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having 4 or more years of experience in their current position 69.7% (n = 92). The
distribution of responses to the questions regarding membership on the School
Management Team indicated that slightly more than 1/3 of all respondents 35.6% (n =
47) are members of this team (now known as School leadership Council (SLC), while
64.4% (n = 84) are not members. The data distribution by WSR model revealed that
38.6% of respondents (n = 51) identified their school as a Comer and 61.4% (n = 81)
identified their school as adopting the Co-Nect WSR model.

The last set of data reported in Table 10 shows the distribution of subjects by
WSR Cohort Group. About 60% of respondents (n = 78) were from Cohort III schools
and 39.4% (n = 52) belonged to Cohort II. As discussed previously in Chapter I, all New
Jersey schools classified as Abbott (Special Needs) were mandated to adopt one state
approved WSR model over a 3 year period (between 1998 and 2000). “Cohort 1 schools
initiated the WSR process in the 1998-99 school year, “Cohort 2” in the 1999-00 school
year, and “Mid-year Cohort” in the second term of the 1999-00 school year (Muirhead,
Tyler, & Hamilton, 2001). Cohort 3 schools initiated the WSR process in the 2000 - 2001
school year. None of the schools in this district adopted Comer or Co-Nect model during
the first year (Cohort I). Three schools in District A adopted the Comer WSR model and
two schools adopted the Co-Nect WSR model in September, 1999 representing Cohort 2.
An additional three schools chose the Co-Nect model and one chose Comer model in
January 2000 (representing Mid-Year Cohort 2). In September 2000, representing
Cohort 3, six schools adopted the Comer Whole School Reform model and seven adopted

Co-Nect Whole School Reform model.
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Implementation Results

Table 11 presents the means and standard deviations for each question on the
WSR Survey, for each WSR area of implementation, and for the overall implementation
score (see Appendix A for a more detailed table outlining mean score for each individual
survey question). The Planning, SMT, School-Based Budgeting, Personnel, Academic
Program, Training/Professional Development, Integration and Alignment of Resources
and Functions, School Environment, Students and Family Services and Family
Involvement scales or areas of implementation used a 5-point Likert scale that ranges
from a low of no progress (1), to a little progress (2), some progress (3), significant
progress (4), to a high of goals achieved (5). The district Support and Helpfulness of
NJDOE scales used a 4-point Likert scale that ranges from a low of not at all (1), to some
extent (2), to a moderate extent (3), to a high of a great extent (4). For the NJ DOE
Funding scale the scale ranged from a low of strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), neither
agree nor disagree (3), agree (4), to a high of strongly agree (5). Summing the subjects’
scores on the questions that make up each scale or area of implementation and dividing
the sum by the number of questions in each scale computed scale scores. This scale score
reflected the level of implementation for each scale. Summing the subjects’ scale scores
and dividing by 13 compute an overall implementation score for that respondent.

The overall implementation score for each school was calculated as the mean of
the overall implementation scores for all subjects affiliated with a particular school.
Scale scores for each of the 18 schools were computed following the same procedure.

The means represented in Table 11 represent a summary of responses across all
Comer and Co-Nect schools. The school means reported for schools D, L, and V are

highly unreliable because only one person responded from each of these schools. The
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assumption cannot be made that the perceptions of the one person responding to the WSR
Implementation Survey used in this study represents the entire school.

Overall responses were positive. A review of data results for 11 of the 13 areas of
implementation indicated that respondents felt that their schools had made “significant
progress” in these aspects of WSR implementation (M = 3.5 — 4.26). Survey data
indicated that 72.2% of respondents reported that the district has supported them to a
“moderate extent” (M = 3.08). Only 55.6% of respondents reported that the NJDOE
product and Activities were helpful “to some extent” in assisting them with WSR
implementation (M = 2.75). Findings reveal that this is a key area for NJ DOE to focus
on when planning future support to districts and schools. These findings also support
conclusions reported by Walker & Gutmore (2000). The researchers found that Abbott
districts in their study experienced great difficulty in their relationship with the New
Jersey Department of Education during the first year of implementation. Difficulties were
experienced in areas of clear communication from state department designed to help
implementation efforts, NJ DOE resources, funding, and other mandates. Several studies
discuss the importance of clear communication as an important variable in facilitating
increased implementation (see Bodilly, 1998; Walker and Gutmore, 2000; Berends and
Kirby et al., 2001; Kirby et al., 2001). Taking into account NJ DOE helpfulness,
respondents indicated making “significant progress” with an overall mean of 3.88. Data
results indicate an improvement in the implementation of the reform process since first

year of WSR implementation.
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Table 11

Means Score of WSR by Survey Scales

WSR Questions & Scales M SD
Planning 404 57
Personnel 4.00 .51
Training 372 93

District Support 3.08 .50
School Environment 426 48

Student and Family Services  3.78 .71
Academic Program 4.04 .53
School Management Team 414 48
School Based Budgeting 410 .62

NJ DOE Products and Activities 2.75 .64

Resources 385 .48
Family Involvement 3714 .67
State Funding 3.50 .56
Total 388 49

The frequency distributions tables on the level of implementation of the area
measured by the WSR survey scales and the total implementations scores by school are
presented throughout Chapter IV. The population numbers discussed in this section
relates to the mean numbers per scﬁool. Using the data provided by all 132 respondents

representing 18 Comer and Co-Nect, the means were found for each question and area of
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implementation (planning SMT, personnel, etc...). From this data, mean responses for
each school was determined and frequency of distributions reported by schools.

Research Question 1: What is the level of whole school reform implementation
within the middle schools in this study?

A frequency distribution on the overall implementation scores by schools is
presented below. The overall implementation scores were scaled, to reflect the
implementation categories of no progress (1.00 to 1.49), a little progress (1.50 to 2.49),
some progress (2.50 to 3.49), significant progress (3.50 to 4.49), and goals achieved (4.5
and above).

Table 12 presents a frequency distribution on the overall level of implementation
within schools. This distribution shows that 72% of schools indicated that their schools
(n = 13 is the mean response for 13 of 18 schools) had made “significant progress” in
implementing Comer or Co-Nect WSR model. Another 11.1% of schools (n = 2)
indicated that WSR “goals” had been “achieved” in their schools., The data revealed
16.7% (n = 3) indicated “some progress” had been achieved. The mean overall
implementation score was 3.88 with a standard deviation of .49. Responses were far
beyond neutral with 72.2% percent of the schools reported that they achieved “significant
progress” since WSR implementation of Comer and Co-Nect models.

No one indicated that “little or no progress” had been made further strengthening

the view that progress has been made in the implementation process.
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Table 12

Overall School Perceptions of WSR Implementation

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 3 16.7 16.7
Significant Progress 13 72.2 88.9
Goals Achieved 2 11.1 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

The results of a Pearson r correlation test between the areas of implementation
shown in Table 13, explores the degree to which the areas of implementation are related
to each other. This analysis allowed this researcher to determine if a relationship existed
among the 13 areas of implementation discussed in Chapter 3 (see Table 6). The
correlations indicate a statistically significant (p = .01) positive relationships with various
levels of inter-correlations between all areas of implementation. Relationships ranged
from a low correlation (r = .27) between NJDOE Products and Activities and Planning to
a high correlation (r = .77) between the Personnel scale and the Alignment and
Integration of Resources and Functions implementation areas. The analysis suggests that
WSR implementation tended to impact all areas measured on the WSR survey.

High positive correlations were found between:
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SMT and Planning r = .74. The role of the School Management Team is
associated with school planning process. SMT members having participated in
development of WSR implementation plan and school-based budget,
determination of program and curriculum needs designed to accomplish WSR
goals based on review of students assessment would provide sound input in
assuring that WSR implementation plan sets realistic goals aligned to state
standards and the schools use of data to evaluate WSR implementation and make
plans for adjustments and improvements.

SMT and School-Based Budgeting r = .75. The School-Based Budgeting involves
making adjustment to reflect school needs assessments and goals and ensuring
that resources support WSR goals. The role of the SMT provides input towards
the development of the School-Based budget based on the WSR goals and plans

highlights the association between these two areas of implementation.

. Personnel and SMT r = .75. Personnel involved making school decisions to

support goals of WSR implementation and whether the school had sufficient
faculty and staff to fully implement the WSR implementation plan developed by
the SMT.

Academic Program and Personnel r = .71. The ability to making school based
decisions that align with WSR goals requires school personnel to be
knowledgeable of WSR goals and implementation plans associated with the
academic program section of the survey which sought level of implementation on
areas such as the alignment of school curricula, WSR model, and classroom

assessment practices to New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards, and if
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the WSR model meets the needs of all students (Limited English Proficient,
Special Needs, and gifted and talented).

. Integration and Alignment of Resources and Functions and Personnel r = .77. The
Integration and Alignment of Resources and Functions sought to determine level
of implementation of roles and responsibilities of staff, financial resource
allocations, and school structures (schedules and workgroups) and their
coordination to support WSR efforts. This is associated with the hiring and
placement of school personnel.

. Integration and Alignment of Resources and Functions and Academic Program r
= .71. The Integration and Alignment of Resources and Functions is associated
with an Academic Program that is closely aligned to all state standards ensuring
that the WSR model selected meets the needs of all students. The coordination of
staff, financial resources, and school structures has a major impact on as schools’
to educate students.

. Academic Program Integration and Alignment of Resources and Functions and
School Environment r = .72. Providing a learning and working environment that
is positive and productive safe and orderly is highly associated with whether
implementation staff, financial resources, and school structures are coordinated to
support this type of environment.

. Student and Family Services and Family Involvement r = .71 The ability of
schools to involve parents/caregivers as partners in the decision making process
and provide ongoing support to build and strengthen the home/school relationship

is highly associated with whether or not a team/program is in place at the school
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level to inform parents, encourage them to get involved, identify and refer

students in need, provide access to health and social services.
Table 13

Association Between WSR Survey Areas of Implementation

schimgt school personn acadmi training resource student family district njdoe funding school
team budget elscale prgrm scale sscale servi invi support scale scale environm
scale scale scale scale scale scale ent scale

planning scale 74w g5+ 67" 59™ AT 64* 49" 48** 50" 27* 44" 56

schl mgt team scale .75** 75 59~ 61** .68* .57* .52** .55** 31 48" .55
school budget scale .70** .58** 47* .63** .45 .50** 48" .35* .45 .56™
personnel scale 71** .60* .77** 61* .59** .58 .33** .57 .63*
acadmi prgrm scale B3 71 61* .51* .64* .36* .56* .59**
training scale 69 62* 57 62" .34 41 50
resources scale 67 .63** B67** .40* 54** T72**
student servic scale 71** 5B* .35 54** 57**
family invl scale BT 42*  AT**  62**
district supprt scale B4** 57**  54**
njdoe scale 46**  44*
funding scale 54**

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Of these relationships, only the relationships between areas of implementation
relating to the helpfulness of the NJ DOE and planning were statistically significant at the
.05 level. As discussed earlier in this chapter, with a mean of 2.75, a majority of schools
perceived that the various products and activities provided by the New Jersey Department
of Education as moderately helpful towards implementation of their adopted WSR model
(see Table 25). This implies that the difficulties the schools experienced with the
helpfulness of NJ DOE products and activities such as written guides and materials, NJ
DOE sponsored régional training, support and training from SRI, WSR model selection

showcases had adverse effect on areas of planning as it relates to successful
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implementation of WSR model. Walker and Gutmore (2000) found that over 70% of
districts in their study reported that the NJ DOE communications were not helpful as they
proceeded in their efforts (New Jersey Department of Education, 2005). Upon further
examination of data, the researchers concluded that:
... problems with the NJDOE were manifested in several different ways.
First, information received from the NJ DOE was perceived to be unclear thus
rendering understanding of what to do problematic. Second, attempts to obtain
clarification from the NJ DOE were mired with difficulties. Third and most
importantly, the timelines with which the NJ DOE either requested information or
provided feedback to districts on information submitted was questionable (New
Jersey Department of Education, 2005). (see also Erlichson et al., 1999; Muirhead
et al. 2001 and Kirby et al. 2002)
Further analysis of each sub-scale supported the implementation findings in Table 12.
Noticing that Table 12 and 14 contained identical results, prompted this ‘researcher to
review data analysis. There was no change in values for either table.
Planning implementation results (M = 4.04) are presented in Table 14, with
83.3% (n =15) of schools indicating that planning “goals had been achieved” or
“significant progress” had been made towards achieving this goal. At the time of this
survey, 16.7% (n = 3) indicated that “some progress” had been made. Schools are able to
engage in ongoing planning and involvement of a wide range of stakeholders in the

developing, reviewing and adjusting their implementation plan over the years.
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Table 14

Overall Implementation Perceptions of School Progress WSR Planning Process

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 3 16.7 16.7
Significant Progress 13 72.2 88.9
Goals Achieved 2 11.1 100

Total 18 100

Note. Number of schools represented = 18
Table 15 presents the implementation results as it relates to the School
Management Team scale (M = 4.14). The school means reported for three schools are
highly unreliable because only one person responded from each of these schools. These
results indicate that 88.9% of schools (n = 16) had achieved the goals or made
“significant progress” as it relates to the functions of the School Management Team
which include the following:
1. developing WSR plan based on comprehensive needs assessment
2. involvement in developing school-based-budget
3. providing imput regarding the budget, student assessment results, and curriculum
4. working collaboratively in accordance with state regulations to accomplish WSR
goals

“Some progress” was reported in 11.1% of schools (n = 2).
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Table 15

Overall Implementation Perceptions of School Management Team Scale

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 2 11.1 11.1
Significant Progress 13 72.2 83.3
Goals Achieved 3 16.7 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Table 16 presents the data results for the implementation as it relates to School
Based Budgeting scale (M = 4.10). These results show that 33.3% of schools (n = 6)
reported “goals were achieved” and 50.0% of schools (» = 9) indicated that “significant
progress” has been made to assure that the school’s budget concentrates all resources to
support the budget supporting the needs and WSR goals of the school. “Some progress”

was indicated by 16.7% of schools (n = 3).
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Table 16

Overall Implementation Perceptions of School Based Budgeting

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 3 16.7 16.7
Significant Progress 9 50.0 66.7
Goals Achieved 6 333 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Table 17 presents the implementation results for the Personnel scale indicates an
overall mean score of 4.00 as it relates to school personnel decisions the support the goals
of WSR model and hiring of sufficient faculty and staff needed to fully implement WSR
model. These results indicated that 16.7% of schools (» = 3) had “goals achieved” in
implementation and 72.2% (n = 13) had made “significant progress” regarding personnel
decisions and staffing. Some progress in this area was indicated by 11.1% of schools (n

=2).
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Table 17

Progress of Personnel Decisions in Support of WSR Implementation

Frequency Percent  Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 2 111 11.1
Significant Progress 13 72.2 83.3
Goals Achieved 3 16.7 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Table 18 presents the data results for the Academic Program scale indicates and
overall mean score of 4.04 as it relates to alignment of curricula with New Jersey Core
Curriculum Content Standards, classroom assessment practices, and the ability of WSR
model to meet the needs of Special Education, Limited English Proficient, and Gifted and
Talented students. These results show that 77.8% of schools (n = 14) reported that goals
were either “achieved” or “significant progress” had been in the WSR implementation of

the schools academic program. Some progress was indicated by 22.2% (n = 4).




