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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The School Improvement Zone (Zone) is a comprehensive school reform program in the Miami-
Dade County Public Schools. It is designed to bolster the performance of the students in 39 
selected schools. The program is under the direct supervision of the Superintendent. The basic 
components of the program include (a) a core literacy program that extends from prekindergarten 
through grade 12, (b) a structured curriculum with instructional strategies that build across grade 
and school levels, (c) an extended day and school year to provide additional instructional time, and 
(d) enhanced professional development for teachers. A first evaluation of the Zone program was 
conducted during the period of initial development in 2004-05 as a cooperative venture by the 
District’s Office of Program Evaluation (OPE) and Florida International University’s Center for 
Urban Education. The second report, 2005-06, examined the Zone’s first full year of operation. 
This third report gauges the implementation of the program’ components, describes the learning 
environment of participating students, examines students’ academic achievement and associated 
educational outcomes, explores stakeholders’ perceptions of home-school-community relations 
and gauges the effectiveness of the overall initiative.  
 
The results of stakeholder interviews and surveys suggest that the program’s elements were 
implemented as planned and that the District committed the resources necessary to support 
program operation and provide specified levels of professional development to implementers. A 
majority of teachers perceived that their schools were safe, that staff worked collaboratively, and 
they had high expectations for their students. Morale was comparable to that of comparison sites. 
 
The academic achievement of students in the Zone was examined using a series of non-equivalent 
control group designs. Comparison schools were statistically matched to Zone schools on a series 
of demographic variables related to achievement. A single comparison group was used in the 
secondary grades, whereas two comparison groups were used in the elementary grades: selected 
schools that implemented the Reading First program and other selected District schools that 
received Title I funds. 
 
The achievement of students in the Zone was compared to their peers in designated comparison 
groups on the results of three tests: (a) FCAT-NRT, (b) FCAT-SSS, and (c) FCAT Writing. The 
analyses based on the FCAT-SSS and Writing Assessment analyses yielded significant 
comparisons that mostly favored the control group. Students’ FCAT-NRT demographically 
adjusted annual growth rates, exceeded that of controls in four of four comparisons at the 
elementary grades, but in only one instance did the growth rates also exceed that of the Reading 
First schools. No differences in the growth rates were found for the middle grades.  
 
The analysis of indicators associated with achievement rendered a less favorable picture of the 
Zone schools compared to the control schools. Mobility was a particular area of concern as nearly 
one-fifth of the students entered or withdrew during the extended year program. Retention rates in 
the Zone were significantly higher than in the control group. The attrition of students at terminal 
grades varied with achievement. Students at lower levels of achievement were more likely to 
remain in the Zone and students at higher levels of achievement were less likely to remain in the 
Zone with the greatest differences seen at the secondary grades. Other indicators (i.e., pupil-
teacher ratio) improved in Zone schools, but not to a greater extent than in other, similar schools.  
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Given that there was no significant difference in the performance of students attending the Zone 
and Reading First schools and these initiatives are nearly identical except for “extra time” specified 
for students in the Zone, the utility of the extended day and year was questionable. Additionally, 
fatigue from long work hours continued to be reported during interviews with teachers. 
Furthermore, entries and withdrawals during the extended school year continued to drive sharp 
increases in student mobility, indicating that large numbers of students did not participate in this 
component. Finally, staffing requirements for the extended day and year represent the single 
largest cost of program operation.  
 
As the Zone is based upon programs that have demonstrated success in the past, there is no reason 
why the particular components should not work together to produce the desired outcomes. As 
elements of the Zone are present in the Reading First schools, and in other schools that have 
chosen, through innovation diffusion, or through directive, to adopt various aspects of the program, 
the differential effect of the strategies may have been reduced. Based on these conclusions, the 
following recommendations are made. 
 
1) Change the structure and delivery of the extended day program given the cost of operation 

and scant evidence of academic effectiveness. Consider making the program voluntary to 
students who are not in need of assistance. 

2) Develop a process for codifying the monitoring of specific aspects of program 
implementation including monitoring and feedback augmenting data collected through 
existing instrumentation, such as walkthrough observations, for use in district wide 
knowledge management. 

3) Develop strategies to encourage students in the Zone at all levels of proficiency to continue 
to attend program schools as their academic careers progress to maximize the benefits 
provided by the initiative. 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM 
 
The School Improvement Zone (Zone) is a comprehensive program designed to bolster the 
performance of the district’s lowest performing schools. The stated goal of the program is to 
“advance high achievement while eliminating low performance” in targeted schools under the 
direct purview of the Superintendent. The Zone was placed under the direct supervision of the 
Associate Superintendent for School Improvement (Office of School Improvement, 2005) in 
order to ensure that the program was administered consistently across the various administrative 
regions of the District. Approved by the School Board of Miami-Dade County on August 18, 
2004, the Zone was implemented at nine failing schools and 30 schools that received a grade of 
D or were in geographic proximity to other low performing schools. Staff began to scale up the 
reforms called for in this initiative following its approval. Full implementation was reached with 
the major components of the program in place by January 18, 2005. An external case study of the 
Zone describes the rationale for the program,   

By embracing centralized authority over individual school autonomy [providing] . . . 
differential treatment [to] a target group of schools - over a one-size-fits-all approach – 
[with] a lightning-fast ramp-up to full capacity – [as opposed to] a more deliberate rollout –
and working with existing funds [rather than] searching for new money, the Zone [would 
be able to revolutionize] accepted notions of how to reform low-performing schools. 
(LaRock, 2006, p. 2.) 

