipanen. ana 3. creanvity. Please Zeip us v rompienny the encivsed quesuonnarre: :t vl
Toxe 2n TURULES O €53 10 lompiete the survey. A seif-addressed stamped enveiope has Ses=n
2nciosed [or vou 0 returm e survey. "Mz hope :that with vour meip we il De abie to earn more
atout 20w o telp students schieve. .
‘¥our resgonses 1o tus study are voluntary. Your consent tO parucipate ik this stucy s indicated
Sy vour tompienng the guestionnare. Your responses il e xett considential. Xept :n a secure
Zle. and deswoved v June 1L 2002, Nerther vou ner vour dismct wiil se dennded By name. Jur
sTugv 2as Se=n reviewed DV the nsturunonal Revtew Board of the Umiversicy of Necraska and zas
Sean assigned the apove tumoer.

I sou have 2nv juestions ibout the research. piease contact anv une of 18 aumbers Listed Seiow
22w ore fres tg dacice 3o 0 Jarnerzate 11 ks study or 10 withdraw ar av ame without .‘.L.VC.-Q{"-’
affecuny rour reiznionsiio *Vila he mvestigarors. e k.'m'.'e.'s:ry If Nebraskz or 1nv ather
SACNEITINNY 2gent. Your lecisicn Wil notresutlin anv (0ss of Deneris W whuch vou ire

Jthervise antied.

.
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Appendix F
School Districts Used in the Study



Alma Public Schools
Anselmo-Merna Public Schools
Ashland Greenwood Schools
Axtell Community Schools
Bayard Public Schools
Bloomtield Community Schools
Centennial Public Schools
Central City Public Schools
Chappell Public Schools
Coleridge Community Schools
Conestoga Public Schools
Dodge Public Schools

Elkhomn Vallev Schools

Exeter Public Schools
Hartington Public Schools
Humphrey Public Schools
Louisville Public Schools
Lyons-Decatur Northeast Schools
Mitchell Public Schools

Morrill Public Schools
Newcastle Public Schools
Niobrara Public Schools

North Loup Scotia Public Schools
Palmer Public Schools

Ponca Public Schools

Ravenna Public Schools

Red Cloud Community Schools
Sargent Public Schools
Scribner-Sydner Community Schools
Shickleyv Public Schools
Spencer-Naper Public Schools
St. Paul Public Schools

Stuart Public Schools
Sutheriand Public Schools
Wilber-Clatonia Public Schools
Wilcox Public Schools
Winnebago Public Schools
Wisner-Pilger Public Schools
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Appendix G
Data Frequencies and Histograms



Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands dollars

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Valid  1249.00 2 53 53 53
1322.00 1 2.6 2.6 7.9
1384.00 1 26 26 10.5
1400.00 1 2.6 2.6 13.2
1462.00 1 26 26 15.8
1504.00 1 2.6 26 18.4
1633.00 1 2.6 26 21.1
1645.00 1 2.6 286 23.7
1679.00 1 26 28 26.3
1751.00 1 2.6 26 289
1860.00 1 26 26 316
1864.00 1 2.6 2.6 342
1902.00 1 2.6 2.6 36.8
1929.00 1 2.6 26 39.5
2040.00 1 2.6 26 42.1
2221.00 1 26 286 447
2244.00 1 26 2.6 47 .4
2309.00 1 26 26 50.0
2416.00 1 2.6 26 52.6
2511.00 1 26 2.6 55.3
2702.00 1 26 26 57.9
2756.00 1 26 286 60.5
2856.00 1 26 26 63.2
2859.00 1 26 2.6 65.3
2886.00 1 26 26 68.4
2979.00 1 26 2.6 71.1
3120.00 1 2.6 26 73.7
3338.00 1 26 2.6 76.3
3438.00 1 26 26 78.9
3503.00 1 26 2.6 81.6
3861.00 1 26 26 842
4011.00 1 26 26 86.8
4099.00 1 26 26 89.5
4358 00 1 2.6 2.6 92.1
442500 1 26 26 94.7
4612.00 1 26 26 97.4
5508.00 1 26 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0