73

Table 18

Overall Perception of School Progress of Academic Program in WSR Schools

Frequency Percent  Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 4 22.2 22.2
Significant Progress 11 61.1 83.3
Goals Achieved 3 16.7 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Table 19 presents the implementation results for the Training and Professional
Development scale indicates an overall mean score of 3.72 as it relates to the training of
SMT in all necessary areas (such as roles and responsibilities, teamwork and consensus
building, selection of personnel, etc.) and teacher professional development to
implement instructional practices aligned with state standards. “Little or no progress” was
reported by 11.1% of the schools (n =2). The results show that 13 schools (72.2%)
perceived that goals were achieved or significant progress has been made regarding
training and professional development as in relates to implementation of their school’s

WSR model. Some progress was indicated by 16.7% of schools.
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Table 19

Overall Progress of SMT Training and Teacher Professional Development

Frequency Percent  Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 1 5.6 5.6
A Little Progress 1 5.6 11.1
Some Progress 3 16.7 27.8
Significant Progress 9 50.0 77.8
Goals Achieved 4 222 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Table 20 presents the data results for the Integration and Alignment of Resources
and Functions implementation scale (M = 3.85) as it relates to coordinating staff role and
responsibilities, financial resources, and school structures to support WSR efforts.
Results for this scale indicate that 5.6% (n = 1) perceived that goals were “achieved”.
“Some progress” was indicated by 27.8% of schools (n = 5). While 66.7% of those
surveyed (n = 12) indicated that their schools have made “significant progress” in

coordinating resources and functions to support WSR efforts.
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Table 20

Integration and Alignment of Resources in Support of School’s WSR Efforts

Frequency Percent  Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 5 27.8 27.8
Significant Progress 12 66.7 94 .4
Goals Achieved 1 5.6 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Table 21 presents data implementation results for the School Environment scale
(M = 4.26) as it relates to schools providing students and teacher with a working and
learning environment that is safe, orderly, positive and productive. These results
indicated that 44.4% of schools (n = 8) reported that goals were “achieved”, 50.0% of
schools (n = 9) indicated that “significant progress”, and 5.6% of schools (n = 9)
indicated that “some progress” was made towards implementation efforts that provided a

safe, orderly positive and productive learning environment.
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Table 21

Overall Perceptions of School Environment Since Implementation

Frequency Percent  Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 1 5.6 5.6
Significant Progress 9 50.0 55.6
Goals Achieved 8 44.4 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Table 22 presents the data implementation results for the Student and Family
Services sgale (M = 3.78) as it relates to programs put in place to identify and refer
students in need of alternative educational services, provide student code of conduct and
adequate security, provide access to health and essential social services. These results
indicated that 11.1% of schools (n = 2) reported that goals were “achieved” on the student
and family services implementation, 66.7% of schools (» = 12) had made “significant
progress”, 16.7% of schools (n = 3) indicated that “some progress” was made and 5.6%

of schools (n = 1) indicated making “little progress” in this area of implementation.
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Table 22

Overall Progress of School in Providing Student and Family Services Since

Implementation

Frequency Percent  Cumulative

Percent

No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 1 5.6 5.6
Some Progress 3 16.7 22.2
Significant Progress 12 66.7 88.9
Goals Achieved 2 11.1 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Table 23 presents the implementation results for the Family Involvement scale (M
= 3.74). These results 11.1% of schools (n = 2) reported that they had “achieved” their
goals, 50.0% of schools (n = 9) indicated having made “significant progress”, 33.3% (n =
6) made “some progress”, and 5.6% of (n = 1) indicated that “little progress™” was made
on the involvement of parents and/or caregivers in decisions related to school and

providing ongoing support to strengthen home/school relationships to improve student

learning.
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Table 23

Respondents Perceptions of Schools Progress in Family Involvement

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 1 5.6 5.6
Some Progress 6 333 389
Significant Progress 9 50.0 88.9
Goals Achieved 2 11.1 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

The results for District support and helpfulness of NJ DOE are reported in Tables
24 and 25 respectively. Here the survey scale shifts from perception of progress to extent
of support. The overall means for each school was based on the overall responses of the
respondents. Again, the school means reported for three schools are highly unreliable
because only one person responded from each of these schools. It is not safe to assume
that this one person speaks for the entire school.

Table 24 presents the hﬁplementation results for the District Support scale (M =
3.08) as it relates to identifying the district effort in supporting schools efforts to
implement WSR. With this in mind, these results indicated that 16.7% of schools (n = 3)

reported that the district supported WSR efforts “to a great extent”, 72.2% (n = 13)
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indicated “to a moderate extent” and 11.1% of schools (n = 2) perceived district
supported efforts “to some extent”.

Table 24

Extent of District Support in School’s WSR Implementation Efforts

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
Not at All 0 0.0 0.0
To Some Extent 2 11.1 11.1
To a Moderate Extent 13 72.2 83.3
To a Great Extent 3 16.7 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

Subsidiary Question 1: What has been the helpfulness of state sponsored activities
in influencing implementation?

Table 25 below presents the implementation results for the help provided by
NJIDOE products and activities (M = 2.75) as it relates to the helpfulness of written
guides and materials, NJDOE sponsored regional training, support and training by SRI,
WSR start up grants (SFA), and model selection showcases. These results indicated that
11.1% of schools (n = 2) reported that the NJDOE products and activities supported WSR
“to a great extent”, 55.6% of schools (n = 10) indicated “to a moderate extent”, 27.8% of

schools (n = 2) indicated “to some extent”, and 5.6% of schools (n = 1) indicated “not at

all” in their responses.
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Table 25

Overall Perceptions of Helpfulness of NJDOE Products and Activities in School’s WSR
Implementation

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
Not at All 1 5.6 5.6
To Some Extent 5 27.8 33.3
To a Moderate Extent 10 55.6 88.9
To a Great Extent 2 111 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

The results for the helpfulness of NJ DOE funding is reported below in Table 26.
Here the survey scale shifts from extent of support to levels of agreement. The overall
means of for each school was based on the overall responses of the respondents. Again,
the school means reported for three schools are highly unreliable because only one person
responded from each of these schools. It is not safe to assume that this one person speaks
for the entire school.

Table 26 presents the results for the impact of school funding (M = 3.50) as it
relates to schools having sufficient textbooks, materials and supplies, additional teachers
to reduce class size, sufficient computers, sufficient security guards and equipment to
insure a safe and orderly environment, sufficient training con the Core Content Standards
and other WSR topics, additional support for students in need, and health and social
services and other support services>for students. The data results indicated that 5.6% of

schools (n = 1) “strongly agreed” that school funding has supported WSR
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implementation, 33.3% of schools (» = 6) “agreed”, and a majority of schools 61.1% (n
= 11) indicated they “neither agreed nor disagreed” with this scale.

Table 26

Helpfulness as a Result of State Funding

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
Neither Agree Nor Disagree 11 61.1 61.1
Agree 6 333 94.4
Strongly Agree 1 5.6 100.0

Total 18 100.0

Note. Number of schools represented = 18

In order to determine if any relationships existed between activities sponsored by
the state of New Jersey and implementation of WSR program, a Bivariate Correlation
analysis was used to analyze this subsidiary question. This analysis allowed an
examination the relationship of the helpfulness of written guides and material, NJDOE
sponsored regional training, WSR start-up Grants, WSR model selection showcases,
results of state funding and overall level of implementation for all schools. It is important

to note the correlation does not suggest causality. Data results are presented below in

Tables 27 and 28.
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Table 27

Association Between Overall Implementation Scores and NJDOE Products and Activities

helpfulness- helpfulness- of  helpfulness- helpfulness-  helpfulness-
support & written guides & wsrmodel wsr start-up NJDOE
training provided materials in wsr  selection grants/incent  sponsored
by SRI implementation  showcases ives regional training

TOTIMPSC S53** A9** S0** AT** AG**

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 28

Association Between Overall Implementation Scores with WSR Model and Funding

State funding-  State funding- State funding-State funding-health & social
sufficient  sufficient security sufficient  additional services

computers to  guards & equip for trainingon support for referral and

meet state 1:5 safe orderly envion the CCCS & stuin need other support

MODEL ratio other wsr services for
topics students
TOTIMPSC 11 A4%* S54%* ST S52%* S0**

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Data results indicated that both relationships between implementation and
helpfulness of NJ DOE products and Activities and between implementation and the
helpfulness of State Funding are statistically significant with low positive correlations.
Therefore, implementation is likely to be more successful if NJDOE provided support
-and training, written guides and materials in WSR implementation, informed selection
process, and sponsored more regional training that were more helpful. The data in Tables
11, 25, and 26 indicate that NJ DOE needs to increase it efforts in providing related
assistance to assist with WSR implementation efforts. Implementation is likely to be

more successful if the state department increased funding so that schools would be able

to:
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1. purchase sufficient textbooks, materials and supplies for all students
2. purchase sufficient computers to meet the state ration of 1:5
3. hire additional teachers to reduce class size
4. hire sufficient security guards and equipment to insure a safe and orderly
environment
5. provide sufficient training for teachers on CCCS (Core Curriculum Content
Standards) and other pertinent WSR topics
6. provide additional support for students in need of additional assistance and
remedial services
7. provide health and social services referral and other support services for students
Marsh and Willis, 1999 citing McLaughlin, (1987) indicated that “... capacity to
implement an innovation [WSR model] can be improved by increasing financial support
and the training of teachers as long as these increases are significant and continue over a
period of years” (p.229). The evidence suggests that demands for immediate student
performance results without providing adequate ongoing support and resources are
unrealistic. It is therefore unlikely that this district would see larger increases in student
achievement without a heightened level of support from state and model developers.

Subsidiary Question 2: Do differences exist in level of implementation by reform
model?

T-tests were used to compare the Comer and Co-Nect schools on the level of
implementation. T-tests were computed for each scale and overall implementation score
to.determine if differences in level of implementation exist by reform model. The results
of Table 29, comparing the Comer and Co-Nect WSR models, indicated that no

significant differences in implementation were found (p > .05) between the Comer and
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Co-Nect schools in this study. The t value for planning, personnel, academic program,
integration and alignment of resources, school environment, district support, state
products and activities and funding scales were negative and not statistically significant.

Table 29

Comparison (t-test) on WSR Scales and Total Implementation Scores by WSR Model

t df Sig. (2-tailed) MODEL M SD

PLAN -471 16 644 comer 3.97 31
co-nect 4.11 .74

SMT 604 16 554 comer 422 28

co-nect 4.08 .61

SBB .068 16 947 comer 412 58

co-nect 4.10 .68

PERS -1.279 16 .219 comer 3.84 .49

co-nect 4.14 51

ACA PRGM -336 16 742 comer 3.96 .53
co-nect 4.04 48
TRAIN 742 16 469 comer 391 58

co-nect 3.58 1.15

RESOUR -.641 16 531 comer 3.77 .57
co-nect 3.92 42
SCHENV -745 16 467 comer 4.17 41
co-nect 435 .54
SFS 226 16 .824 comer 3.83 45
co-nect 3.75 .89
FAMINV - 399 16 .695 comer 3.82 52
co-nect 3.68 .81

DIST SUPP -249 16 .807 comer 3.05 .46




85

co-nect 3.11 .55

NJDOE -113 14 911 comer 2.73 .66
co-nect 2.77 .19

FUND -1.653 16 .118 comer 3.27 .54

co-nect 3.69 54
TOTAL -.31 16 750 comer 3.42 .36

co-nect 3.50 50

Levene’s test for equality of variances indicates that variances for Comer and Co-
Nect schools do not differ significantly from each other. With the exception of the
personnel and funding scales there is a high probability of obtaining the same or similar
results. The overall mean implementation score for Comer schools 3.42 and 3.50 for Co-

Nect.

Subsidiary Question 3: Do major school stakeholders view implementation
differently?

To analyze this subsidiary question, the subjects were grouped by position,
including principals, assistant principals, WSR School Facilitator, teachers, and other.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare the views of subjects who hold
different positions on the implementation scales and overall implementation scores.
ANOVA results and a table of means on the scale scores and overall implementation

score by position are presented below.