 
Conceived as the leading edge of a large scale systemic reform initiative, the Zone was intended 
to act as an exemplar for other District schools. Superintendent Dr. Rudy Crew, who created the 
Zone, delineates his vision for its operation in that same case study,  

By focusing intensely on a limited set of schools the Zone is actually promoting systemic 
school reform. That's what I really had in mind for the Zone, [which] would become a 
vanguard cluster. I needed a size and shape of something that would force behavioral 
change. My intent was to flush everything out into the open, and my general sense was 
that it went over with eyes agape. But if you're going to take over the market, then you 
take it over. (as cited in LaRock, p. 2)   
  

Schools were chosen to participate in the Zone based on three criteria: (a) low academic 
performance for three years, (b) membership in a feeder pattern in which low performance is 
widespread, and (c) possession of the leadership capacity necessary to successfully adopt a 
comprehensive school reform program (Office of School Improvement, 2004b). Nine of the 
schools selected to participate in the Zone were already under state mandate for school 
improvement.    
 
The Zone spans prekindergarten through grade 12 and addresses the needs of at-risk youngsters 
in poorly performing schools. Overall, 39 schools across eight feeder patterns were selected to 
participate in the program. These included two primary centers, 17 elementary schools, one K – 
8 center, 11 middle schools, and eight senior high schools. An evaluation of the program has 
been scheduled for its first three years of operation.  This report examines the program’s 
operation during the 2006-07 school year. During that time, the Zone served 36, 778 students in 
39 locations. The demographic characteristics of the program’s participants are listed in Table 1.  
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Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics of the School Improvement, 2006-07 

 n % 
Schools    
 Elementary a 20 51.3 
 Middle 11 28.2 
 High School 8 20.5 
 Total 39 100.0 
Students b   
 Gender   
  Female  17,927 48.7 
  Male 18,851 51.3 
 Ethnicity   
  Black 24,380 66.3 
  White 582 1.6 
  Hispanic  11,507 31.3 
  Other  309 0.8 
 English Language Learner (ELL)   
  Current  4,176 11.3 
  Former   10,151 27.6 
  Non-ELL 22,451 61.0 
 Special Education (SPED)   
  Students with Disabilities 7,039 19.1 
  Gifted 1,294 3.5 
  Non-SPED 28,445 77.3 
 Free/Reduced Price Lunch   
  Eligible 27,105 73.7 
  Not Eligible 9,673 26.3 
 Total 36,778 100.0 
 Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test   
  Reading    
        Elementary     
     Total Tested 2,965  
     Level 1 or 2 1,454 49.1 
    Secondary    
     Total Tested 21,071  
     Level 1 or 2 15,792 74.9 
  Mathematics   
        Elementary     
    Total Tested 2,969  
    Level 1 or 2 1,418 47.7 
    Secondary    
    Total Tested 20,952  
    Level 1 or 2 14,808 70.6 
Personnel c   
 Elementary 1,123  
 Secondary 2,156  

Note. Elementary refers to prekindergarten to grade 5 and secondary refers to grades 6 to 12.   
a Includes one K-8 center, one K-2 center, and one K-3 center. b Computed based on data from the student 
database system as of October 13, 2006. c Based on aggregate instructional staff counts. 
Source: Information Technology Services (2007) 

 
Of the students assigned to the Zone, 66.3% were Black, 31.3% were Hispanic, and 2.4% were 
White/other. Nearly three quarters, 73.7%, of the students were eligible to receive free or reduced 
price lunch. Over 70% of students overall were academically needy as indicated by scores below 
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level 3 on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test. Finally, almost one in five students 
(19.1%) was enrolled in special education courses and over one in ten (11.3%) were English 
Language Learners. The evaluation of the Zone as it operated during its second full year of 
implementation was principally conducted during the spring of 2007. Participating schools are 
listed in Table 2. 
 

Table 2 
School Improvement Zone Schools by Feeder Pattern, 2006-07 

Region High School Feeder Schools 

I Hialeah-Miami Lakes Bunche Park Elementary 
Opa-Locka Elementary 

II Miami Norland Myrtle Grove Elementary 
Norland Elementary 
Norland Middle 
Parkway Middle 

III Miami Central Lakeview Elementary 
Dr. H. W. Mack/West Little River 
Elementary 
Madison Middle 
Westview Middle 

III Miami Northwestern Holmes Elementary 
Martin L. King Jr. Elementary K-2 
Brownsville Middle 
Charles Drew Middle 

IV Miami Edison Thena Crowder  K-3 
Edison Park Elementary 
Little River Elementary 
Toussaint L’Ouverture Elementary 
Morningside Elementary 
Shadowlawn Elementary 
Horace Mann Middle 
Miami Edison Middle 

IV Miami Jackson Paul L. Dunbar Elementary 
Santa Clara Elementary 
Allapattah Middle 

IV Booker T. Washington Phillis Wheatley Elementary 
Jose De Diego Middle 

VI Homestead Florida City Elementary 
Leisure City K-8 
Laura Saunders Elementary 
Campbell Drive Middle 
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The primary features of the program detailed in ensuing paragraphs include (a) a core literacy 
program that extends from prekindergarten through grade 12, (b) a structured curriculum with 
instructional strategies that build across grade and school levels, (c) an extended day and school 
year to provide additional instructional time, and (d) enhanced professional development. Teachers 
received additional compensation for their participation in the extended day program if they earned 
at least 56 hours of professional development annually. 
 
Comprehensive Literacy:  The comprehensive (core) literacy component, which was developed for 
all students, features differentiated instruction and targeted tutoring/intervention. Specific emphasis 
is placed on providing students who are reading below grade level with a contiguous balanced 
literacy program. Instructional materials are geared to the students’ reading levels as opposed to 
their age-determined grade level. A common set of instructional materials has been adopted for 
each school level that must be used by all schools that participate in the program (Office of School 
Improvement, 2004b).  
 