Frequency

Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands dollars

Q

Std. Dev = 1094 .59
Mean = 2602.2
N =38.00

1000.0 20000 3000.0 4000.0 $000.0
1500.0 2500.0 3500.0 4500.0 §500.0

Fiscal Resources in Millions of thousands doilars
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Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars

Valid Cumulativ
Freguency | Percent Percent | e Percent
Vaiid 542200 1 26 2.6 26
5862.00 1 26 26 53
6009.00 1 26 2.6 7.9
6057.00 1 26 26 10.5
6169.00 1 26 2.6 13.2
6284.00 1 26 26 15.8
6352.00 1 26 26 18.4
6392.00 1 26 26 211
6568.00 1 26 26 23.7
6616.00 1 2.6 26 26.3
6664.00 1 2.6 2.6 289
6689.00 1 26 26 316
6702.00 1 26 2.6 34.2
6741.00 1 26 26 36.8
6789.00 1 26 26 395
6924.00 1 26 2.6 42.1
6954.00 1 26 26 47
7064.00 1 26 26 474
7085.00 1 26 2.6 50.0
7146.00 1 26 26 52.6
7162.00 1 26 26 5563
7210.00 1 26 26 57.9
7252.00 1 26 26 60.5
7412.00 1 26 26 63.2
7458.00 1 26 2.6 65.8
7462.00 1 26 2.6 68.4
7488.00 1 26 26 71.1
7820.00 1 26 26 73.7
7840.00 1 26 26 76.3
8023.00 1 2.6 26 78.9
8142.00 1 26 26 81.6
8149.00 1 26 26 842
8294.00 1 26 26 86.8
8941.00 1 26 26 89.5
9408.00 1 26 2.6 92.1
9520.00 1 26 26 94.7
9538.00 1 26 26 97.4
9604.00 1 26 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0
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Frequency

Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars

Std. Dev = 1061 31
Mean = 7297 7
N =38.00

7% B % 5, % 2 o e B
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Cost Per Pupil in thousands of dollars



Disadvantage Students (percent)

Valid Cumuiativ
Frequency | Percent Percent | e Percent
Vaiid 10.00 1 26 26 2.6
16.00 1 26 26 53
18.00 1 26 26 7.9
20.00 1 26 26 10.5
22.00 1 26 26 13.2
23.00 1 26 2.6 15.8
24.00 1 26 26 18.4
25.00 1 26 26 211
27.00 2 53 53 26.3
28.00 1 2.6 26 28.9
29.00 2 53 53 42
30.00 1 2.6 26 36.8
33.00 2 5.3 53 42.1
34.00 2 53 53 47.4
35.00 2 53 5.3 526
36.00 1 26 26 55.3
39.00 3 7.9 79 63.2
41.00 1 26 26 65.8
42.00 1 26 26 €8.4
43.00 1 2.6 26 711
45.00 1 26 26 737
46.00 1 2.6 26 76.3
50.00 1 26 26 78.9
54.00 1 26 26 816
56.00 2 5.3 53 86.8
57.00 1 26 26 89.5
61.00 1 26 26 92.1
64.00 1 26 26 94.7
85.00 1 26 26 97.4
86.Q00 1 26 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0
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Disadvantage Students (percent)

100 200 300 40.0 0.0

Disadvantage Students (percent)

Std. Dev = 17 07
Mean = 38.7
N = 38.00

60.0 700 80.0 90.0
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Number of Minorities

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Valid .00 2 5.3 53 53
1.00 2 53 5.3 10.5
2.00 3 7.9 7.9 18.4
4.00 2 53 5.3 23.7
5.00 4 10.5 10.5 342
6.00 2 53 5.3 39.5
7.00 2 53 53 447
8.00 1 26 2.6 47 .4
10.00 2 53 53 52.6
12.00 1 26 2.6 55.3
13.00 1 2.6 26 57.9
14.00 1 2.6 26 60.5
15.00 1 26 26 63.2
16.00 1 26 2.6 65.8
18.00 1 26 2.6 68.4
19.00 1 26 2.6 711
21.00 3 7.9 7.9 78.9
24.00 1 26 26 816
35.00 1 26 26 84.2
45.00 1 26 26 86.8
60.00 1 26 26 89.5
85.00 1 2.6 26 92.1
115.00 1 26 26 94.7
139.00 1 26 26 97.4
413.00 1 26 26 100.0