Table 30

Analysis of Variance of WSR Survey Scales on Role

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Planning Between 10.00 4 2.500 5.235 .001
Groups
Within Groups 60.650 127 478
Total 70.650 131
SMT Between 4922 4 1.230 2.549 .042
Groups
Within Groups 61.305 127 .483
Total 66.227 131
School-Based Between 8.021 4 2.005 2.846 027
Budgeting Groups
Within Groups 89.481 127 .705
Total 97.502 131
Personnel Between 2.544 4 636 .896 469
Groups
Within Groups 90.159 127 710
Total 92.703 131
Academic Program Between 999 4 .250 460 .765
Groups
Within Groups 68.969 127 543
Total 69.968 131
Training Between 5911 4 1.478 1.831 127
Groups
Within Groups 102.489 127 807
Total 108.400 131
Resources Between 1.821 4 455 674 611
Groups
Within Groups 85.743 127 .675




School Environment

Student Services

Family Involvement

District Support

NJDOE

Funding

Total Implementation

Scale

Total

Between
Groups

Within Groups
Total

Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between
Groups

Within Groups
Total

Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between
Groups

Within Groups

Total |

87.564

4.163

85.872
90.035

2.816

72.391
75.207

3.433

101.010
104.443

576

50.246
50.822

2.175

51.540
53.716

6.796

94.004
100.800

1.952

39.892

41.843

131

127

131

127

131

127

131

127

131

73

77

127

131

127

131

1.041

676

704

.570

858

795

144

.396

544

706

1.699

.740

488

314

1.539

1.235

1.079

364

770

2.295

1.553

195

299

370

834

.548

.063

191

Note.n =132
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The ANOVA results presented in Table 30 indicate that significant mean
differences were found on planning [F(4,127) = 5.23, p=.001}, on school management
team [F(4,127) = 2.54, p = .04], and on school based budgeting (F(4,127) = 2.84, p =
.02]. Scheffe post hoc comparisons were used to identify actual group differences, which
revealed the following significant mean differences (see Table 37 in Appendix A):

1. For Planning, the mean of 4.75 for the WSR facilitators was significantly higher

(p = .001) than the mean of 3.94 for the teachers. Also, the mean of 4.51 for

others was significantly higher than the teacher mean.

2. For School Management Team, the mean of 4.64 for the WSR facilitator was
significantly higher (p = .042) than the means of 3.94 for Assistant principals and

4.08 for teachers. Also, the mean of 4.48 for others was significantly higher than

the mean of 4.08 for teachers.

3. For School-Based Budgeting, the mean of 4.81 for WSR facilitators was
significantly higher (p = .027) than the mean of 4.02 for teachers. The mean of

4.52 for others was significantly higher than the mean of 4.02 for teachers.

Data indicate that teachers have to lowest mean with respect to their perspectives
about planning, school management team, and school-based budgeting. The results also
suggest that WSR facilitators view the implementation of their WSR model has made

more progress in the schools than teachers.

Research Question 2: Does a relationship exist between level of implementation and
academic performance?
Table 31 shows the means and standard deviations on the GEPA math, language,

and science scores (percentage students who scored proficient of advance proficient on
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the state assessment) at the first and second measurements, along with change scores. The
standard deviations indicated the wide dispersion among GEPA scores. The change
scores were computed by subtracting the 1999 scores (2000 for science) from the 2003
scores. Students academic improvement in Math improved (M = 6.24, SD = 14.64), for
Language Arts (M = 2.38, SD = 9.49) and Science (M = 14.03, SD = 10.21).

Table 31

Means and Standard Deviations on GEPA Change Scores for Comer and Co-Nect

Schools

M SD
GEPAMath99 44.74 20.48
GEPAMath03 50.98 21.97
Math change 6.24 14.64
GEPALanguage99 76.00 16.90
GEPALanguage03 78.38 16.27
Language change 2.38 9.49
GEPAScience00 45.11 20.66
GEPASience03 59.15 17.39
Science change 14.03 10.21
Note.n=18

In Table 32 a bivariate correlation analysis was used to analyze this research

question to determine if a relationship existed between WSR implementation and
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Academic performance as measured by the GEPA results. No significant relationships
were found between the WSR implementation and change in academic performance from
1999 to 2003 for math, language, and science.

Table 32

Correlations of WSR implementation and Academic Performance (GEPA Change Scores)

MATHCHAN LANGCHAN SCICHAN

TOTIMPSC -28 22 -38

Note. **p<.01,n=18

The following results were obtained:

e the relationship between implementation and GEPA Math Change is negative
with little if any correlation (r = -.28)
e the relationship between implementation and GEPA Language Arts Change is

positive with little if any correlation (r = .22)

e the relationship between implementation and GEPA Science Change is negative
with low correlation (r = -.38)

All three relationships were not statistically significant with a significance of .26 for

Math, .39 for Language Arts, and .12 for Science relationships.

Several studies have investigated the relationship between implementation and
student performance (See Comer, 1988; Squires and Kranyik, 1996; Ross, Sanders,
Stringfield, Wang, & Wright, 1999; Ross, Sanders, Wright, 1999; Viadero, April 2001;
"Emmons, 2002; Borman and Brown et at., 2002). Ross et al., (1999) found “small non

significant advantages” between student performance in restructured (schools
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implementing NAS designs) and non restructured schools (Ross et al., 1999, p.3).
Berends et al., (2002) citing Chun, Gill, and Heilbrunn, (2001) discusses a variety of
factors (e.g. morale of teaching force, test preparation programs, experience, stability,
etc...) that may account for differences in test scores ( Berends et al., 2002, p. 139). The
researchers concluded that:

Because of the wide variation in implementation and environments that
occurs within schools and among jurisdictions, it may have been too early to
expect robust performance results....implementation analysis shows little increase
in levels of implementation over time...Thus, one might expect design adoption
to never have any lasting impact on student performance (p.140).

Cook, Habib, Phillips, Settersten, Shagle, & Degirmencioglu, (1999) found that
implementation of Comer (SDP) model had no effect on student achievement in schools

in Maryland. The association between implementation and student performance is still

not clear.

Subsidiary Question 2a: Controlling for other school context variables such as
teacher certification (Traditional vs. Alternate Route), percentage of students with
Limited English Proficiency (LEP), economically disadvantaged, and percentage of
general education students, is there a relationship between implementation and academic
performance?

A partial correlation analysis was used to analyze this subsidiary question in
which the influence of the school context variables including teacher certifications, LEP,
the pércentage of students economically disadvantaged, and the percentage of general

education students were controlled for or removed. The relationship between academic
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performance (GEPA results) and overall implementation levels for Comer and Co-Nect
schools represented was then analyzed. The results partial correlation analysis results for

this question are presented below in Table 33.

Table 33

Partial Correlation Between implementation and Academic Performance
Controlling for LEPPERC GEPERC TEACHERC ECODIS

MathChange  LangChange  ScienceChange Model

Totimpsc -.32 20 =25 .14

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), N = 18

The following results were obtained:
1. the relationship between implementation and GEPA Math Change is negative
with low correlation (r = -.32)
2. the relationship between implementation and GEPA Language Arts Change is
positive with little if any correlation (r = .20)
3. the relationship between implementation and GEPA Science Change is negative
with low correlation (r = -.25)
All three relationships were not statistically significant with a significance p = .27
for Math, .50 for Language Arts, and .39 for Science relationships. Some researchers
have found modest gains in student performance with implementation (Bodilly, 1998;

Berends et al. 2001) and others have found none (Cook et al., 1999). The evidence is

inconclusive.




93

Subsidiary Question 2b: Do differences exist in academic performance by WSR
model?

T-tests were used to compare the WSR models on academic performance. T-tests
were computed for 1999 and 2003 GEPA math, language and science performance to
determine if differences in academic performance exist by WSR models. The t-test

results, along with the means and standard deviations by model are presented below in

Table 34.

Table 34

Comparison (t-test) of WSR Models on Academic Performance in 1999

t df  Sig (2-tailed) Model Mean SD

Math 99 251 16 .805 comer 46.13 22.79
co-nect 43.63 19.63
Language 99 -.961 16 351 comer 71.71 1928
co-nect 79.43 14.85
Science 00* -.260 16 798 comer 435 2047

co-nect 46.18 22.09

Note. *Science Grade Eight Proficiency Assessment was administered for the first time in
March 2000. n= 18




Table 35

Comparison (t-test) of WSR Models on Academic Performance in 2003

t df  Sig. (2-tailed) Model Mean SD
Math 03 .091 16 .929 comer 37.01 16.25
co-nect 36.33 15.54
Language 03 .065 16 949 comer 54.88 16.17
co-nect 54.42 14.15
Science 03 -.661 16 518 comer 56.07 19.36
co-nect 61.62 16.26

Note. n=18

These results indicate that no significant differences existed in academic performance

between WSR models.

discussed below:

1.

the mean of 46.13 for Comer School Development Program was not significantly
higher than the Co-Nect mean of 43.63 for GEPA math99.
the mean of 37.01 for Comer School Development Program was not significantly

higher than the Co-Nect mean of 36.33 for GEPA math03.

higher than the Co-Nect mean of 79.43 for language99.

the mean of 54.88 for Comer School Development Program was not significantly

higher than the Co-Nect mean of 54.42 for language03.

higher than the Co-Nect mean of 46.18 for science00.

GEPA math, language, and science difference found are

. the mean of 71.71 for Comer School Development Program was not significantly

. the mean of 43.53 for Comer School Development Program was not significantly
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6. the mean of 56.07 for Comer School Development Program was not significantly

higher than the Co-Nect mean of 61.62 for science03.

Levene’s test for equality of variances indicates that variances for academic
performance in Comer and Co-Nect schools do not differ significantly from each other.
Further examination of t-test results showed that the mean percentage of students
achieving proficiency or advance proficiency in the areas of math and language arts has
decreased for both Comer and Co-Nect WSR models over the years since
implementation. There is however an increase in the means for the percentage of students
achieving proficiency or advance proficiency on the GEPA science for both Comer
(12.54%) and Co-Nect (15.44%) schools since implementation. There are a number of
studies that found only modest gains in student performance in math and reading on
various state assessments (other than New Jersey) after implementation of Comer and
Co-Nect models (see Comer, 1988; Squires and Kranyik, 1996; Ross and Sanders et al.,
1999; Ross et al., 2000; Viadero, July 2001; Emmons, 2002; Borman and Brown et at.,
2002). This study included science in addition to math and language arts.

Subsidiary Question 2c: How does enhanced instructional and program support
influence relationship between implementation and academic progression?

Bivariate analysis was used to analyze this subsidiary question. Academic change
in GEPA scores for math, language, and science were examined with the mean responses

to the 7 questions regarding the impact of state funding on schools. The data results are

shown in Table 36.
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Table 36

Correlation Results — Total Implementation, Academic Performance with Funding

MATHCHAN LANGCHAN SCICHAN TOTFUNDS

TOTIMPSC -28 22 -38 .66**

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), N =18

The following results were obtained:
1. the relationship between implementation and funding is positive with moderate
correlation r = .66
2. the relationship between implementation and math change is negative with little if
any correlation r = -.28
3. the relationship between implementation and language arts change is positive with
little if any correlation r = .22
4. the relationship between implementation and science change is negative with low
correlation r = -.38
Of the four relationships, only the relationship between funding scale and overall
implementation was statistically significant with a significance of .003. Factors
associated with higher levels of implementation, such as ongoing support on the part of
model developers and state are costly both in terms of staffing and money (Berends et al.,
2002). Marsh and Willis, 1999 citing McLaughlin, (1987) indicated that ... capacity to
implement an innovation [WSR model] can be improved by increasing financial support
and the training of teachers as long as these.increases are significant and continue over a

period of years” (p.229). It is plausible that the ability or inability to pay for such ongoing
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support services would impact levels of implementation. For example, the ability to pay
for WSR model consults to make more than one annual visit can be more expensive than
the amount that the state department of education would approve for the schools in
District A.

Discussion of Focus Group/Interviews

As discussed in Chapter 3, 5% of the school administrators, 5% of Comer and Co-
Nect school facilitators, 2% of teachers, 5% of the SMT members, and 10% of the central
office staff were contacted to participate in a focus group/interview. Identified individuals
were contacted and asked to participate in the interview on either March 25, 2004 or
March 31, 2004. For those teachers, administrators, facilitators/consultants solicited to
participate in this process, participation was voluntary and identifying information would
be kept anonymous. Four individuals participated on the 25™ and three participated on
the 31%. Anecdotal comments from semi-structured focus group / interviews supports
results reported previously in this chapter. Interview questions focused on the model
selection process, implementation of WSR model and support received, helpfulness of NJ
DOE products and activities, student achievement.

The results of the interview supported the survey data results which indicated that
significant progress was made on the planning scale (M = 4.04). Schools conducted a
needs assessment to select a WSR model and an informed search for WSR model that
best met their needs. The results provided some clarification regarding the low rating
received by helpfulness of NJ DOE products and activities (M = 2.75), impact of funding,
and perceptions of implementation and student achievement. Subjects view WSR
implementation as a “vehicle for obtaining support services to make the school better”.

Teachers expressed the benefits of having a well informed WSR facilitator stating that
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the facilitator “did a great job assembling staff meetings geared towards understanding

the model and how to teach using this model.”

Sample Respondent Quotes

While anecdotal, following are some comments from interviews with school

administrators and teachers:

On model selection process as it relates to planning scale:

1.

3.

“My staff was very critical they wanted to know why they had to do this, if my
school was doing well, things were going fairly decent, they didn’t understand the
rational. But once they understood that it was mandated and that there was going
to be better funding, more staff, etc... they came around.”

“The district sent all administrators to review the models. We went to a few
places where each model made presentations (WSR model selection showcases).
Those that we narrowed the filed down to we invited to our schools to make
presentations to our staff. Then we voted and selected a model.”

“We arrived at model that would best meet our needs”

On NJ DOE funding respondents reported that in the first two years of implementation

they received much needed additional resources:

1.

“We did get an improvement and we did get additional staff, but some of those
additional staff was the result of special education encouraging inclusion. We did
get staff along the way, but a lot of it happened outside of WSR
[implementation].”

“Not all schools had their needs met.”

. “We asked for a lot and got what we wanted for the first year or two.” But after

that when you came to the table you had to fight for what you wanted. You had to
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prioritize what you really needed for the building and say O.K. I can do without

this if I get this.”

On the impact of the 2002-2003 Abbott IX decision directing the one year freeze on

further implementation of Abbott remedies:

1.

“ No matter what you asked for they always gave you lower than what you

needed”

“Our contracts were cut with [model developers]. Our services were very

limited.”

. “We had nothing last year [2002-2003 school year] and nothing now. When

we first started we had top notch [consultants]. Right now, I have a new SMT
and WSR facilitator and there is really no way [to train them.]”

“The rational was that we had a cadre of people that were trained for the first
2 years of implementation, that we can now turnkey, but in reality we know
that we have a very transient staff. Staff come and go.”

“With Co-Nect at least there is a website the Co-Nect Exchange for some

assistance”

On implementation of WSR model and its relationship to student achievement as

measured by the GEPA:

1.