Instruction for the core literacy component is delivered daily in the elementary grades for 100 
minutes during a contiguous block in the morning and for 50 minutes in the afternoon. Houghton 
Mifflin’s Legacy of Literacy is used as the primary basal reading series for regular students. 
English language learners also receive Hampton Brown’s Avenues. “Instruction includes the 
following five essential elements of reading instruction: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, 
vocabulary, and comprehension” (School Improvement Zone, 2007, p. 8). The literacy block 
consists of a 10 minute opening routine of specified reading strategies outlined by the district, 35 
minutes of whole-class direct instruction, and 75 minutes of differentiated instruction (School 
Improvement Zone).  
 
The opening routine features a recapitulation and reinforcement of previously covered material. 
Multiple modes of delivery are used including visuals, word walls, and graphics. Teacher read 
alouds are practiced daily. Teacher-directed instruction is provided to the whole class. “The teacher 
systematically and explicitly teaches and models a particular strategy, skill, or process, 
incorporating tested benchmarks” (School Improvement Zone, 2007, p. 6). Activities include the 
review of a grade level text, Effective Writing, during which the use of writing as a reciprocal skill 
to reading is stressed, and Working With Words, during which students utilize multiple strategies 
(i.e., context clues, word manipulation, vocabulary, and syllabication) to help them decode 
unfamiliar words and construct meaning, and Guided Reading, which involves the development of 
effective reading strategies through teacher-directed problem solving (School Improvement Zone). 
 
Differentiated instruction is provided to three groups of students in each classroom. Students are 
grouped into low, medium, and high groups. Three types of workstations are set up within the 
classroom. Groups of students rotate through each activity every 25 minutes. Each group receives 
each activity for the same amount of time but in varying order (School Improvement Zone, 2007).   
 
Assessments guide the grouping of students for literacy instruction and determine the need for 
intervention. Assessments include state mandated instruments such as the Dynamic Indicators of 
Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), instruments developed by the school, and/or program 
specific instruments developed specifically for the Zone administered on a weekly and biweekly 
basis. “Student progress is assessed regularly and [adjustments made to instruction] based on that 
regular assessment using specific interventions” (School Improvement Zone, 2007, p. 1). FCAT 
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Level 1 and 2 students are given remedial activities and instruction that is geared toward the 
strengthening of skills learned in the classroom. The State has developed a severity classification 
system for such students. Students who are having reading problems but have never been retained 
are labeled Tier 1. Tier 2 students are third grade students who have been retained once. Tier 3 
students have been retained twice in grade 3. Students that score at level 3 or above on the FCAT 
and whose assessment results indicate that they are not experiencing reading problems, are 
provided with advanced level course work (School Improvement Zone, 2007)  
  
Extended Day and Year:  The Zone also offers an extended-day and an extended school year. At 
Zone schools, the school day is one hour longer than at other MDCPS schools each day except 
Wednesday. The school year at Zone schools is also ten days longer than at non-Zone schools. 
Senior high students who have passed the High School Competency Test (HSCT) may opt out of 
the extended time. The Extended Day activities include an Academic Improvement Period (AIP) 
for students in need of additional skill development and strengthening in reading. Extended day 
students receive one hour of remedial instruction. Small-group tutoring is provided on Monday, 
Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday for 50 minutes daily to FCAT Level 1 and 2 students and retained 
students. Conversely, enrichment activities are provided for students who are above grade level. 
Wednesday is reserved for teacher professional development. The following specific interventions 
are defined (School Improvement Zone, 2007).   
 
Students in grades K through 3 who are experiencing the most difficulties are served through 
Voyager Passport, an intensive and explicit program of instruction designed to be delivered by a 
teacher, reading specialist, trained paraprofessional, or other school professional daily to groups of 
three to six students. The program contains 130 daily lessons that extend throughout a 26-week 
period. Addressed are the five essential elements of reading instruction with emphasis on word 
attack skills (School Improvement Zone, 2007).  
 
Three programs, Soar to Success, Reading Plus, and Leap Frog, comprise the intervention for 
students in grades K through 5 who are experiencing reading difficulties that are less severe. 
Recommended is that these programs be used alone or in combination to meet students’ academic 
needs and bolster their skills. Soar to Success focuses on reciprocal teaching strategies that include 
summarization, clarification, questioning, and prediction. Reading Plus is a “scientifically-based 
reading instructional program that provides targeted individualized reading instruction in the five 
critical elements of reading” (School Improvement Zone, 2007, p. 8). Instruction in silent reading 
fluency is also stressed. Leap Frog focuses on the development of phonemic awareness and 
phonics skills. Students are encouraged to work independently with support. Students’ progress 
during the extended day program is gauged through Learning Express, a diagnostic tool intended 
to permit teachers “to focus their time and expertise on teaching the critical writing skills” (p. 9) 
that their students are expected to know (School Improvement Zone). 
 
Student Development Teams: Students who persistently fall behind in school need continuous 
assistance to help them to succeed. In order to assist these students, the Zone provides Student 
Development Teams (SDT). These teams, which operate like Comprehensive Problem Solving 
Teams for students in Special Education programs, analyze student difficulties and intervene to 
remove barriers to achievement. A Student Development Team (SDT) comprised of 
administrators, teachers, and specialists meet periodically to develop long term strategies for 
students who are experiencing academic difficulties (School Improvement Zone, 2007). “The SDT 
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serves as an advocate for each of these students in ensuring that their educational needs are met” 
(p. 8) All students who are retained in third grade receive a comprehensive diagnostic profile 
designed to provide “specific, focused information with recommendations designed to guide 
instruction” (p. 8). 
 