Total 38 100.0 100.0
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Frequency

Number of Minorities
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2000

250.0

300.0

400.0

Std. Dev = 70.70
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Frequency

Pupil to teacher ratio

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
valid 5.00 1 26 26 26
8.00 2 53 53 7.9
9.00 3 7.9 7.9 15.8
10.00 4 10.5 10.5 26.3
11.00 5 13.2 13.2 39.5
12.00 6 15.8 15.8 55.3
13.00 6 15.8 15.8 71.1
14.00 8 211 21.1 92.1
15.00 1 26 2.6 94.7
17.00 1 26 28 974
23.00 1 2.6 2.6 100.0

Total 38 100.0 100.0

Pupil to teacher ratio

5.0 75

10.0 125

Pupil to teacher ratio

15.0

Sta. Dev = 2.95
Mean = 121
N = 38.00

9
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Frequency

12

Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE)

Valid Cumutativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Valid 1.00 2 5.3 53 53
1.13 1 26 2.6 7.9
1.33 1 286 26 10.5
1.37 1 26 2.6 13.2
1.50 4 10.5 10.5 23.7
1.75 1 26 2.6 26.3
2.00 10 26.3 26.3 52.6
2.29 1 26 2.6 55.3
2.50 2 5.3 5.3 60.5
2.70 1 2.6 2.6 63.2
3.00 10 26.3 26.3 89.5
3.75 1 2.6 2.6 92.1
3.80 1 2.6 26 94.7
4.00 2 53 53 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0

Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE)

100 1.50

Administrative Intensity (Raw FTE)

2.00 2.50

Std. Dev= 83
Mean = 2.35
N = 38.00



Frequency

Professional Sport (FTE)

Professional Sport (FTE)

2715

328

400
375

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency { Percent Percent e Percent
Valid .50 3 7.9 7.9 7.9
.60 1 2.6 26 10.5
62 1 2.6 26 13.2
67 1 2.6 26 15.8
.75 2 53 5.3 21.1
.80 2 53 5.3 26.3
.86 1 2.6 2.6 28.9
.87 1 2.6 2.6 316
.94 1 2.6 2.6 4.2
.95 1 26 26 36.8
1.00 7 18.4 18.4 56.3
1.10 2 53 5.3 60.5
1.27 1 2.6 26 63.2
1.68 1 26 26 65.8
1.70 1 26 2.6 68.4
1.75 1 26 26 711
1.90 1 26 2.6 73.7
2.00 2 53 53 78.9
2.40 1 26 2.6 81.6
2.50 1 26 2.6 84.2
2.60 1 286 26 86.8
2.82 1 26 26 89.5
2.87 1 2.6 2.6 92.1
2.88 1 26 26 94.7
3.00 1 26 26 97.4
4.00 1 2.6 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0
Professionai Sport (FTE)
Sta. Dev = 88
Mean = 1 44

N =18.00



Frequency

Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a2 Master's degree)

Vaiid Cumulativ
Freguency | Percent Percent | e Percent
Valid  4.00 1 26 26 26
8.00 1 2.6 26 53
12.00 2 53 53 10.5
13.00 1 26 26 13.2
14.00 2 53 5.3 18.4
18.00 1 26 26 21.1
19.00 1 26 2.6 237
20.00 1 26 26 26.3
21.00 1 26 26 28.9
22.00 3 7.9 7.9 36.8
23.00 5 13.2 13.2 50.0
24.00 1 26 26 526
27.00 2 53 5.3 57.9
29.00 3 7.9 7.9 65.8
30.00 2 5.3 53 711
31.00 1 26 2.6 73.7
33.00 1 26 26 76.3
36.00 1 2.6 26 78.9
38.00 1 26 26 816
40.00 1 26 26 842
41.00 2 53 53 89.5
51.00 1 26 26 92.1
52.00 1 26 2.6 94.7
§3.00 1 26 2.6 974
64.00 1 26 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0

Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Master's degree)

Sta. Oev = 13 10
Mean =274
N = 3800

150 50 850
a0 200 a0 4040 500 sQ0

Staff Qualification (% of teachers with a Masters degree)



Reading Achievement

Valid Cumulativ
1 Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid 1.06 1 26 2.6 26
1.86 1 2.6 2.6 53
1.96 1 26 2.6 7.9
2.03 1 26 2.6 10.5
2.40 1 2.6 2.6 13.2
2.42 1 26 2.6 15.8
2.53 1 26 26 18.4
2.58 1 26 2.6 211
2.62 1 2.6 2.6 23.7
2.65 1 26 2.6 26.3
2.66 1 26 26 28.9
2.68 1 2.6 2.6 316
2.70 1 26 2.6 34.2
2.75 2 53 5.3 39.5
2.76 3 7.9 7.9 474
2.80 2 5.3 53 52.6
2.82 2 5.3 53 57.9
2.83 1 26 2.6 60.5
2.84 1 26 26 63.2
287 1 26 2.6 65.8
2.88 1 2.6 26 68.4
2.89 1 2.6 26 711
2.92 3 7.9 7.9 78.9
2.98 1 26 2.6 81.6
2.99 2 53 53 86.8
3.03 1 26 26 89.5
3.04 2 53 5.3 94.7
3.06 1 26 26 97.4
3.23 1 26 26 100.0

Total 38 100.0 100.0




Frequency

Reading Achievement

o

Std. Dev = 40
Mean = 2.70

N =38.00

100 125 150 1.75 200 225 250 275 300

Reading Achievement
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Mathematics Achievement

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid .84 1 2.6 2.6 26
1.73 1 2.6 2.6 53
1.98 1 2.6 26 79
2.14 1 2.6 26 10.5
2.30 1 2.6 2.6 13.2
264 1 2.6 2.6 15.8
2.72 1 2.6 26 18.4
273 1 26 26 21.1
2.75 1 26 2.6 237
277 1 26 26 26.3
2.82 1 2.6 26 28.9
2.85 1 2.6 26 316
2.88 1 2.6 26 342
2N 1 26 2.6 36.8
2.92 1 26 26 39.5
2.95 2 53 53 44.7
2.96 1 26 26 47.4
2.97 1 26 26 50.0
298 2 53 5.3 55.3
3.00 3 7.9 7.9 63.2
3.03 2 53 53 68.4
3.05 1 26 26 711
3.06 1 26 2.6 737
3.07 1 26 2.6 76.3
3.10 1 26 26 78.9
3N 1 2.6 26 81.6
3.13 1 2.6 26 84.2
3.17 2 5.3 5.3 89.5
3.19 1 2.6 26 92.1
3.26 2 5.3 53 97.4
3.38 1 2.6 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0
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Mathematics Achievement
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Stid. Dev= 48

M athem atics Achievement

Mean = 2.84
N = 38.00



Learning Outcomes

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid 2.43 2 5.3 53 53
2.57 1 26 26 7.9
2.58 1 2.6 26 10.5
2.60 1 2.6 26 13.2
2.63 1 2.6 2.6 15.8
2.67 2 5.3 53 21.1
2.74 1 2.6 26 237
2.75 1 2.6 26 26.3
2.77 1 2.6 2.6 28.9
2.80 2 53 53 342
2.83 3 7.9 7.9 42.1
2.87 1 2.6 26 447
2.93 1 2.6 2.6 474
2.95 1 2.6 26 50.0
2.97 1 2.6 26 52.6
3.06 1 26 2.6 55.3
3.07 1 2.6 26 57.9
3.08 1 26 2.6 60.5
3.13 1 2.6 26 63.2
3.15 1 2.6 2.6 65.8
3.20 2 5.3 5.3 71.1
3.23 1 2.6 26 73.7
327 1 26 26 76.3
3.30 2 5.3 53 816
3.36 1 2.6 26 842
3.38 2 5.3 53 89.5
3.40 2 5.3 5.3 94.7
3.43 1 2.6 26 97.4
3.48 1 2.6 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0