“This is the beginning. I would definitely say that our model (Co-Nect) has
provided our students and teachers more opportunities to make improvement.”
“Students are doing much more in the classroom than before.”

I have mixed feelings as to whether or not Comer has addressed academic
success. We are progressing in that area. We can open a child’s mind who

wants to learn, but we have to make sure there are some needs that are met
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before that. I would say Comer has helped in terms of meeting the needs of
some of our neediest children. “Does it translate into test scores? I don’t really
see that.”

4. “I do not think that when it comes to academic achievement you can [see
results] in one, two or three years.”

5. “There are so many other things going on at the same time [that are] separate

from WSR [that] I would not say the Co-Nect of Comer models gets credit

%%

for.
Summary

This researcher examined the survey data provided by 132 respondents
representing 18 of the 22 Comer and Co-Nect schools identified as part of this study.
Frequency Distributions, T-tests, Analysis of Variance, and Pearson r Correlation
analysis were conducted to address each research and subsidiary question. Pearson r
Correlation analyses were used to examine the relationship between variables (e.g. the
level of implementation and student performance). Data presented allowed the reader to
visualize areas of strength regarding the implementation of Whole School Reform of
Comer and Co-Nect models and whether a relationship existed between implementation
and student performance. It is most important to note that the school means reported for
schools D, L, and V are highly unreliable because only one person responded from each
of these schools. The assumption cannot be made that the perceptions of the one person

responding to the WSR Implementation Survey used in this study represents the entire

school (see Table 7, Appendix A).
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Chapter V summarizes the major findings, makes recommendations for practice
and policy, discusses limitations of this study and draws some conclusions with regard to

WSR implementation of Comer and Co-Nect and student achievement.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

State regulations required each Abbott school to select and adopt a Whole School
Reform model form a state approved list by 2001 — 2002 school year. According to
Erlichson, et al. (1999), each model adopted had to meet a number of criteria including:

1. The model had to lead to improved student performance as measured by the state

assessments at the 4", 8" and 11" grades (p. 11).

2. The district and school staff must agree to fully implement the model within three

years and maintain that level of implementation (p.12).

Based on these two criteria, this study was designed to address the issue of Whole
School Reform implementation of Comer and Co-Nect models and their relationship to
student academic performance as measured by the 8% grade state standardized assessment
(GEPA). With the exception of one school with only grades 6-8, all schools selected for
participation in this study are K - 8 schools. It has identified the level of WSR
implementation within the population studied. It investigated the perceptions of major
stakeholders regarding WSR implementation, whether differences exist in level of
implementation between the Comer and Co-Nect models, and the affects of enhanced
instructional and programmatic support on implementation and academic performance. It
also discussed the effects of state sponsored products and activities and funding in
influencing implementation. Limitations of this study are discussed below with
conclusions and recommendations for future research presented after.

Limitations of the Study
Because of the numerous differences among the schools, the findings of this study

cannot be generalized to all Abbott schools in the state of New Jersey implementing the
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Comer or Co — Nect WSR models. As discussed in Chapter 1, this study is limited by its
use of one Abbott district for the selection of its entire sample. This would limit the
generalizability of findings to this district only. It is important to note the unique features
of the population this researcher has studied, when interpreting the findings. Kirby et al.
(2001) citing previous RAND studies such as Bodilly (2001), offers that attempting to
develop a common set of indicators that measures implementation across designs is
difficult, particularly when design teams adapt their programs to the local needs of each
school (p. 30). The researchers found that schools within the same districts implemented
the same programs differently (see Berman and McLaughlin, 1978; Bodilly, 1998;
Bodilly and Berends, 1999; Erlichson, Goertz, and Turnbull, 1999; Berends, 2000;
Berends et al., 2001; and Berends, Bodilly and Kirby, 2002).

Another possible limitation of this study is the number of teachers, administrators,
and school facilitators/consultants who agree to voluntarily participate in this study. Only
1 person completed and returned the survey instrument from schools D, L, and V.
Schools were assigned random letters to maintain anonymity. Not all schools adopted
WSR programs at the same time. Also, District A (the Abbott district studied) chose not
to participate in the first year (Cohort 1) of Whole School Reform in 1998. This further
limits the amount of state assessment data available from the 10 Comer and 12 Co-Nect
middle schools.

This study is further limited by the differences that exist between schools
implementing the same models and the uniqueness of the Comer and Co-Nect model

designs (model designs may have changed since the first year of implementation and may

be still evolving).
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Conclusions: Level of Implementation

While all Abbott districts were mandated to adopt and implement a WSR model,
it is not likely that each school within the Abbott district studied was able to fully
accomplish this task at the time this study was conducted.

The data analysis indicated that the overall level of Whole School Reform
Implementation in the Comer and Co-Nect schools studied has significantly progressed
(see Tables 11 and 12 in Chapter IV) since models were implemented four years ago.
Overall responses were positive. A review of data results for 11 of the 13 areas of
implementation indicated that schools had made “significant progress™ in these aspects of
WSR implementation (M = 3.5 — 4.26). Responses to the survey instrument used revealed
a mean overall implementation score, for all schools (Comer and Co-Nect) studied, of
3.88 with a standard deviation of .49. As shown in Table 12, none of the schools
indicated that “little or no progress” had been made further strengthening the view that
progress has been made in the implementation process. Further analysis using Pearson r
shown in Table 13, indicate a statistically significant (p = .01 and .05) positive
relationships with various levels of inter-correlations between all areas of
implementation. Of these relationships, only the relationships between areas of
implementation relating to the helpfulness of the NJ DOE and planning were statistically
significant with a significance of .02. Therefore, result showed that in general schools
believed some improvement has been made in implementation since the 2001 study
conducted by Muirhead, Tyler, and Hamilton (2001).

In general respondents in this study assessing their own progress in
implementation reported that “significant progress™ has been achieved in implementing

all components of Whole School Reform, since implementation of Comer and Co-Nect
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WSR models. However, analysis of individual areas of implementation surveyed
illuminated areas of WSR implementation in which less progress was made (see Table
11, Appendix A). These areas include:
1. District support of schools efforts to implement WSR in which respondents rated
the district highest (M = 3.27) in the area of curriculum alignment and lowest (M
= 2.87) in the area of providing data for planning and decision making.
2. The helpfulness of NJ DOE products and activities in which respondents rated the

helpfulness of written guides and materials the highest (M = 2.96) and helpfulness

of WSR SFA start-up grants and incentives the lowest (M = 2.47).

These findings also support conclusions reported by Walker & Gutmore (2000).
The researchers found that Abbott districts in their study experienced great difficulty in
their relationship with the New Jersey Department of Education during the first year of
implementation. Difficulties were experienced in areas of clear communication from state
department designed to help implementation efforts, NJ DOE resources, funding, and
other mandates. The data suggest that these difficulties still exists although not at levels
reported during year one of implementation.

In their study Implementing Whole School Reform in New Jersey: Year One in the
First Cohort Schools, Erlichson et al. (1999), found that the role of NJ DOE needed
improvement in providing technical assistance needed to help schools with WSR
implementation (Executive Summary, Pg. vi). Researchers found technical assistance
from the state lacking and “inhibits the ability of the district to strategically plan its own
improvement by reguiring schools and not district themselves to submit reports” (p. 69)

The time constraints brought on by state requirements created a high degree of

frustration at the school level and diverted attention and time away from curricula and
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implementation matters. Walker and Gutmore (2000) found that the “greatest difficulty
districts reported confronting during the first year of implementation arose from lack of
clarity in the communication received from the NJDOE” (p. 5). In implementing the
WSR models one must make sure that all of the players (stakeholders) have the needed
information and know the ramifications of the solution (Achilles, Reynolds and Achilles,
1997, p.90). Muirhead et al.(2001), found similar results in their study of WSR
implementation in New Jersey Abbott Districts and the role of the state department of
education (pg. vi). In addition, the researchers made numerous recommendations to
NJDOE including “that the state evaluate the WSR implementation process on an
ongoing basis in order to ensure that educators have data on which to base future
decisions” (pg. ix).

This is interesting because as a result of the 1998 Abbott decision mandating the
implementation of Whole School Reform models, like Comer and Co-Nect, the New
Jersey State Department of Education was charged with assisting the schools with
adequate funding and other support services necessary for successful implementation. It
is unrealistic to expect full implementation in hundreds of schools state-wide in three
years without providing detailed and ongoing guidance and a large amount financial
support. Successful implementation of any program requires extensive planning,
professional development/training, instruction and assessment, clear communication,
effective and supportive principal leaders, stable design team, and support in the form of
resources (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Walker & Gutmore, 2000; Muirhead, Tyler, &
Hamilton, 2001; Erlichson, Goertz, & Tumbull, 2001; Kirby, Berends, & Naftel, 2002;

Barlin & Nash 2002). Other factors implementation are discussed in detail in Chapter II.
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This according to the results of this study as well as previous studies, is still not
happening at necessary levels.

The findings of the study of the helpfulness of state sponsored activities in
influencing implementation produced some interesting results. Twelve questions on the
survey instruments were related to NJDOE products and activities (Table 27) and results
of state funding on school situation (Table 28). A correlational analysis indicated
significant relationship between NJDOE helpfulness and implementation of WSR model
with low correlation. Through ongoing and varied support from consultants, or
“sustained coaching” (Cushman, 1993) at the district and state level provides direct
support to the whole school contributed to implementation of programs (Viadero, April
2001, p. 3). Factors affecting the successful implementation and continuation of programs
included constant and active administrative support, effectiveness of project directors
[WSR model developers], and the clear communication [from NJ DOE and model
developers] of program goals with school and community (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978;
Cushman, 1993). Additional factors inhibiting or limiting successful implementation,
discussed Chapter 2 support this analysis.

Do major stakeholders view implementation differently? Yes. The ANOVA
results presented in Table 30 showed that significant mean differences were found on
planning, school management team, and school based budgeting. The data revealed that
WSR facilitators perceived more progress in implementation than administrators and
teachers. Whole School Reform facilitators received more training, generally were more
informed than classrooms teachers and are more familiar with reform efforts. Their
principal role in schools was to turn-key the information learned at Professional

Development events to all teachers in schools. Previous studies found that teacher
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characteristics, attitudes, and perceptions of students and their readiness to learn were all
significantly related to teacher-reported levels of implementation. Schools with higher
implementation generally contained teachers with a greater sense of efficacy (p. 88). (see
Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Cushman, 1993; Walker & Gutmore, 2000; Berends et al.,
2001; Kirby et al., 2002; Muirhead et al., 2001; Erlichson, et al., 2001) However, the
differences in views and experiences in the implementation process may be significant
barriers to implementation that surfaced in this study. Attitudes of individuals are
extremely important in implementation (Marsh and Willis, 1999, p. 225).

In investigating if differences exist in level of implementation by reform model a
t-test was used to compare the Comer and Co-Nect models and implementation level. The
t-test analysis (Table 29) indicated no significant differences were found (P = .75)
between the WSR models and overall implementation. Examination of the overall
implementation mean for both WSR models studied revealed that Comer mean of 3.42 is
lower that of Co-Nect (M = 3.50). Similar results were found in the investigation of
potential differences in academic performance by WSR model.

Implementation and Academic Performance

In investigating if a relationship existed between the level of WSR
implementation of these models and academic performance, no significant relationships
were found between WSR implementation of Comer and Co-Nect models and academic
performance on GEPA. Unlike models such as Success For All (SFA) an literacy based
academic model designed to increase achievement in reading, Comer and Co-Nect WSR
models are not academic models. The Comer (Yale University School Development
Program (SDP) model focuses on bridging the gap between home and school by

addressing underlying issues of students and their families and involving all key
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stakeholders. Co-Nect is a Project-Based Learning Model with a reliance on technology.
Co-Nect premises its model on authentic learning through the use of real-life projects.
The intent of these and other research-based models approved by the NJDOE, whether
academic or not was to restructure the entire school and ensure the successful student
achievement with in Abbott Districts.

Correlational analysis indicated a negative relationship with little if any
correlation between academic performance in Mathematics and WSR implementation, a
negative relationship with low correlation between academic performance in Science and
WSR implementation, and a positive relationship with little in any correlation between

“academic performance in Language Arts and WSR implementation (see Tables 31 and
32). It is important to note that correlation does not mean causality. At this point in the
study, it is not clear whether the implementation of Comer and Co-Nect models
facilitated an improvement in student performance on the Grade Eight Proficiency
Assessments during the past four years since implementation.

Reviews of literature in Chapter II indicated only modest improvements were
made, after 5-6 years of implementation, in schools implementing WSR including Comer
and Co-Nect (pgs. 26 — 29). One possible explanation could be that the flexibility of the
programs within the Comer and Co-Nect WSR models allowing their designs to be
tailored to the individual schools to meet its respective needs and did not assist in
increasing performance at the time of this study.

The analysis of t-test results (Tables 34 and 35) indicated that no significant
differences exist in academic performance in math, language arts, and science by WSR
models. Further examination of t-test results showed that the mean percentage of students

achieving proficiency or advance proficiency in the areas of math and language arts
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decreased for both Comer and Co-Nect WSR models over the years since
implementation. There is, however, an increase in the means for the percentage of
students achieving proficiency or advance proficiency on the GEPA science for both
Comer (12.54%) and Co-Nect (15.44%) schools since implementation. In a series of
RAND studies conducted between 1998 and 2002, data suggested that half of sample
sites were implementing designs and half were not. Researchers found only “modest”
increase in implementation and greater difference in implementation within schools than
between schools (see Berman and McLaughlin, 1978; Bodilly, 1998; Bodilly and
Berends, 1999; Berends, 2000; Berends et al., 2001; and Berends, Bodilly et al., 2002).
These differences within schools may assist in explaining why overall levels of
implementation by WSR models are almost identical. In light of previous studies that
indicate smaller gains in some schools, the evidence that suggest that a relationship exists
between WSR implementation and academic performance is inconclusive.

Further analysis of implementation and academic performance controlling for
school context variables such as teacher certification (Traditional vs. Alternate Route),
percentage of students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), economically
disadvantaged, and percentage of general education students, supported the previous
conclusion above (See Table 33). No significant relationships were found.