Early Childhood Readiness: The early-childhood readiness component was designed to help 
preschool youngsters acquire the skills needed to succeed in school. This component incorporates 
assessment, early literacy, math/science content, and character education. Professional 
development for prekindergarten teachers is also provided (Office of School Improvement, 2005). 
 
Professional Development:  The Zone provides intensive professional training and development to 
teachers and administrators in participating schools. Professional development for teachers and 
administrators is provided through Critical Mass Training, Coaching Models, Saturday Academies, 
and Wednesday Workshops. The Critical Mass Training is an intensive program that targets certain 
subject areas or grade levels. The Coaching Model utilizes trained reading specialists who provide 
professional development through demonstration lessons, feedback on strategy implementation, 
and planning with classroom teachers. The Saturday Academies and Wednesday Workshops 
provide professional development in areas such as using assessment data, building capacity, and 
differentiated instruction (Office of School Improvement, 2005). 
 
Professional development is a major focus of the Zone. All teachers must complete 56 master plan 
points to receive compensation for their participation in the extended day program, a time 
commitment similar to that of a three credit college course. Professional development requirements 
are based primarily on the needs of the student and of the school. An instructional support team 
(IST) at the school site coordinates professional development activities. Its members include the 
principal, the reading coach, and the technology facilitator. The reading coach is also utilized to 
provide any on-site training that is offered through a train the trainer model. The support teams at 
all Zone schools are under the supervision of two district offices. Professional development 
requirements are mostly satisfied through coursework sponsored by the Teacher Education Center 
(TEC), or less frequently the school. Training sessions at TEC are formal classroom activities 
during which a specific body of knowledge is taught through lecture, hands-on activities, and/or 
site-based assignments. Reflected practice, which refers to activities where training takes the form 
of producing a skill and reflecting on ones production of the skill, is encouraged. Coaches, who 
serve as mentors, are assigned to specific teachers. Coaches and/or reading leaders demonstrate 
skills with the purpose of fostering trainee learning through observation (School Improvement 
Zone, 2007). 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
The first part of this section examines reading instruction from a national and local perspective. 
The next section provides an overview of the two major approaches to analyzing implementation. 
As implementation has been shown to modify both educational practices and participants, the third 
section discusses theories of diffusion and change. An ensuing section examines contextual factors 
defined at the school and student level and their effect on implementation and achievement. This 
review concludes with a discussion of how different models of group and individual leadership are 
thought to impact the effectiveness of organizations.  
  

Educational Practices 
 

Reading instruction for the last century has alternated between analytic approaches that advocate 
teaching words from whole to part, and synthetic approaches that stress the manner in which letter 
sound combinations interact to form written words (Matthews, 1965). Literacy has remained 
central to national policy debates as it is viewed as fundamental to all other skills.      
 
Postwar reading instruction was dominated by the look-say method and an emphasis on guessing 
as educators believed that providing children with literature connected to the child’s world was 
more humane and child centered. Reading problems became endemic as mass schooling began in 
the wake of the civil rights movement (Ravitch, 2000). Lehman (1998) notes that these trends 
accelerated throughout the eighties with the advent of the accountability movement as states 
redoubled their efforts to measure the performance of public schools through the increased 
administration of standardized achievement tests. Schools and districts that consistently showed 
poor performance were subject to state takeover. Lehman continues, at the district level 
superintendents began imposing changes in governance upon entire schools, through either the 
replacement of staff, or the forced adoption of one of several popular, nationally recognized whole-
school designs which included the Accelerated Schools, the School Development Program, and 
Success for All (Lehman). These programs were developed at universities and disseminated 
through the National Diffusion Network. 
 
Congress asked the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) to 
convene a panel of experts to examine the effectiveness of various approaches to teaching reading 
and to gauge the status of the academic knowledge base. The National Reading Panel that was 
formed reviewed the literature on reading instruction conducted since the seventies in order to 
develop guidelines that delineated the content and methods that were found to be effective. Public 
and congressional hearings led to preliminary foci for the research that included alphabetic 
instruction (i.e., phonemic awareness and phonics), fluency, reading comprehension (i.e., 
vocabulary, text comprehension, and teacher preparation), and computer assisted instruction 
(National Reading Panel, n.d.).  
 
Coalitions of interest groups formed to strategically advocate their positions through the 
dissemination of the research findings that resulted from that comprehensive study. The NICHD 
led an effort to legislatively mandate that “only programs and practices scientifically tested and 
research based, be implemented in America’s schools” (McDaniel, Sims, & Miskel, 2001, p. 105) 
resulting in federal laws constraining the elements that comprise all reading programs that operate 
in schools that receive funding under Title I. Although, statutory regulations were expected to 
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achieve a degree of program homogeneity and lesson variations between schools and districts, the 
pervasive changes in educational philosophies during the last 40 years have been accompanied by 
shifting sets of reform initiatives and the practices associated with those reforms.  
 
Lehman recalls that New York State essentially rescinded community control by giving the 
chancellor of the New York City schools, Rudy Crew, the authority to replace principals and 
school-board superintendents when large numbers of schools were repeatedly labeled as low 
performing. In 1996, the chancellor took direct control of the lowest performing Schools Under 
Registration Review (SURR) and created the Chancellors’ District (CD). While the requirements 
for programs that operated in the CD schools were rather clearly delineated, the specific means of 
bringing the program to full implementation were left to the individual schools.  
 