Frequency

~

Learning Outcomes

Sta. Dev = 31
Mean = 2.99
N =38.00

300 313 325 338 350

238 250 283 275 288

Learning Outcomes
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Leadership

Valid Cumuiativ
— ] Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid 1.67 1 26 26 26
1.83 1 2.6 26 53
1.95 1 26 26 7.9
1.97 1 26 26 10.5
2.13 1 26 2.6 13.2
2.18 1 26 26 15.8
2.20 1 26 2.6 18.4
2.33 2 53 5.3 23.7
2.37 1 26 2.6 26.3
2.47 1 26 2.6 28.9
2.50 1 26 26 31.6
2.65 2 53 5.3 36.8
2.68 2 53 53 421
2.70 1 2.6 26 447
2.83 1 26 26 474
2.87 1 2.6 2.6 50.0
2.88 1 26 26 52.6
2.93 1 26 26 55.3
3.00 1 2.6 26 57.9
3.07 1 26 26 60.5
3.10 1 2.6 26 63.2
3.18 1 26 26 65.8
3.23 2 53 5.3 711
3.30 1 26 26 73.7
3.33 1 26 26 76.3
3.42 3 7.9 7.9 84.2
343 1 26 26 86.8
3.45 1 2.6 26 89.5
3.48 1 26 2.6 92.1
3.50 1 26 26 94.7
3.82 1 26 26 97.4
3.53 1 2.6 26 100.0

Total 38 100.0 100.0
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Frequency

Leadership
6
54
4 4
34
2 4
1 Sid. Dev = 54
Mean = 2.33
0 N = 38.00

188 213 238 263 2.88 3.13 3.38
1.78 200 225 250 275 3.00 3.25 3.50

1.63

Leadership



Organizational Structure

Valid Cumulativ
| Frequency | Percent Percent | e Percent
Valid  1.83 1 26 26 2.6
2.17 1 26 26 53
2.27 1 26 26 7.9
243 1 26 26 10.5
2.50 1 26 26 13.2
2.53 2 53 53 18.4
2.60 1 26 26 211
263 1 26 26 237
2.67 1 2.6 2.6 26.3
273 2 53 53 316
2.77 1 26 2.6 342
2.78 4 10.5 10.5 447
2.80 1 26 26 474
2.88 1 26 26 50.0
293 1 26 26 52.6
3.08 1 2.6 26 55.3
3.10 2 53 5.3 60.5
3.20 1 26 26 63.2
3.23 1 26 26 65.8
327 1 26 26 68.4
3.30 2 5.3 53 73.7
3.33 2 53 53 78.9
3.42 2 5.3 53 842
343 1 26 2.6 86.8
3.45 1 26 2.6 89.5
3.46 1 26 26 92.1
3.50 1 26 2.6 94.7
3.53 1 26 2.6 97.4
3.54 1 26 26 100.0

Totai 38 100.0 100.0

)



Frequency

Organizational Structure

29

1.88 2.13 2.38 2.63
200 225 2.50

Organizational Structure

275

2.88

3.00

3.13

325

3.38

3.50

Std. Dev= 43
Mean = 2.95
N = 38.00
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Communication