A correlational analysis was conducted to determine how enhanced instructional
and program support influence relationships between implementation and academic
progression. Only the relationship between funding area of implementation and overall
implementation was statistically significant with a significance of .003 (See Table 36).
Factors associated with higher levels of implementation, such as ongoing support on the

part of model developers and state are costly in terms of staffing and money.
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The research conducted for this study has addressed the question of the
relationship between WSR implementation and student performance. The data and its
analyses would seem to indicate that there is no significant relationship between the
implementation of the Comer and Co-Nect WSR models and student academic
performance as measured by the GEPA within schools studied. This researcher found
that there was an average improvement of 15.44 (Co-Nect) and 12.54 (Comer) percentage
points on the GEPA science over the four-year study period. Smaller gains were made in
math (6.24) and language (2.38). It seems probable that the increased involvement on the
part of the community (major stakeholders) in schools structural changes brought about
by the implementation of WSR models may be responsible for these minimal gains so
far.

Recommendations for Future Research

While WSR has transformed the educational system in the over 30 Abbott
districts, there is no evidence to indicate that this transformation has resulted in an
increase or decrease in student academic performance. While improvement in terms of
student performance may not be determined by implementation of Comer or Co-Nect
models directly, results of this study suggest the possibility of other significant structural
improvements were made as a result of WSR implementation that if successfully
maintained would eventually result in significant increase in student performance. This
is an area for suggested research. Issues relating to funding and other forms of support
on the part of the New Jersey Department of Education were a problem that arose during

-this study. The underlying issue of meeting the needs of disadvantaged students in urban
schools and closing the achievement gap between the richer and poorer districts still

exists. At the time this research was conducted, districts (including the one in this study)
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were in court battling for much needed funding for the purposes of providing a thorough
and efficient education for their students. This issue should be researched further.
Several additional studies have been suggested by this research.

1. This study of the relationship between Whole School Reform implementation and
student performance should be continued over a seven-year period to include a
greater field of data. The schools within this study are in their fourth year of
WSR implementation.  According to Timar (1989), implementing reform
successfully takes 5 or more years.

2. A similar study should be conducted for the ESPA / NJASK4 and HSPA over the
same time period.

3. It would be interesting to conduct this study in other Abbott districts similar to
Jersey City, such as Newark and Patterson.

4. The extent of NJDOE support and it relationship to student performance and
implementation. More specifically the issue of funding or the lack there of should
be explored in depth within Abbott districts.

5. Several studies have concluded that there is a connection between the ability of
model developers and NJ DOE to provide ongoing implementation support to a
growing number of schools and the higher levels of implementation (Bodilly,
1998; Glennan, 1998; Berends, Kirby et al. 2001; Walker & Gutmore, 2000).
How does the level of support provided by the WSR model developers affect
levels of implementation? This issue warrants a more indepth investigation.

Clearly, there is a need for more research that examines the effects of WSR on
student achievement in Abbott districts. The results of this research does not suggest that

implementation of Whole School Reform models Comer (Yale School Development
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Program) and Co-Nect are ineffective and should be abandoned. However, it might not
be the sole solution to addressing the issue of the disparities student performance in
Abbott districts. In their book Problem Analysis: Responding to School Complexity,
Achilles et al. (1997) offered this view on finding the real problem with in the problem of
increasing student performance. The authors explained that “without care in
conceptualizing problems accurately, one could spend considerable time solving and
applying solutions to the wrong problem ...and this will be counter to advancing school
improvement” (p. 14). This researcher offers that the implementation of WSR models
was not the solution to solving the “problem with in the problem”. A longitudinal study
of the affects of WSR implementation and factors affecting student achievement should
be the subject of future research. While we have come a long way in addressing the
educational needs of disadvantaged students, there is still a lot left to be done if we are to

ensure that all students in the state of New Jersey receives a “thorough and efficient

education”.
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Table 7
Distribution by School
School Frequency Percent

K 13 9.8
U 11 83
D 1 .8
E 10 7.6
F 2 1.5
G 8 6.1
\% 1 8
M 6 4.5
H 5 3.8
N 3 23
R 9 6.8
T 9 6.8
P 9 6.8
J 7 5.3
Q 15 11.4
C 7 5.3
L 1 8
B 10 7.6

Not Indicated 5 3.8

Total 132 100.0

Note.n=132
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Means Score of WSR Survey Questions & Scales
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WSR Questions & Scales M SD WSR Questions & Scales M SD
Planning 4.04 57 School Management Team 4.14 48
Sch comprehensive nds assess to select WSR model 4.09 .55 SMT developed WSR impl plan 4.07 .67
WSR impl plan goals aligned to state stds 4.02 54 SMT invol in development of sch-based budget 4.19 .68
Wide range of stakeholders engaged in WSR planning 3.96 .70 SMT provides imput to sch-based budget 418 .50
Informed search for model conducted by sch 4.19 .55 SMT review stu.assess results deter prgm & curr 4.14 35
nds
Data used to eval. WSR imp! & make improvements 398 .69 SMT work grps include SMT & NonSMT members  3.87 67
Personnel 4.00 .51 SMT work effectively to accomp WSR goals 420 A48
Personel decisions made to supp WSR goals 4.10 .56 SMT constituted w state regulations 436 49
Sch fac & staff sufficient to fully impl WSR prgm 3.91 65 School Based Budgeting 4.10 .62
Academic Program 4.04 53 Budget conc all resources to supp WSR goals 4.08 .62
Sch curriculum aligned to NJICCCS 449 35 Budget adjusted to annual assess sch nds & goals 4.13 .64
Instruc strat enable students to achieve state stds 4.40 33 Resources 3.85

Class assess practices pro ongoing info aligned to stds 4.10 50 Staff roles & respon coordinated to supp WSR 382 .70

efforts
WSR model aligned to state stds 4.14 .65 Financial resources coordin to supp WSR efforts 3.79 51
WSR model meets aca nds of special ed students 3.68 .89 Sch struc coordinated to supp WSR efforts 393 43
WSR model meets aca nds of LEP students 3.74 72 School Environment 4.26 48
WSR model meets aca nds of G & T students 3.77 92 Safe orderly learning environ provided by sch 429 .56
Training 3.72 93 Relationships pro pos & product learn & wrking 424 47

envirn
SMT trained in roles and respon as team members 3.86 -89 Student and Family Services 3.78 7
SMT trained in teamwork & consensus bldg 374 .99 Team encourages parent involvement 379 77
SMT trained to conduct comprehensive nds assess 3.70 1.10 Team trains parent for volunteer roles 3.16 99
SMT trained to identify nds for add prgm & services 3.65 1.10 Team intervenes to resolve student issues 385 83
SMT traiped to dev sound & real improve goals & strat 3.73 1.03 Team acts on teacher referral or recommendation 3.96 .66
SMT trained to align curr & instruct to state stds 370 1.13  Team links stu to app health & social service agency ~ 3.90 64
SMT trained to select personnel for school 3.66 96 Prgm ident & refer stu in nd of alt ed services 3.76 88
SMT trained to use zero-based budget 343 1.02 Prgm provide stu code of conduct & adequate 394 s

security

SMT trained to implement WSR plan & model 3.81 1.02  Prgm prov hith & soc service access essential stued  3.92 N

ach




Teach rcvd suff PD to impl instruct aligned to state stds

District Support

District align curr & dist assess to state stds
District provide Professional Development

District supp dev & implementation of sch budget

District supp by hiring personnel

Prov perfomance data for plan & decision making

Prov demographic data for plan & decision making
NJ Products and Activities

Helpfulness of written guides & materials
Helpfulness of NJ DOE sponsored regional training
Helpfulness of support & training provided by SRI

Helpfulness WSR SFA start-Up grants/incentives

Helpfulness of WSR model selection showcases

Total

3.88

.60

57
.55

.52

49

.61

72
.64

65
63
67

1.08

74

49

Family Involvement

Parent are partuers in decisions related to school

Parents welcome in the school

Sch prov ongoing supp home/sch relationship
State Funding

Sufficient text, materials, & supplies for all stu
Additional teachers to red class size to state mand
rates
Sufficient computers to meet state ratio

Sufficient security guards & equip

Sufficient training on CCS & other WSR topics
Add’1 supp for stu in nd of assist & remedial service

Health & social services referral & other support ser
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87
53
s
.56

.88

81

.80

64
69

69

Research Question 1: What is the level of whole school reform implementation

within the middle schools in this study?

Table 12

Perceptions of WSR Implementation

Frequency  Percent Cumalative
Percent

No Progress 0 0.0 0.0

A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 3 16.7 16.7
Significant Progress 13 72.2 88.9
Goals Achieved 2 11.1 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note. n= 18
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Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between WSR Survey Scales: Descriptive Statistics (N

=132

planning Pearson
scale Correlatio
n
Sig. (2-
tailed)
N

schl mgt Pearson
team scale Correlatio

n
Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
school Pearson
budget Correlatio
scale n

Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
personnel Pearson
scale Correlatio

n
Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
academic Pearson
program Correlatio

scale n
Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
training Pearson

scale Correlatio

n

Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
resources Pearson

scale Correlatio

n
Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
student Pearson
services Correlatio
scale n

Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
family Pearson
invl scale Correlatio

n

Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
district Pearson
support Correlatio
scale n

Sig. (2-

planning schl mgt
scale team scale budget

1

132
.743

.00
132
647
.00

132
672

.00

132
.586
.00

132
465
.00

132
.643

.00

132
492

132
482

.00

132
495

.00

743

.00
132
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752

.00
132

753

00
132

593

.00
132

605

.00
132

.683

.00
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.00
132

516

00
132

.555

00

school personnel academic training resources student

scale
647
.00

132
752

.00
132

132
699
00
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581
.00
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473
.00
132
628
.00

132
453

.00
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502

132
478

.00

scale
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.00
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.00
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705

.00
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602

00
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768

.00
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614

.00
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.592

.00
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tailed)
N 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 78
njdoe Pearson 268 311 345 334 363 335 400 352 422 644 1

scale Correlatio
n

Sig. 2~ 018 .006 .002 .003 .001 .003 .00 .002 .00 .00
tailed)

N 78 78 78 78 78 78 78 78 78 78 78
funding Pearson 436 481 449 565 561 414 538 535 467 565 458

scale Correlatio
n

Sig. 2- .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
tailed)

N 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 78
school ~Pearson 564 546 558 629 .587 .504 719 571 616 542 442

environm Correlatio
ent scale n

Sig. 2- .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
tailed)

N 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 78
Note. ™ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 14

Perceptions of School Progress WSR Planning Process

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent

No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 3 16.7 16.7
Significant Progress 13 722 83.9
Goals Achieved 2 11.1 100
Total 18 100
Note.n =18
Table 15

Overall Implementation Perceptions of School Management Team Scale

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent
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132

458

.00
78

132

538

.00
132

132

442

.00
78

538

.00
132

132
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No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 2 111 11.1
Significant Progress 13 722 833
Goals Achieved 3 16.7 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note: Number of schools represented = 18

Table 16

Overall Implementation Perceptions of School Based Budgeting

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent

No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 3 16.7 16.7
Significant Progress 9 50.0 66.7
Goals Achieved 6 333 100.0
Total 18 100.0
Note. n =18
Table 17

Progress of Personnel Decisions in Support of WSR Implementation

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent
No Progress ‘ 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 2 11.1 11.1
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Significant Progress 13 72.2 833
Goals Achieved 3 16.7 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note. n=18

Table 18

Overall Perception of School Progress of Academic Program in WSR Schools

Frequency  Percent Cumulative
Percent

No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 4 222 222
Significant Progress 11 61.1 833
Goals Achieved 3 16.7 100.0
Total 18 100.0
Note. n= 18
Table 19

Overall Progress of SMT Training and Teacher Professional Development

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent

No Progress 1 5.6 5.6

A Little Progress 1 5.6 11.1
Some Progress 3 16.7 278
Significant Progress - 9 50.0 77.8
Goals Achieved 4 222 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note. n= 18
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Table 20

Integration and Alignment of Resources in Support of School’s WSR Efforts

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent

No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 5 278 27.8
Significant Progress 12 66.7 94.4
Goals Achieved 1 5.6 100.0
Total 18 100.0
Note. n=18
Table 21

Overall Perceptions of School Environment Since Implementation

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent

No Progress 0 0.0 0.0

A Little Progress 0 0.0 0.0
Some Progress 1 5.6 5.6
Significant Progress 9 50.0 55.6
Goals Achieved 8 444 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note.n=18
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Table 22
Overall Progress of School in Providing Student and Family Services Since
Implementation

Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent

No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 1 5.6 5.6
Some Progress 3 16.7 222
Significant Progress 12 66.7 88.9
Goals Achieved 2 11.1 100.0
Total 18 100.0
Note. n= 18
Table 23

Respondents Perceptions of Schools Progress in Family Involvement

Frequency  Percent Cumulative

Percent
No Progress 0 0.0 0.0
A Little Progress 1 5.6 5.6
Some Progress 6 333 389
Significant Progress 9 50.0 88.9
Goals Achieved 2 11.1 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note.n=18
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Table 24

Extent of District Support in School’s WSR Implementation Efforts

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent
Not at All 0 0.0 0.0
To Some Extent 2 11.1 111
To a Moderate Extent 13 72.2 833
To a Great Extent 3 16.7 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note. n =18

Subsidiary Question: What has been the helpfulness of state sponsored activities in

influencing implementation?