Many schools in the Chancellor’s District adopted multiple reading programs to supplement the 
mandatory Success for All program even though the philosophy of instruction and the strategies 
taught to students were often in conflict (Lehman, 1998). Similarly, in 2004, when Crew became 
the superintendent of the M-DCPS, he put the large-scale reading intervention that is the subject of 
this evaluation into effect in response to much of the same issues.  
 
Crew created a virtual citywide zone called the Chancellor’s District (CD) to take over and run 
failing New York City schools operating under the purview of local independent sub-districts 
during the 1996-97 school year. Schools under registry review (SURR) by the state of New York 
were identified for membership in the CD sites where operations were recentralized. By 1999-00, 
49 schools had been assigned the intervention. CD schools featured class size reduction to 20 in 
grades K - 3, and 25 in grades 4 through 8. Additional instructional time was provided by 
extending the school day and year. After-school programs were also offered. Tutoring in reading 
and mathematics was delivered in a small-group format to students in need of assistance. 
Elementary schools were required to have two 90-minute language-arts blocks, the first using 
Success for All and the second using the Balanced Literacy program. A daily mathematics block 
was also provided (Phenix, Siegel, Saltzman & Fruchter, 2004). 

 
Phenix et al. (2004) compared the performance of CD schools with those of other SURR schools 
over a four-year period using a multiple regression analysis. No measure of implementation is 
provided. A series of school level predictors were used to separately estimate the percentage of 
students meeting state standards and the percentage of students falling far below state standards 
in reading and mathematics. The analyses combined four years of data from 50 schools to 
increase the sample size to 200. For each analysis, two sub models were examined. The first sub 
model included 14 demographic variables (i.e., percentages of Black students, percentage of 
special education students). The second sub model added four resource variables (i.e., percentage 
of teachers with masters degrees, pupil teachers ratio, etc.) Three dummy variables were used to 
indicate school year. In all, the models included 17 to 21 predictors. The results for each sub 
model indicated that the CD intervention had a statistically significant (p < .01) positive impact 
on the percentage of students in participating schools that met state standards in reading. In none 
of the other comparisons did the intervention have a significant effect. As the evaluation utilized 
only school level data, it was not possible to assess individual performance from the data 
presented, and the number of predictors was small relative to the sample size. A 
multilevel model would have more clearly delineated the effects of the intervention.  
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On a local level, practices in the M-DCPS mirrored national trends. Beyond a move toward whole 
language methods in the late eighties, the district had embraced school-based management. 
Schools were given the authority to select reading programs based upon students’ needs. These 
programs tended to be holistic in nature with a focus on novel units, which were infused 
throughout the curriculum. Nationally recognized school reform models were scattered throughout 
the district at selected demonstration sites. These included Success for All, which initially operated 
at three schools, the Comer School Development Project, which was implemented at one school, 
and the Direct Instruction System of Teaching and Remediation implemented in several schools 
(Office of Grants Administration, 1994). 
 
This flexibility ended in 1994 with the establishment of state performance measures, which caused 
a large number of the district’s schools to be labeled as critically-low performing. The 
superintendent placed the critically low schools under direct supervision and under pressure from 
the school board, adopted Operation Safety Net (OSN) in 1996 at 40 of those schools and 11 
feeder locations. OSN featured SFA with one of two forms of computer-assisted instruction 
(Urdegar, 1999). 
 
The Comprehensive Reading Plan (CRP) developed by the district jointly with state researchers 
was put into place at schools that did not adopt a prepackaged reading program. The CRP 
supported the district strategic planning goals related to literacy and career development that 
stipulated universal literacy for students. Components of the CRP included research based reading 
instruction, regular assessment, intervention/tutoring for struggling students, regular independent 
reading, and content-based reading comprehension strategies (Department of Language 
Arts/Reading, 2002).  
 
When evaluations of Operation Safety Net (OSN) failed to show significant effects after three 
years of operation in the district (Levitt, 2000), the program was discontinued. Although 
evaluations of the CRP generally did not show it had a consistent impact on student achievement, 
and measures of implementation were not uniformly reported (Hanson, 2000), schools were 
directed to adopt the CRP as the default program (Levitt, Shay, Hanson, Naya, Sorhaindo, & 
Urdegar, 2003).  
 
Thereafter, the CRP was adopted as the official district reading program; however, the practices 
outlined therein were not the only practices operating in the M-DCPS’ schools. Surveys of 
principals conducted between 2001 and 2003 revealed the presence of numerous reading and 
language arts initiatives in Title I schools. Accelerated Reader, a leveled system of books with 
built in assessments, was listed by 90% of schools surveyed. Writing Across the Curriculum, a 
structured writing program, was also reported as being in use by over 50% of schools. Also, nearly 
50% of schools used some form of Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) such as Successmaker or 
Jostens Learning Centers, and over 40% of schools adopted the America Reads program, which 
featured volunteer tutors. These programs operated alone or in combination with each other and the 
CRP (Levitt et al., 2003; Levitt, Shay, Naya, Sorhaindo, & Urdegar, 2004; Levitt, Shay, Urdegar, 
Shpurik, & Sorhaindo, 2005). 
 
During this period, the percentage of district schools with grades of A and B was less than the 
statewide average while the percentage of district schools with grades of D and F was higher than 
the statewide average (Levitt et al., 2003; Levitt et al., 2004; Levitt et al., 2005). Attempts to 
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remediate failing schools intensified as the state began to levy sanctions for repeated low 
performance. These efforts were redoubled as the federal determination of adequate yearly 
progress highlighted the district’s low performance on statewide assessments (Florida Department 
of Education, 2003, 2004).  
 