Valid Cumulativ
— Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
valid 1.87 1 2.6 26 26
2.05 1 26 26 53
2.10 1 26 26 7.9
2.17 1 26 26 10.5
2.23 1 2.6 26 13.2
2.33 1 2.6 26 15.8
2.38 1 2.6 2.6 18.4
240 1 26 26 21.1
2.43 1 26 26 23.7
2.60 2 5.3 53 28.9
2.63 2 53 53 42
2.65 1 2.6 26 36.8
2.70 4 10.5 10.5 47.4
2.73 1 26 26 50.0
2.77 1 26 26 §2.6
2.83 1 2.6 26 §5.3
2.85 1 26 26 57.9
2.87 1 2.6 2.6 60.5
2.90 2 53 53 65.8
2.92 1 2.6 2.6 68.4
2.93 2 53 53 73.7
2.97 1 26 26 76.3
3.00 1 26 26 78.9
3.07 1 2.6 26 816
3.18 1 26 26 842
3.20 1 26 2.6 86.8
322 1 26 26 89.5
3.23 1 26 286 92.1
3.26 1 26 26 94.7
3.33 2 53 53 100.0

Total 38 100.0 100.0
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Frequency

Communication

10

1.88 2.13
200 225

Communication

2.38

2.50

2.63

275

2.88

3.00

3.13

3.25

3.38

Std. Dev = .37
Mean = 2.74
N =38.00



Conflict Management

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Valid 1.53 1 2.6 26 2.6
1.97 1 26 26 53
2.00 1 2.6 26 7.9
2.17 1 26 26 10.5
2.20 1 2.6 2.6 13.2
2.23 1 2.6 26 15.8
2.25 1 2.6 26 18.4
2.27 1 26 26 21.1
2.33 1 2.6 2.6 237
2.43 1 26 26 26.3
2.44 1 26 26 28.9
245 1 26 26 316
2.50 1 26 26 34.2
2.58 1 2.6 26 36.8
2.60 3 7.9 7.9 4.7
263 1 26 26 474
2.67 1 2.6 26 50.0
2.68 1 26 26 52.6
2.70 1 26 26 55.3
2.73 2 53 53 60.5
274 2 5.3 53 65.8
2.77 1 2.6 2.6 68.4
2.80 3 7.9 7.9 76.3
2.83 1 26 26 78.9
2.90 1 26 26 816
2.92 1 26 26 84.2
2.93 1 26 26 86.8
3.00 1 26 26 89.5
3.03 1 26 26 92.1
3.10 2 5.3 5.3 97.4
3.12 1 26 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0




Frequency

Conflict Management

4 9

150 1.75 2.00
163 1.88 2.13

Conflict Management

225

Std. Dev = 35
Mean = 2.60
N =38.00
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Human Resource Management

Valid Cumulativ
Freguency | Percent Percent | e Percent
Vaiid  2.07 1 26 26 26
2.13 1 26 26 53
2.23 1 26 26 7.9
2.38 1 26 26 10.5
2.45 1 26 26 13.2
247 2 53 5.3 18.4
2.50 1 26 26 211
253 1 26 26 237
2.57 1 26 26 26.3
2.58 1 26 26 28.9
2.63 2 5.3 5.3 34.2
264 1 26 28 36.8
2.73 2 53 53 421
2.78 2 5.3 53 47.4
2.90 1 26 26 §0.0
293 2 5.3 53 55.3
2.97 1 26 26 579
3.07 2 53 53 63.2
3.10 1 26 26 65.8
3.13 1 26 26 68.4
3.14 1 26 2.6 711
3.16 1 26 26 73.7
3.23 3 7.9 7.9 81.6
3.25 2 5.3 5.3 86.8
3.30 2 53 53 92.1
3.33 1 26 26 947
3.34 1 26 26 97.4
3.35 1 26 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0