Table 25

Helpfulness of NJDOE Products and Activities in School’s WSR Implementation

Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent
Not at All 1 5.6 5.6
To Some Extent 5 27.8 333
To a Moderate Extent 10 55.6 88.9
To a Great Extent 2 11.1 100.0
Total 18 100.0

Note. n =18



Table 26

Helpfulness as a Result of State Funding
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Frequency Percent Cumulative
Percent

Neither Agree Nor Disagree 11 61.1 61.1
Agree 6 333 944
Strongly Agree 1 5.6 100.0
Total 18 100.0
Note.n=18
Table 27

Correlation Analysis Results — Overall Implementation Scores with WSR Model and

NJDOE Products and Activities

TOTIMP fhelpfulness-helpfulness-helpfulness-| helpfulness- belpfulness-
SC support & | of written | wsr model | wsr start-up | NJDOE sponsored
training | guides & | selection grants/incentive regional training
provided by|materials in| showcases s
SRI WSr
implementa
tion
[TOTIMPSC [Pearson |1 .528 496 1502 465 459
Correlation
Sig. (2- . .00 100 .00 .00 .00
tailed)
N 132 103 112 110 102 106

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 28

Correlation Analysis — Overall Implementation Scores with WSR Model and Funding

Correlations
State State State State health & total
funding- funding- funding- funding- social
sufficient  sufficient  sufficient additional services
computers to  security  training on support for referral and implementati
MODEL meet state 1:5 guards & the CCCS & stuinneed other support on score
ratio equip for safe other wsr services for
orderly topics students
envion
total Pearson 113 440 .549 .570 521 .509 1
implementati Correlation
on score Sig. (2- .198 .00 .00 .00 00 00
tailed)
N 132 132 132 132 132 132 132

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Subsidiary Question: Do differences exist in level of implementation by reform

model?

Table 29

Comparison (t-test) on WSR Scales and Total Implementation Scores by WSR Model

t df Sig. (2-tailed) MODEL M SD

PLAN -471 16 644 comer 3.97 31
co-nect 411 .74

SMT .604 16 554 comer 422 .28

co-nect 4.08 .61
SBB .068 16 547 comer 4.12 .58

co-nect 4.10 .68
PERS -1.279 16 219 comer 3.84 49

co-nect 4.14 51
ACA -.336 16 742 comer 3.96 53
PRGM

co-nect 4.04 48

TRAIN 742 16 469 comer 391 .58



RESOUR

SCHENV

SFS

FAMINV

DIST SUPP

NIDOE

FUND

TOTAL

Note.n=18

Subsidiary Question:

-.641

-.745

226

399

-.249

-113

-1.653

-31

differently?

Table 30

16

16

16

16

16

14

16

16

531

467

.824

695

.807

911

118

750

Do major school stakeholders

co-nect

comer

co-nect

comer

co-nect

comer

co-nect

comer

co-nect

comer

co-nect

comer

co-nect

comer

co-nect

comer

co-nect

3.58

3.77

3.92

417

435

3.83

3.75

3.82

3.68

3.05

311

2.73

277

3.27

3.69

3.42

3.50

Analysis of Variance of WSR Survey Scales on Role

Planning

SMT

1.15

57

42

41

54

45

.89

.52

.81

.46

.55

.66

.79

.54

.54

.36

.50
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view implementation

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 10.00 4 2.500 5.235 001
Within Groups 60.650 127 478
Total 70.650 131
Between Groups 4.922 4 1.230 ‘ 2.549 .042
Within Groups 61.305 127 483




School-Based Budgeting

Personnel

Academic Program

Training

Resources

School Environment

Student Services

Family Involvement

District Support

NJDOE

Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups

Total

66.227

8.021

89.481

97.502

2.544

90.159

92.703

.999

68.969

69.968

5.911

102.489

108.400

1.821

85.743

87.564

4.163

85.872

90.035

2.816

72391

75.207

3.433

101.010

104.443

.576

50.246

50.822

2.175

51.540

53.716

131

127

131

127

131

127

131

4

127

131

127

131

127

131

127

131

127

131

127

131

73

77

2.005

.705

.636

710

.250

543

1.478

.807

455

675

1.041

.676

.704

570

.858

.795
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.3%

544

.706

2.846

.896

.460

1.831

674

1.539

1.235

1.079

364

770

138

.027

469

.765

127

.611

195

.299

370

834

.548




Funding

Total Implementation

Scale

Note.n =132

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

6.796

94.004

100.800

1.952

39.892

41.843

127

131

127

131
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1.699 2.295 .063
.740
488 1.553 .191
314

Research Question 2: Does a relationship exist between level of implementation and

academic performance?

Table 31

Means and Standard Deviations on GEPA Scores

GEPAMath99
GEPAMath03
Math change
GEPALanguage99
GEPALanguage(03
Language change
GEPAScience00
GEPASience03
Science change

Note. n=22

M SD
44.74 20.48
50.98 21.97

6.24 14.64
76.00 16.90
78.38 16.27
2.38 9.49
45.11 20.66
59.15 17.39
14.03 10.21




Table 32
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Correlations of WSR implementation and Academic Performance (GEPA Change

Scores)
TOTIMPSC | MATHCHAN | LANGCHAN SCICHAN
TOTIMPSC Pearson 1 -.283 217 -376
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) ) 255 388 124
N 18 18 18 18
Note.n =18

Subsidiary Question: Controlling for other school context variables such as teacher

certification (Traditional vs. Alternate Route), percentage of students with Limited

English Proficiency (LEP), economically disadvantaged, and percentage of general

education students, is there a relationship between implementation and academic

performance?

Table 33

Partial Correlation: Controlling for.. LEPPERC GEPERC TEACHERC ECODIS

TOTIMPSC MATHCHAN LANGCHAN SCICHAN MODEL
TOTIMPSC 1.000 -.3195 L1977 -.2507 .1396
( 0} ( 12) { 12) ( 12) ( 12)
P= . P= .266 P= .498 P= .387 P= .634

(Coefficient / (D.F.) / 2-tailed Significance), N = 18

is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed
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Do differences exist in academic performance by WSR model?

Table 34

Comparison (t-test) of WSR Models on Academic Performance in 1999

t df Sig. (2-tailed) Model Mean SD

Math 99 251 16 805 comer 46.13 22.79
co-nect 43.63 19.63
Language 99 -.961 16 = 351 comer 7171 1928
co-nect 79.43 14.85

Science 00* -.260 16 798 comer 435 20.47
co-nect 46.18 22.09

Note. *Science Grade Eight Proficiency Assessment was administered for the first time in
March 2003. n=22

Table 35

Comparison (t-test) of WSR Models on Academic Performance in 2003

t df  Sig. (2-tailed) Model Mean SD

Math 03 .091 16 .929 comer 37.01 16.25
co-nect 36.33 15.54
Language 03 .065 16 .949 comer 54.88 16.17
co-nect 54.42 14.15
Science 03 -.661 16 518 comer 56.07 19.36
co-nect 61.62 16.26

Note. n=22
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How does enhanced instructional and program support influence relationship
between implementation and academic progression?

Table 36

Correlation Results — Total Implementation, Academic Performance with Funding

TOTIMPSC MATHCHAN LANGCHAN SCICHAN TOTFUNDS

TOTIMPSC Pearson Correlation 1 -283 217 =376 .661**
Sig. (2-tailed) . 255 388 124 .003

N 18 18 18 18 18
MATHCHAN Pearson Correlation -283 1 423 195 -.095
Sig. (2-tailed) 255 . .080 439 707

N 18 18 18 18 18

LANGCHAN Pearson Correlation 217 423 1 224 073
Sig. (2-tailed) .388 .080 . 372 774

N 18 18 18 18 18
SCICHAN Pearson Correlation -376 195 224 1 055
Sig. (2-tailed) 124 439 372 . 828

N 18 18 18 18 18

TOTFUNDS Pearson Correlation .661** -.095 073 .055 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 707 774 .828 .

N 18 18 18 18 18

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).




Table 37

Means and standard Deviations on WSR Survey Scales by Role

Planning

School-Based

Budgeting

Personnel

Resources
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Role N M SD Role N M SDb
PRINCIPAL 9 44224 51384 SMT PRINCIPAL 9 43810 55328
ASST PRINCIPAL 9 3.8667 1.09087 ASST PRINCIPAL 9 3.9405 1.04124
WSR SCHOOL 8 4.7500 38173 WSR SCHOOL 8 46429 .34149
FACILITATOR FACILITATOR
TEACHER 89 3.9415 68219 TEACHER 89 4.0898 .68085
OTHER 17 4.5176 66355 OTHER 17 44374 .73203
Total 132 4.0924 73438 Total 132 4.1842 71102
PRINCIPAL 9 4.4444 1.04416 Academic PRINCIPAL 9 42657 64669

Program
ASST PRINCIPAL 9 42222 79495 ASST PRINCIPAL 9 3.9365 97967
WSR SCHOOL 8 48125 37201 WSR SCHOOL 8 43343 .58672
FACILITATOR FACILITATOR
TEACHER 89 4.0264 84611 TEACHER 89 4.1639 71962
OTHER 17 45294 .85642 OTHER 17 42845 .78916
Total 132 41807 86272 Total 132 4.1812 .73083
PRINCIPAL 9 43333 61237 Training PRINCIPAL 9 3.7811 1.17035
ASST PRINCIPAL 9 4.000 1.14564 ASST PRINCIPAL 9 3.2613 1.50999
WSR SCHOOL 8 43750 .58248 WSR SCHOOL 8 3.7750 1.22445
FACILITATOR FACILITATOR
TEACHER 89 3.9831 .82383 TEACHER 89 3.9955 73529
OTHER 17 4.2353 .95390 OTHER 17 4.1882 97525
Total 132 40644 .84122 Total 132 3.9423 .90966
PRINCIPAL 9 42222 74536 School PRINCIPAL 9 4.6667 .50000
Environment
ASST PRINCIPAL 9 4.000 1.15470 ASST PRINCIPAL 9 42222 .83333




Student

Services

District

Support

Funding

WSR SCHOOL
FACILITATOR
TEACHER
OTHER

Total

PRINCIPAL

ASST PRINCIPAL

WSR SCHOOL
FACILITATOR
TEACHER
OTHER

Total

PRINCIPAL

ASST PRINCIPAL

WSR SCHOOL
FACILITATOR
TEACHER
OTHER

Total

PRINCIPAL

ASST PRINCIPAL

WSR SCHOOL
FACILITATOR
TEACHER
OTHER

Total

89

17

132

89
17

132

89
17

132

17

132

4.2917

3.9054
4.0196

39716

4.0994

3.4456

4.0781

3.8859
4.0390

39018

3.3148

3.2137

3.3958

3.1948
3.3333

3.2343

3.9365

34921

4.000

3.3290
3.6891

3.4686

51755

.80550
.85367

81757

56713

1.07752

75574

73617
74332

75769

.56177

1.06799

54872

.57942
.65881

.62286

94521

.80531

.78618

.84231
.96526

.87719

Family

Involvement

NIJDOE

WSR SCHOOL
FACILITATOR
TEACHER
OTHER

Total

PRINCIPAL

ASST PRINCIPAL

WSR SCHOOL
FACILITATOR
TEACHER
OTHER

Total

PRINCIPAL

ASST PRINCIPAL

WSR SCHOOL
FACILITATOR
TEACHER
OTHER

Total

89

17

132

89

132

89
17

132
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4.8750

4.2462
4.2647

43138

3.9259

3.7593

4.000

37511
42157

3.8385

2.9196

2.7289

2.8100

2.8151
3.0400

2.8450

23146

.87505
.81236

.82903

.82962

1.09008

56344

92667
71629

.892%90

.54549

71071

66788

72117
45497

67411
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Table 38

Means and Standard Deviations on WSR Scales and Total Implementation Scores

Min Max M SD
Planning 2.60 5.00 4.05 .58
School Management Team 2.71 4.85 4.14 A9
School Based Budgeting 3.00 5.00 4.11 .62
Personnel 3.00 5.00 4.01 51
Academic Program 3.00 4.68 4.01 49
Training and Professional Development 1.20 4.80 3.73 .93
Integration and alignment of Resources 3.00 4.80 3.8567 48231
and Functions
School Environment 3.41 5.00 42722 48245
Student and Family Services 1.62 5.00 3.7861 71546
Family Involvement 2.33 4.93 3.7417 67971
District Support 2.00 4.00 3.0850 - .50086
NIDOE Programs and Activities 1.30 4.00 2.7517 .66003
Funding 2.85 5.00 3.5100 .56626
Total School Implementation Score 2.86 4.86 3.8978 48298

Table 39

Means and Standard Deviations on WSR Survey Scales by Tenure

Tenure N M Sb Tenure N M SD
Planning First Yr 9 44222 .86859 SMT First Yr 9 43651  .78931
1TO3 31 3.8727 .63408 1TO3 31 3.9959 69757
4TOS 36 4.0913 73188 4TO 5 36 42384 68298
>5 51 - 4.1069 .76029 >5 51 42269  .73300
5.00 S 4.7200 33466 5.00 5 42000 68213

Total 132 4.0924 73438 Total 132 4.1842 71102




School-Based

Budgeting

Academic

Program

Resources

Student Services

First Yr

1TO3
4TOS
>5
5.00

Total

First Yr

1TO3
4TOS
>5
5.00

Total

First Yr

1TO3
4TOS
>5
5.00

Total

First Yr

1TO3
4TOS
>5
5.00

Total

31

36

51

132

31
36

51

132

31
36

51

132

31

36

51

132

42778

3.9411
4.1715
4.2549
4.8000

4.1807

4.3968

3.9323
4.1570
42537
47714

4.1812

4.2593

3.9447
3.9897
3.8562
4.6667

3.9716

4.0317

3.9456
4.0921
3.6539
4.5545

3.9018

.90523

.97337
78324
.85072
44721

.86272

.60936

77328
75195
.70300
21665

.73083

.90948

63877
.87465
.86218
47140

.81757

75349

.73405
.67335
.79001
40157

75769

Personnel

Training

School
Environmen

t

Family

Involvement

First Yr

1TO3
4T05
>5
5.00

Total

First Yr

1TO3
4TOS
>5
5.00

Total

First Yr

1TO3
4TOS5
>5
5.00

Total

First Yr

1TO3
4TO5
>5
5.00

Total

31
36

51

132

31
36

51

132

31
36

51

132

36

51

132

4.3889

39677
4.0972
4.0098
4.4000

4.0644

4.1333

3.9387
3.9088
3.8817
4.4800

3.9423

42778

44131
42778
42375
4.8000

43138

42593

39115
3.7803
3.6863
4.6000

3.8385

146

.85797

.76306
.836866
.88595
65192

84122

.79057

87168
97176
.94408
49699
.90966

1.25277

73152
77868
.86672
44721

.82903

.74120

.80434
17760
1.03153
.27889

.89290
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District Support  First Yr 9 3.5000 53359 NJDOE First Yr 9 2.6311 .86505
1TO3 31 3.2763 54196 1TO3 31 2.9041 716664
4TOS 36 3.1926 73612 4TOS 36 2.7481 .65615
>5 51 3.1784 58254 >5 51 29098  .60062
5.00 5 3.3667 .83666 5.00 5 2.9008 65538
Total 132 32343 62286 Total 132 28450  .67411
Funding First Yr 9 3.8829 94789
1TO3 31 3.5484 .83389
4TOS 36 3.4037 83624
>5 51 33911 92635
5.00 5 3.4857 .88985
Total 132 3.4686 87719
Table 40
Means and Standard Deviations by SMT Membership
SMT N M Sh SMT N M Sb
Planning YES 47 4.3628 66751 SMT YES 47 4.4567 .58760
NO 85 3.9428 73043 NO 85 4.0335 73132
Total 132 4.0924 .73438 Total 132 4.1842 71102
School-Based YES 47 4.5851 61077 Personnel YES 47 4.2660 .62425
Budgeting
NO 85 3.9571 90241 NO 85 3.9529 92461
Total 132 4.1807 86272 Total 132 4.0644 84122
Academic YES 47 4.2280 65334 Training YES 47 4.006 96715