In 2003 the board appointed Dr. Rudy Crew as the new superintendent. Among the 
superintendent’s first acts was to develop a plan to remediate poor performance in the district’s 
lowest achieving schools (Savage, 2002). Hence, the School Improvement Zone (Zone) was 
adopted during August 2004 at 9 failing schools and 30 schools that received a grade of D or that 
were in geographic proximity to other low-performing schools. Like the Chancellor’s District in 
New York City, the hallmark of the Zone would be an extended day program, reading strategies 
for students at risk, and intensive professional development for all teachers, in exchange for 
compensation for their participation in the extended day program (Office of School Improvement, 
2005). 

Implementation 
 

Implementation describes the manner in which an innovation is used in the field and how 
actual use differs from design specifications. Its measurement is a prerequisite of any 
evaluation of program impact (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977). Other than theoretical 
misconception, poor implementation is the principal reason that programs fail (Chen, 1998). 
Fullan and Pomfret note that implementation studies are rarely seen in most program 
evaluations, which tend to focus on the relationship between inputs and outcomes while 
deemphasizing the process by which one is transformed into the other.  
 
A review of over 1,200 prevention studies found that fewer than five percent contained any 
information on program implementation (Durlak, as cited in Domitrovitch & Greenberg, 2001). 
Another review of 162 primary and secondary prevention studies conducted between 1980 and 
1994 identified only 24% that gauged treatment integrity (Dane & Schneider, 1998). Finally, a 
review of 180 school-based interventions conducted between 1980 and 1990 identified only 35% 
with operational definitions and 14.9% with basic measures of treatment integrity (Gresham et al., 
as cited in Domitrovitch & Greenberg).  
 
There are four reasons for studying implementation. The primary reason is to provide insight 
into the causes of innovations’ failures and successes by examining actual use in the field 
(Fullan & Pomfret, 1977), and to operationalize change so that it can be measured. This 
facilitates understanding the manner in which the various elements of an intervention are 
integrated together and unintended consequences associated with program adoption. Another 
reason is to achieve experimental validity (Domitrovitch & Greenberg, 2001) so that the 
reasons for efficacy can be appropriately attributed and conclusions can be drawn (Fullan & 
Pomfret). The inability to properly account for variations in implementation can lead 
researchers to conclude that an effective program is of little value or conversely to conclude that an 
ineffective program is worthwhile (Domitrovitch & Greenberg). A third reason for studying 
implementation is to provide continuous feedback to the program’s implementers regarding areas 
for improvement (Fullan & Pomfret). A final reason for conducting process evaluations is to 
achieve innovation diffusion. The replication of effective programs in complex settings is essential 
to educational productivity (Domitrovitch & Greenberg). 
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Studies on the implementation of planned change initiatives began in the 1940s as researchers 
sought to understand the diffusion of technological advances in the agricultural sector (Parker, 
1980). A Research and Development Model predominated in which government sponsored 
innovations were developed in laboratories and later disseminated. Diffusion was facilitated by 
change agents who would convince adopters to use the innovation. The change agent strategy was 
later extended to the medical community. 
 
The concept of resistance captured the attention of researchers as it was discovered that users 
would not passively adopt innovations despite their obvious benefits. Studies examined methods of 
overcoming resistance such as “peer-pressure, leader-follower phenomena, comparative 
information, appealing to [users’] self-esteem, and [other] marketing strategies” (Parker, 1980, p. 
432). A related outgrowth of these early studies was the perception that an external agent was the 
most effective catalyst for change (Parker).    
 
Parker (1980) believes that this prevailing view of planned change came under criticism in the 
seventies as researchers recognized several flaws in the underlying assumptions. One flaw was an 
overemphasis on overcoming resistance to adoption. As Berman and McLaughlin (1975) note, 
adoption guarantees neither successful implementation nor continuation. Another flaw was that 
many models of planned change, originally developed for the agricultural sector did not apply to 
other settings (Parker).  
 
Rogers (1995) notes that change initiatives that operate in environments that are more complex 
need to consider the characteristics of the innovation and how those characteristics interact with the 
larger social system. The unit of analysis in early studies was the individual. As organizations are 
the actual adopter, the results from the early studies were not valid (Parker, 1980). Another 
misconception was the identification of the change agent. Early studies assumed that an external 
impetus was needed. Berman and McLaughlin (1975) found that it was the users who provided the 
primary impetus for change. Parker notes, attempts to incorporate these criticisms led to the 
development of additional models of change. Parker identifies several of these. The Problem 
Solving Model involves creating a focus group to develop innovations based on an organizational 
needs assessment and group dynamics. The Social Interaction Model is an outgrowth of early 
agricultural models with a focus on expanding communication channels and disseminating 
information rather than overcoming resistance. The Linkage Model establishes a network of 
communication between developers and intended users through a series of steps, which include 
determination of needs, development of problem statements, establishment of problem solving 
capacity, and identification of resources. Parker criticizes these approaches, noting that they 
maintain a focus on initial adoption and that none addresses the problem of successful 
implementation and institutionalization. 
 
Educational programs may be implemented in a variety of settings. The context of the setting can 
affect the success of an innovation. A myriad of factors at the individual and organizational level 
have been identified (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977). Weisberg as cited in Domitrovitch and Greenberg 
(2001) posits additional factors beyond implementation that affect both outcome and viability. 
Significant factors delineated by Weisberg include the nature and type of the program, the 
relationship between the program and its implementers, and a variety of other factors.  
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In Ensminger, Porter, Surry, & Wright’s (2004) survey of the literature on instructional 
technology, they were able to identify numerous factors that affected successful innovation 
adoption. These include the quality of infrastructure and training, commitment of key stakeholders, 
the intended users’ skill/knowledge level, involvement in the innovations’ design/implementation, 
and incentive and desire for change. Because of the importance of organizational factors and 
individual factors, environmental assessments can help researchers determine how an intervention 
will be used, who will use it, and how it will be maintained. Even a well-planned and designed 
program that is properly put into place may not be well received by proposed implementers. 
Suggested is that adopters develop a working knowledge of change theory in order to understand 
the factors needed to facilitate adoption of their program. 
 