[
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Frequency

Human Resource Management

Std. Dev = 37
Mean = 2.86
N =38.00
3.38

213 238 2.63 288 313
225 250 275 3.00 325

Human Resource Management



Participation

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Percent e Percent
Vaiid 1.80 1 26 26 2.6
2.19 1 2.6 26 53
2.43 2 53 53 10.5
2.45 1 2.6 2.6 13.2
2.47 1 26 26 15.8
2.50 1 2.6 26 18.4
2.63 2 5.3 53 23.7
2.67 1 26 2.6 26.3
2.70 1 26 26 289
2.77 2 5.3 5.3 342
2.83 1 2.6 2.6 36.8
2.87 1 26 26 38.5
2.93 1 2.6 26 421
297 1 26 26 447
2.98 1 26 26 474
3.01 1 2.6 26 50.0
3.04 1 2.6 2.6 52.6
3.05 1 26 2.6 55.3
3.07 1 26 2.6 57.9
3.10 1 26 26 60.5
3.13 1 2.6 2.6 63.2
3.14 1 2.6 26 65.8
3.20 1 2.6 2.6 68.4
3.25 1 26 26 711
3.27 3 7.9 79 78.9
3.28 2 53 5.3 842
3.35 1 2.6 26 86.8
341 1 2.6 26 89.5
3.43 2 5.3 53 94.7
3.4 1 2.6 26 97 .4
3.97 1 26 26 100.0

Total 38 100.0 100.0

tJ
W



Frequency

Participation

10 o

175 200 225 250 275 300 325 350 3.75 4.00

Participation

Std. Dev = 42
Mean = 2.96
N =38.00



Creativity

Valid Cumulativ
Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
valid 1.93 1 2.6 26 26
2.20 1 26 26 53
2.30 1 26 26 79
2.43 1 2.6 26 10.5
2.50 1 26 26 132
2.52 1 26 26 15.8
2.63 4 10.5 10.5 26.3
2.68 1 2.6 2.6 28.9
2.73 3 79 79 36.8
2.75 1 26 26 39.5
2.78 1 26 26 42.1
2.80 2 5.3 53 47.4
2.83 1 2.6 26 50.0
2.93 1 26 26 52.6
2.96 1 26 26 55.3
297 2 5.3 53 60.5
2.98 1 2.6 26 63.2
3.03 2 5.3 53 68.4
3.06 1 26 26 71.1
3.08 2 5.3 53 76.3
3.13 1 2.6 26 78.9
3.20 2 5.3 53 84.2
323 3 7.9 7.9 92.1
3.28 1 2.6 26 94.7
3.30 1 26 26 97.4
3.40 1 2.6 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0




Frequency

Creativity

188
2.00

Creativity

213

225

238

2.50

263

275

288

300

328

3.38

Sta. Dev = 33
Mean = 286
N=23800



School Size

Valid Cumulativ
— Frequency | Percent Percent e Percent
Valid 157.00 1 26 26 2.6
159.00 1 26 2.6 5.3
171.00 1 26 26 79
173.00 1 26 2.8 10.5
201.00 2 53 53 15.8
203.00 1 26 26 18.4
206.00 1 2.6 26 21.1
211.00 1 26 2.6 2.7
230.00 1 26 2.6 26.3
233.00 1 26 2.6 28.9
257.00 1 2.6 2.6 316
258.00 1 26 2.6 342
270.00 1 26 2.6 36.8
286.00 2 53 53 42.1
306.00 1 26 2.6 4.7
307.00 1 26 2.6 474
323.00 1 26 2.6 50.0
349.00 1 26 2.6 52.6
358.00 1 26 26 55.3
385.00 1 26 26 57.9
422.00 1 2.6 26 60.5
426.00 1 2.6 26 63.2
430.00 1 26 26 65.8
445.00 1 26 2.6 68.4
476.00 1 26 26 71.1
489.00 1 26 26 73.7
490.00 1 2.6 26 76.3
500.00 1 26 26 78.9
513.00 1 26 26 81.6
587.00 1 2.6 26 84.2
641.00 1 26 26 86.8
645.00 1 2.6 2.6 89.5
647.00 1 26 26 92.1
678.00 1 26 2.6 94.7
770.00 1 2.6 26 97.4
812.00 1 26 26 100.0
Total 38 100.0 100.0




Frequency

School Size

0

150.0 250.0 350.0 450.0 §50.0 650.0 750.0

200.0 300.0 400.0 §00.0 600.0 700.0

School Size

800.0

Std. Dev = 181.18
Mean = 3816
N = 38.00
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