Program




NO 85

Total 132

Resources YES 47

NO 85

Total 132

Student Services YES 47

NO 85

Total 132

District Support YES 47

NO 85

Total 132

Funding YES 47

NO 85

Total 132

Table 41

Means and Standard Deviations by Cohort
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4.1553 77285 NO 85 3.9101 .88051
41812  .73083 Total 132 3.9423 90966
40709  .68078 Schoot YES 47 4.4255 71459

Environmen

1
3.9167 88321 NO 85 4.2519 .88394
39716 81757 Total 132 43138 .82903
3.8953 78759 Family YES 47 4.0177 .82403

Involvemen

t
3.9054 .74538 NO 85 3.7394 91848
3.9018 75769 Total 132 3.8385 .89290
3.2722 .58634 NIDOE YES 47 2.8723 62144
3.2134 .64460 NO 85 2.8300 70467
3.2343 62286 Total 132 2.8450 67411
3.5866 .83259
3.4033 .89904
3468  .87719

M SD N M SD




Planning Cohort 11
Cohort 11 Mid
Year

Cohort 111
Total

School Budget Cohort 11
Cohort 11 Mid
Year

Cohort 111

Total

Academic Program Cohort 11

Cohort 11 Mid
Year

Cohort 111
Total

Resources Cohort 11

Cohort 11 Mid
Year

Cohort 111
Total

Student Services Cohort 11

Cohort 11 Mid
Year

Cohort 111
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12 3.8667 1.04910 SMT Cohort 11 12 3.9286 91676
40 4.0650 .84658 Cohort 11 Mid Year 40 4.1551 79333
78 4.1435 60011 Cohort 111 78 42432 62221
130 4.0938 72941 Total 130 4.1870 70814
12 4.2917 72169  Personnel Cohort 11 12 3.7917 1.03261
40 4.1544 95511 Cohort 11 Mid Year 40 4.000 94733
78 4.1689 84750 Cohort 111 78 41282 75350
130 4.1758 .86623 Total 130 4.0577 .84366
12 3.8452 78355  Training Cohort 11 12 2.8583 1.40548
40 4.0377 79631 Cohort 11 Mid Year 40 3.8013 87300
78 42873 66744 Cohort 111 78 4.16%96 69585
130 4.1697 73042 Total 130 3.9353 91353
12 3.4444 1.15761 School Cohort 11 12 4.0833 .84835
Environme
nt
40 3.8241 .83354 Cohort 11 Mid Year 40 4.1375 96069
78 4.1276 71733 Cohort 111 78 4.4348 74322
130 39712 82388 Total 130 43109 .83278
12 3.7300 78279  Family Cohort 11 12 3.2500 .80560
Involvemen
t
40 3.7023 81301 Cohort 1 1 Mid Year 40 371713 85026
78 40152 70733 Cohort 111 78 3.9563 90295
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Total 130 38926 75729 Total 130 38360 89573
District Support ~ Cohort 11 12 28494 82663 NIDOE Cohort 11 12 25767 77026
Cohort 11 Mid 40 33268 60123 Cohort 11 Mid Year 40 29223 67493
Year
Cohort 111 78 32286  .58266 Cohort 111 78 28255 64994
Total 130 32238 62172 Total 130 28323 67013
Funding Cohort 11 12 34167  .83845
Cohort 11 Mid 40 33844 87419
Year
Cohort 111 78 34956  .88584
Total 130 34541 8729
Table 42
Means and Standard Deviations by WSR Model
WSR Model N M SD WSR Model N M SD
Planning COMER 51 39321 71351 SMT COMER 51 42096 67639
CONECT 81 41933 73366 CONECT 81 41682 73568
Total 132 40924 73438 Total 132 41842 71102
School-Based Budgeting COMER 51 42255 83853 Persomnel  COMER 51 39216  .82688
CONECT 81 41525 88161 CONECT 81 41543 34277
Total 132 41807 86272 Total 132 40644 84122
Academic Program COMER 51 4.0500 .75484 Training scale COMER 51 39704  .74320
CONECT 81 42638 70754 CONECT 81 39246  1.00447
Totat 132 41812 73083 Total 132 39423 90966




Resources COMER 51 3.8627 84110  School COMER 51
Environment
CONECT 81 4.0401 .80005 CONECT 81
Total 132 39716 81757 Total 132
Student Services COMER 51 3.8634 .82078 Family COMER 51
Involvement
CONECT 81 3.9259 71938 CONECT 81
Total 132 39018 75769 Total 132
District Support COMER 51 32491 .56000 NIDOE COMER 51
CONECT 81 32250 66261 CONECT 81
Total 132 32343 .62286 Total 132
Funding COMER 51 3.3091 97707
CONECT 81 3.5690 .79806
Total 132 3.4686 87719
Table 43

Cronbachs Alpha Reliability Coefficients

Scale Number of Reliability
Questions
Planning 5 92
School Management Team 7 .93
School Based Budgeting 2 92
Personnel 2 Wi
The Academic Program 7 92
Training and Professional 10 .97

Development

Integration and Alignment of 3 .90

4.1236

44335

43138

3.7353

39035

3.8385

2.8174

2.8624

2.8450
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91993

714764

.82903

.84602

92039

.89290

.73401

63765

.67411




Resources

School Environment

Students and Family Services
Family Involvement

District Support

NIDOE Products and Activities
State Funding results

Total WRS Survey

67

.90

.93

.87

92

.88

.85

97

152
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Appendix B:
WSR Implementation Survey
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WSR Implementation
&
Student Performance in Jersey City Public Middle Schools
School Staff Survev
October 2003

School:

Section 1: General Information

1. What position or role do you represent in your school?
Piease mark an X by the choice the best applies to vou.

Principal
Assistant Principal
WSR School Facilitator
Teacher
Other

Please specify

oo uUouU

2. How long have vou served at the school in vour current position?
Please mark an X by the choice the best applies to vou

This is my first year
1-3 vears

3-5 vears

More than 3 vears

oo

3. Are you a member of vour school’s School Management Team?
Please mark an X by the choice the best applics to vou

3 Yes
a No

4. What Whole School Reform (WSR) Cohart ic vour school in?
Please mark an X by the correct choice.

2  Cohort 1l
a Cohort I Mid-Year

5. Which of the following reform models is your school implementing?

Plcase mark an X by the correct chotee. AP I ITOLY, E B !

a  School Development Program (Comer) e .

a Co-NECT beC 11 2003
SETON HALL UNIVERSITY

This survey was reprinted swith the expressed whitien permission of the George Washington University @ Regron HE Comprehensive
Center and Seton Hall Umiversits. College of Fducation and Human Services
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Section 1I: 'Whole School Reform Implementation

Pleasc indicate the amount of progress you feel vour school has made in cach of the
following aspects of whole school reform by circling the answer that is most

appropriate.
No A Little Some Significant Goals
Progress  Progress Progress  Progress Achieved

A. Planning

v v v v v
1. My school has conducted a comprehensive 1 2 3 4
needs assessment to select a WSR model.
2. Our WSR implementation Plan sets realistic
goals for improvements that are aligned to the 1 2 3 4 5
state standards.

1 2 3 4 5

3. A wide range of stakeholders is engaged in the
WSR planning process.

4. My school has conducted an informed search
for a reform model that would best meet the 1 2 3 4 5
needs of students and the school.

5 My school uses data on an ongoing basis to
evaluate WSR implementation and make 1 2 3 4 5
adjustments and improvements.

B. School Management Team (SMT)

6. Qur SMT has developed the WSR
implementation pian based on the comprehensive 1 2 3 4 5
needs assessment data.

7. Our SMT is involved in the development of the 1 2 3 4 5
school-based budget. ‘

8. Our SMT provides input towards the 1 5 3 4 5
development of the school-based budget.

9. Our SMT reviews student assessment results

to determine program and curriculum needs. ! 2 3 4 5
10. Our SMT creates work groups that include 1 2 3 4 5
both SMT and non-SMT members.

11. Qur SMT members work effectively together 1 5 3 4 5
to accomplish WSR goals. ‘

S
13
This st ) DCL- )
This survev was reprinted with the expressed written permission of the George Washington University ¢ Region Ji Comprehensive
Center and Seton Hall University. College of Fducation and Human Services




No A Little
Progress  Progress

v v

12. Our SMT is constituted in accordance with

state regulations.

1 2

C. School-Based Budgeting

13. The school’s budget concentrates all
resources 1o support objectives for meeting WSR 1 2

goals.

14. The scheol's budget is adjusted to reflect
annual assessment of school needs and goals.

D. Personnel

15. School personnel decisions are made to
support the goals of the WSR Implementation 1 2

Pian.

16. The school has sufficient facuity and staff to
fully implement the WSR Program.

E. The Academic Program

17. The curriculum in my school is aligned fo the
New Jersey Core Curmmculum Content Standards.

18. Instructional strategies are designed to enable
students to achieve state standards.

19. Classroom assessment practices provide
ongoing information about student performance 1 2
aligned to the standards.

20. The WSR reform model is aligned to the state

standards. L 2
21. The WSR model meets the academic needs 1 2
of special education students.

22. The WSR mode! meets the academic needs 1 2
of limited English proficient students.

23. The WSR mode! meets the academic needs 1 2
of gifted and talented students.

This survéy was reprinted with the expressed writlen permission of the George Washingto

n Ugtversitv e chmrqu{gomrnchensivc
Center and Seton Hall University. College of Education and Humah SGEFGHN HALL _syag
- bl ._,;M_DHY i

Some Significant Goals

Progress Progress Achieved

v v v

3 4 5.
3 4 3

3 4 3

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 3

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 3

3 4 5

3 4 5

——

|
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No ' A Little Some Significant Goals
Progress  Progress  Progress  Progress Achieved
F. Training/Professional Development e
v v v v v
24 The SMT has been trained in their roles &
g 1 2 3 4 5
responsibilities as team members.
25. The SMT has been trained in teamwork and
o 1 2 3 4 5
consensus building.
26. The SMT has been trained to conduct a 1 2 3 4 5
comprehensive needs assessment.
27 The SMT has been trained to identify needs
- - 1 2 3 4 5
for additional programs and services
28. The SMT has been trained to develop sound
s . 1 2 3 4 5
and realistic improvement goals and stralegies.
29. The SMT has been trained to align cumiculum 1 2 3 4 5
and instruction to the state standards.
30. The SMT has been trained to select personnel
. 1 2 3 4 5
for their schools.
31. The SMT has been trained to use zero-based
i i 2 3 4 5
budgeting processes.
32. The SMT has been trained to implement their ] 2 3 4 5
WSR Plan and model.
33. Teachers have received sufficient professional
development to implement instructional practices 1 2 3 4 5
afigned to the state standards.
G. Integration and Alignment of Resourcas and Functions
34. Staff roles and responsibilities are coordinated 1 2 3 4 5
to support the school's WSR efforts:
35. Financial resources are coordinated to support 1 2 3 4 5
the school's WSR efforts.
36. School structures (e q. schedules and
workgroups) are coordinated to support WSR 1 Z 3 4 5
efforts.
This survey was repninted with the expressed written permission of the Geospe Washangton Unuversity ¢ Regron HY Comprehensive

Center and Scton Halt Universny. College of Educabion and Human Services
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H. School Environment

No A Little Some Significant Goals
Progress  Progress Progress Progress Achieved
v v v v v
37. The school provides students and teachers 1 2 3 4 5

with a safe and orderly environment for leaming.
38. Relationships between and among students

and staff provide a positive and productive 1 2 3 4 5
leaming and working environment.

l. Student and Family Services

Items 3943 are for Elementary School Staff oaly. If you are Middle School or High School
Staff, plcasc go on to items 44-46.

No A Little Some Significant Goals
Progress  Progress Progress Progress Achieved

v v v v v
39. A team is in place at our school that ’ 2 3 4 5
encourages parent involvement.
40. A teamis in place at our school that trains

1 2 3 4 5
parents for volunteer roles
41. Ateam s in place at our schoot that 1 2 3 4 5
intervenes to resolve student issues.
42. A team is in place at our school that acts on

. 1 2 3 4 5

teacher referrals or recommendations.
43. A team s in place at our school that links
students fo appropnale health and social service 1 2 3 4 . 5
agencies.
44 Programs are in place to identify and refer
students in need of altemative educational 1 2 3 4 5
services.
45. Programs are in place to provide a student 1 2 3 4 5
code of conduct and adequate security.

46. Programs are in place to provide access to
heatth and social services deemed essential for 1 2 3 4 5
educational achievements of students.

gAP§;QVED
% GeC 11 2003
| SETON} Hz\: UNIVERSITY

This sunvey was reprinted with the expressed written permission of the Geurge Washington Universiiy ¢ Region Il Comprehensive
Center and Seton Hall Universie. College of Education and Human Services
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J. Family Involvement

No ALittle Some Significant Goals
Progress  Progress  Progress Progress Achieved
v v v v v
47. Parents/caregivers are partners in decisions -
1 2 3 4 5
related to the school
48. Parents/caregivers are welcome in the school. 1 2 3 4 5

49, The school provides ongoing support to
strengthen the home school refationship to 1 2 3 4 5
improve student leaming.