Federally sponsored educational innovations have historically been dominated by a research and 
development model where programs are designed by analysts, vetted at demonstration sites, and 
then replicated through full scale implementation. Proponents of this type of model tend to 
approach reform from a top-down fidelity perspective that focuses on adherence to program design 
specifications irrespective of context. Potential implementers are expected to highly value research 
and to be passive participants in the innovation’s replication and dissemination (Blakely et al., 
1987). 
 
An alternative position views the adaptation of an innovation to fit the context and unique needs of 
implementers as an essential, if not central focus of change. Adopters, rather than passively 
accepting innovations, are expected to modify them to suit local conditions. Although more active 
adopter participation has been recommended, in response to the tendency of adopting sites to 
modify programs, adoption researchers have tended to align to either a fidelity or mutual 
adaptation perspective (Owens, 2004).  
 
Analysis from a fidelity perspective tends to focus on behavioral changes that are expected in 
either the implementers or the targets of the innovation. The gap between what is planned, and 
what is intended represents variation in implementation (as cited in Domitrovitch & Greenberg, 
2001). There is consensus within the research that implementation is best viewed as a 
multidimensional construct (Chen, 1998; Dane & Schneider, 1998; Domitrovitch & Greenberg; 
Fullan & Pomfret, 1977) although there is variation among the conceptual frameworks. Dane and 
Schneider describe one such model. They delineate implementation in terms of six factors, which 
include the degree to which the program is delivered as intended (adherence), rate of occurrence 
and duration (dosage), perceptions of the program (attitudes), stakeholder receptivity (support), and 
differential program characteristics (uniqueness). A slightly different model identified by Chen 
addresses educational productivity in schools. He found implementation to be influenced by the 
nature of the program and training system, characteristics of the teachers and school staff who 
implement the program, and the setting (district/administrative support and climate) in which the 
program is implemented.  
 
As many programs lack a clear theoretical framework, programs should be viewed as unclear 
innovations operating in an uncertain manner. A preliminary assessment needs to be conducted to 
determine the elements that are purported to be in place and the manner in which they are to be 
delivered prior to attempting any evaluations of program impact. Program adoption is predicated 
on the assumption that putting the elements of the innovation into place will lead to changes 
in behavior, structural relationships, and role relationships. Inadequate conceptualization 
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sharply limits the validity and reliability of process evaluations (Chen, 1998; Fullan & 
Pomfret, 1977). 
 
Analysis from an adaptation perspective examines the changes that organizations and the 
individuals within them undergo in response to the introduction of an innovation. Adopters do not 
act as passive recipients of innovations, but rather actively modify innovations to suit their needs 
(Blakely et al., 1987). Adaptation, as a paradigm, gained prominence following the Rand Change 
Agent Studies. The Rand studies examined how characteristics and context affected the outcome of 
innovations in education (McLaughlin, 1990). This research determined that the adaptation of a 
program and a setting to each other was the most important predictor of an effective program and 
that implementation was supported by feedback, error correction, and commitment building 
(Berman & McLaughlin, 1975). The need for teacher and principal training, classroom support, 
teacher observations of similar projects, routine project meetings, and teacher and principal 
involvement in program development was emphasized. The size of a project was another important 
determination. Although, larger efforts were more likely to attract adherents than narrowly focused 
ones, reform efforts oriented toward systemic changes were doomed to failure (Berman & 
McLaughlin). The commitment of district leadership is also critical. 

 
Change and Diffusion 

 
Programs are rarely adopted with perfect fidelity. Adaptation occurs as individuals resist or react to 
an innovation or strive to make sense of conflicting demands associated with its adoption. 
Variations in educational practices are expected to occur as organizations, and their members adapt 
to change and innovations are diffused (Ensminger et al., 2004). An understanding of the factors 
driving those changes is a precondition for a practical and explanatory theory. Families of 
theoretical models developed to explain these processes are discussed in the following section.  
 
Ely describes eight facilitating conditions critical to implementation that transcend cultural and 
organizational lines. These conditions are dissatisfaction with the current state of affairs; adequate 
time; resources, the skill and knowledge level of the implementers; incentives and other rewards; 
stakeholder involvement in adoption and implementation decisions; support by power-brokers; 
and, leadership defined as the level of ownership and support, enthusiasm, and modeling by those 
who manage the daily activities of the implementers (as cited in Surry & Ely, 2001). Rogers 
outlines a series of stages that individuals experience when adopting an innovation. Adopters learn 
about an innovation during the first or knowledge phase and form an impression of it during the 
second or persuasion phase. The decision to adopt is the third phase. Implementation, the fourth 
phase, describes the actual use of the innovation. The final phase is confirmation, which involves 
institutionalization within the organization (as cited in Surry & Ely).  
 