Plcase indicate how the district has supported your efforts to implement WSR by circling
the choice that best describes vour situation.

Notat ToSome ToaModerate Toa Great
All Extent Extent Extent
v v v v
50. My district has supported our efforts to implement
WSR by aligning cummiculum and district assessments to 1 2 3 4
state standards

51. My district has supported our efforts to implement
WSR by providing professionat development.

52. My district has supported our efforts to implement
WSR by supporting the development of a schoot budget 1 2 3 4
and its implementation.

53. My district has supported our efforts to implement
WSR by hiring personnel to support WSR.

54. My district has supported aur efforts to implement

WSR by providing meaningful and timely performance 1 2 3 4
data for planning and decision making.

55. My district has supported our efforts to implement

WSR by providing meaningful and timely demographic 1 2 3 4
data for planning and decision making.

This survev was reprinted with the expressed written perrmssion of the Gieorge Washington Universiiy ¢ Region 11 Comprehensive
Center and Seton Halt University, College of Education and Human Services
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Please indicate how the following NJDOE products and activities have helped you
implement WSR by circling the choice that best describes your situation. Please choose N/A
if vou have no knowledge of the resource or activity.

To Toa
Nc:\t"at Some Moderate TOE;(::;N N/A
Extent Extent
v v v v v
56. Written guides and malerials (e.g. WSR Urban 1 9 3 4 0
Ed reform in Abbott Districts)
57. NJ DOE sponsored regional training 1 2 3 4 a
58. Support and training provided by SRI 1 2 3 4 G
59. Whole School Reform (WSR) Start-Up grants/ 2 3 4 0
incentives for Success For All/ Roots and Wings
60. WSR model selection showcases 1 2 3 4 0

Plcase indicate how the following items correspond with this statement, *“As a result of state
funding. my school has...” by circling the choice that best describes yvour situation.

Neither
[S)frongly Disagree  Agree Nar  Agree S;rongiy
Isagree Disagree gree

v v v v v
61. Sufficient textbooks, matenals, and supplies . 2 3 4 5
for all students '
62. Additional teachers to reduce class size to 1 2 3 4 5
state mandated rates
63. Sufficient computers to meet state ratio of 1:5 1 2 3 4 5
84. Sufficient security guards and equipment to 1 2 3 4 5
insure 3 safe and orderly environment
65. Sufficient training on the CCCS and oiher 4 2 3 4 5
pertinent WSR topics
66. Additional support for students in need of
additional assistance and remedial services (e.g. 1 2 3 4 5
tutoring, before and after school programs, and
summer school
67. Health and social services referral and other .

: 2 3 4 5

support services for students

L e

P sunver was teprinted watl the expressed wntien permission of the George Washinglon Universsts ¢ Region 11 ¢ mchcn ra
Center and Seton Hall Umiversity, College of Educanon and Human Services I 'E-; &
A E o o
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Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Your assistance in
providing this information is very much appreciated. If there is anything else you would
like to tell me about this survey, please do so in the space provided below.

VERSITY

IRB

SET

This survey was repnnted with the expressed wnitlen pertassion of the George Washingion Universiiy ¢ Region I Comprehensive
Center and Seton Hall University, College of Education and Human Services
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Appendix C
Letter of Solicitation and Informed Consent Form




st

SETON HALL 'UNIVERSITY.

1 8 5 6

To: WSR Facilitators, Middle School Teachers and SMIT Members
From: Andrca Blake-Garrett
Subject: Doctoral Research Study

1) Researcher’s Affiliation with Seton Hall University

I am a second year doctoral student in the College of education and Human Scrvices
Executive Ed.D. Program. 1 am conducting research investigating and describing the
relationship between implementation of the Comer and Co-Nect WSR models and student
achievement as measured by the GEPA.

2) Purpose of the Research

The purpose of this study is to investigate and describe the degree to which the level of
school implementation of the Comer and Co-Nect Whole School Reform Models in the public
middle schools of Jersey City, New Jersey affects student’s performance on the State
Assessment, Grade Eight Proficiency Assessment (GEPA) for the 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, &
2003 school years. This study will incorporate an analysis of current and historical data,
survey data, and individual interviews with randomly selected participants. The data will
provide a clearer picture of the perceptions of district stakeholders regarding degree of
implementation of Comer and Co-Nect WSR models, barriers inhibiting implementation. the
quality and effectiveness of the district’s WSR initiative using these two models and the role
of administrative leadership and model consultants/developers in supporting the reform
efforts at the school level. Finally, this study will provide relevant information to educational
policymakers (at the federal, state, and local levels) and educators who maybe considering the
implementation of Whole School Reform models including Comer and Co-Nect to assist them
in raising student achievement, setting academic goals, and meeting state / national
educational standards.

3) Procedures

Surveys will be distributed to all subjects at one of the regularly scheduled staff and
SMIT meetings. The survey instrument will use a 5-point Likert scale and solicit responses to
open-ended questions. The survey will take approximately twenty-five to thirty minutes to
complete. Completed surveys will be placed in a drop box labeled “WSR Survey” located in
the main office of each participating school.

APPROVED

College of Education and Human Services DEC 1 1 20B3
Executive Ed.D. Program
Tel. 973.275.2728
400 South Orange Avenue * South Orange, New Jersey 07079-2685

RB
SETONHALL UNIVEIERSITY
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A semi-structured interview protocol will be administered individually to randomly
selected members of central office WSR staff, Comer and Co-Nect school administrators,
teachers, school facilitators. model consultants/developers, and SMIT members. The open-
ended questions will be tailored to gather additional data regarding patterns or themes that
emerge as a result of survey data analysis. The interview will take approximately thirty to
sixty minutes to complete and will be tape-recorded and then transcribed for analysis.
Following each interview, the researcher will answer any follow-up questions from the
respondents.

4) Statement of Voluntary Participation

Be advised that your participation in this study is voluntary. You may opt not to
participate or discontinue participation at any time during this process without penaity or loss
of any kind.

3) Anonymity

In order to maintain the integrity of anonymity, please do not place your name or any
identifving information on the survey other than your school.

6) Storage

All copies of the data materials will be stored in a secured container in the researcher's
home office.

7y Confidentiality

The information collected as a result of this study is confidential, and will only be
used for this research study. No other individual besides the researcher will have access 1o the

original data material. A P .:‘EH“OV ED
DEC 11 2003

8) Anticipated Risks
There are no foreseeable risks associated with participating in this study.

IRB
9) Associated Benefits SETON HALL UNIVERSITY

There are no forseeable benefits for the respondents who consent to participate in this
study.

10 Compensation and Referral Mechanism

At no time will the participants be exposed to any emotional, mental or physical health
risk or research-related injury. Therefore, compensation, medical treatment, or referral
mechanisms to reduce undue stress or personal harm are not warranted.

1Y) Alternative Procedures

The non-medical nature of this study does not warrant identifying alternative
procedures or courses of treatment that might be advantageous to the participants.

J
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12) Contact Information

The information collected will be analyzed and disseminated to initiate discussion on
the implementation of WSR models in Urban Abbott districts and its relationship to student
performance. Should you have any questions regarding this study, or the research subjects
rights, | can be reached at the Jersey City Board of Education, 346 Claremont Ave, rm 532.
Jersey City, NI 07305; by calling 201-915-6224; by faxing 201-915-6787; by e-mailing
mrsgarrett071 [ 4(@vahoo.com.

13) The Use of Video or Audio Tape

With vour consent and for the purpose of accurately capturing all data during the
individual interviews, the researcher will use a Sony digital 1C micro-recorder model number
# 1C-B10. You have the right to review all or any portion of your taped interview, and/or
request that it be destroyed. After the data has been transcribed, the recorded data will be
stored in a secured container in the researcher’s home office.

This study has been reviewed and approved by the Seton Hall University Institutional Review
Board for Human Subjects Research. The [RB believes that the research procedures
adequately safeguard the subjects privacy. welfare, civil liberties and rights.  The
Chairperson of the IRB may be reached through the Office of Grants and Research Services.
The telephone number of this office is 973-273-2974.

| have read the material above, and any questions | asked have been answered to my
satisfaction. I agree to participate in this activity. realizing that I may withdraw without
prejudice at any time.

Questions: Please direct any questions to Andrea Blake-Garrett, Supervisor of Science for
more information. She can be reached at 201-915-6224 or 973-596-0018.

When you have completed the survey, please place it in the drop box labeled “WSR
Survey” located in the main office.

Ferdke 2 e 2 ek sk s e A Sk ek o e e e Aedle e e e e e e s e g ok e ek ke e e ek e e e e e sk ek e ek ok ik A ek ok e ek Aok e ek ke ek ke ek ok ke ke
Please return this portion to the attention of Andrea Blake-Garrett, Science Supervisor

Jersey City Board of Education, Raom 332, 346 Claremont Avenue.

I wish to be a part of the interview. I understand that when results are presented my
personal information will remain anonymous and confidential.

. 1/
Name (Please PRINT) Title . School

APFROVED
UeC 11 2003

Signature Date

IHB 3
SETON HALL UNIVERSITY
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Consent Form

Researcher

Andrea Blake-Garrett. Doctoral Student at Seton Hall University, College of Education
and Human Services. Department of Education. Leadership, Management and Policy,
Executive Doctoral Program.

Purpose of Research

The purpose of this research The purpose of this study is to investigate and describe the
degree to which the level of school implementation of the Comer and Co-Nect Whole
School Reform Models in the public middle schools of Jersey City, New Jersey affects
student’s performance on the State Assessment, Grade Eight Proficiency Assessment
(GEPA) for the 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, & 2003 school vears.

Description of Procedures

Surveys will be distributed to all subjects at one of the regularly scheduled staff and
SMIT meetings. The survey instrument will use a S-point Likert scale and solicit
responses to open-ended questions. The survey will take approximately twentv-five to
thirty minutes to complete. Completed surveys will be placed in a drop bex labeled
“WSR Survey” located in the main office of each participating school.

A semi-structured interview protocol will be administered individually to randomly
selected members of central office WSR staft, Comer and Co-Nect school administrators,
teachers, school facilitators, model consultants/developers. and SMIT members. The
open-ended questions will be tailored to gather additional data regarding patterns or
themes that emerge as a result of survey data analysis. The interview will take
approximately thirty to sixty minutes to complete and will be tape-recorded and then
transcribed for analysis. Following each interview. the researcher will answer any
follow-up questions from the respondents.

Participation

This is strictly voluntary, and I understand that I may withdraw at any time. There will
be no penalty or loss of any kind should 1 choose not to participate or withdraw.

Anonymity

No individual assessment data will be identified nor will any school and/ or participant
be named in the research project. In order to maintain the integrity of anonymity. please

do not place your name or any identifying information on the survey other than vour
school.

College of Education and Human Services
Executive Ed.D). Program

Tel. 973.275.2728 e v
400 South Orange Avenue < South Orange, New Jersey 07079-2685 DEL 1 1 zmh
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Confidentiality and Security
Information will be stored in the researcher’s home office. The data will be destroyed

three (5) years after the completion of the project. Data will only be reported using the
coding system developed by the researcher.

Risks
There are no foreseeable risks to you concerning vour answers to questions about your
views and experience with the Comer or Co-Nect WSR models.

Benefits

There are no expected direct benefits to you; however, education policymakers,
researchers and others may have interests in the topic of study.

This project has been reviewed and approved by the Seton Hall University Institutional
Review Board for Human Subjects Research. The IRB believes that the research
procedures adequately safeguard the subject’s privacy, welfare, civil liberties, and rights.
The Chairperson of the IRB may be reached through the Office of Grants and Research
Service. The telephone number of the Office is {973) 275-2974.

I have read the material above, and any questions | asked have been answered to my
satisfaction. I agree to participate in this activity, realizing that 1 may withdraw without
prejudice at any time.

Questions: Please direct any questions to Andrea Blake-Garrett, Supervisor of Science
for more information. She can be reached at 201-915-6224 or 973-596-0018.

When you have completed the survey, please place it in the drop box
labeled “WSR Survey” located in your school’s main office.

Please return this portion to the attention of Andrea Blake-Garrett, Science Supervisor
Jersev City Board of Education, Room 532, 346 Claremont Avenue.

1 wish to be a part of the interview. [ understand that when results are presented
my personal information will remain anonymous and confidential.

/!
Name (Please PRINT) Title School
Signature S Date
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To:  Dr. Charles T. Epps, Jr., Ed.D.
State District Superintendent
Jersey City Public Schools

From: Andrea Blake-Garrett
Science Supervisor
Re:  Doctoral Research Request

Date: August 16, 2002

I am completing my doctoral dissertation at Seton Hall University. 1 am
respectfully requesting your permission to conduct the research for this dissertation
within the Jersey City Public School district. ] am interested in conducting a parallel
study to determine if relationships exist between the level of implementation of the
Comer and Co-nect Whole-School Reform: models within the middle schools and the
level of student academic performance on Grade Eight Proficiency Assessment since
1999. Specifically, what degree does the each school’s level of implementation of the
Comer and Co-nect Whole-School Reform models affect performance.

This process may involve interviews and surveys of middle school administrators,
teachers, and school facilitators. This study will not involve any review of pupil records
or interviews with pupils. Please indicate approval by signing this letter where indicated
below and return in the enclosed return envelope.

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration regarding this matter.

PERMISSION GRANTED FOR THE ABOVE REQUEST:

[Lpue . L]

Or. Charles T. Epps, 4] EZD.
State District Superintendent
Jersey City Public Schools

Date: oy/jf;/v///*
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Subj:  RE: Permission Inquiry
Date: 5/8/2003 4:27:00 PM Eastern Standard Time
From: ; Phos Y L e .

IO: , LB
Sent from the Internet (i x

1Y

YO
entit

sion £

lab

Erogn: WGax { B HENCT
Sent: Wednesday, May 67, 2003 4:45 M
s
3

[l
O

Lisa Bushey
2t Re: Permission Inguiry

Y

nank you very mach.