Additionally, Rogers identifies five elements of a program that affect stakeholders’ decision to 
adopt it. These are benefits associated with adoption, compatibility with current practices, the 
complexity of the intervention, the ability to adopt the program on a trial basis, and visibility. 
Characteristics of the adopter also affect the rate of the adoption. Rogers identifies five types of 
adopters. These are the innovators, early majority members, late majority members, and laggards. 
Each has different psychosocial characteristics (as cited in Surry & Ely, 2001). 
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Kotter (1996) describes the change process in terms of an eight-stage framework. The first four 
steps pertain to creating an environment conducive to change and challenging the status quo to 
establish the need for the change initiative and to facilitate the process of its adoption. Steps five 
through seven relate to establishing a rationale and means for producing the desired change. These 
steps also describe how an innovation or change is put into place and as such correspond to 
implementation.  
 
Frambach and Schillewaert (2002) developed a theoretical model of organizational change 
designed to predict the adoption, implementation, and continued use of an innovation. The model 
integrates the theoretical perspectives of Ely, Rogers, and others into a multilevel model that 
explores the interrelationship between factors at the organizational and individual levels. The 
characteristics of an innovation are a central predictor of an organization’s decision to adopt it. The 
multilevel model depicts the fit of an innovation within an organization and the perceived benefits 
and costs of its use in accordance with Rogers’ theories. Adopter characteristics including size, 
structure, innovativeness, and strategic posture bear directly on adoption and continuation. For 
example, smaller and less formal organizations are more likely to innovate. Perceived innovation 
characteristics are partially mediated by environmental influences. Marketing activity affects the 
adoption/continuation decision through stimulating interest and communicating risks and benefits. 
Finally, social networks facilitate adoption as information sharing by other organizations (e.g., 
schools) fosters communication about an innovation.  
 
Individual attitudes toward an innovation also affect the likelihood of its successful adoption and 
continued use in an organizational context. An innovation’s perceived utility to the user at the 
organizational level, the users’ propensity to try new things, and attitudes toward the innovation, in 
general, are separate factors. Attitudes can be altered through external factors which include 
organizational facilitators such as training, social persuasion, and support; and, personal 
characteristics such as tenure, product experience, and personal values. In other words, attitudes 
mediate the influence of other factors in the model. Finally, individual acceptance of an innovation 
is influenced by its usage in the social environment by colleagues and similar organizations. 
 

Leadership 
 

Leadership features prominently in discussions of school practices and appears frequently in the 
school effectiveness literature. Instructional leadership is viewed as critical to successful 
educational delivery (Purkey & Smith, 1983). Leadership is also often cited as a determinant of 
implementation as support and initiative are critical to the success of an innovation (Ensminger et 
al., 2004; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977). The leader as a catalyst for change is another recurrent theme 
(see for example Kotter, 1996). 
 
Behavioral theories operate from the assumption that successful leadership is grounded in a set of 
behaviors that can be learned. The literature on these theories falls into one of three perspectives 
(Pisapia, n.d.). The first approach grew out of studies that placed leadership behaviors at various 
points on a two dimensional framework where the one axis measured directive behaviors (concern 
with the task), and the other axis measured supportive behaviors (concern with people) (Yukl, 
1989). Blake and Moulton refer to these as employee and job-centered behaviors and used a grid to 
classify leadership from high to low along both dimensions concluding that leaders whose style 
was rated high on both factors would be maximally effective (as cited in Northouse, 2004). 
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Researchers have found only limited support for this position (Yukl). The second approach viewed 
leadership as situational (Pisapia, n.d.). Leader effectiveness could be obtained by adjusting leader 
behaviors on the directive and supportive axes to fit a specific situation. A specific combination of 
these behaviors would then be effective in any situation (Northouse). Situational theory represents 
an opposing position to trait theory. The controversy between whether or not trait or situation is 
more important is ancient (Bass, 1990). Situational theory is built on the assumption that great men 
are not born but are products of their times (Bass). A third approach relates to contingency theories 
(Pisapia) which base the effectiveness of leadership on situational factors, and the combination of 
task-oriented and relations-oriented behaviors used in leadership. Fiedler (1972) developed a 
contingency theory that measures the probability of successful leadership in a given situation 
through a projective instrument. Fiedler’s model is a leader match theory that holds that “a 
relationship-oriented leader functions best during times of stability whereas a task-oriented leader 
functions best at the extreme ends of favorable circumstances” (Northouse, p. 83).  
 
More recently, team structures have come to the forefront as organizations have sought to cope 
with a changing competitive environment (Northouse, 2004). Groups in the form of self managed 
teams and quality circles have assumed increasing importance as modern organizations are relying 
less on hierarchical control (Bolman & Deal, 2003). An understanding of the role of leadership 
within these teams is necessary to achieve their success. Bowers (as cited in Owens, 2004) 
recognizes that organizations are not simply a collection of positions but rather a series of work 
groups each comprised of the face to face linkages that form between a supervisor and the 
subordinates that report to him or her. “The organization consists most basically of a structure of 
groups, linked together by overlapping memberships [in] pyramids through which the work flows” 
(p. 210). It is through these linkages that the act of leadership occurs. Individuals at the base of an 
upper level pyramid are at the pinnacle of a lower level pyramid. The highest pyramid within a 
school is the leadership team whose members include the administrators, various department 
heads, the chairperson of the school advisory council, and specialists. A lower-level member of the 
school’s leadership team often sits at the pinnacle of a lower level pyramid such as a grade level or 
subject area (Owens). Coordination of activities within an organization requires extensive 
communication both between and within the pyramids. Likert (as cited in Owens) notes that the 
pyramids are linked both upward and downward and that through the reciprocal exchange that 
results, leaders influence followers and followers influence leaders. For such a system to be 
effective, a participatory leadership and decision making style must be developed that facilitates 
communication by empowering leaders at all levels of the organization (Owens). 
 

Contextual Factors 
 
During the sixties, an end of segregation brought an influx of students with limited prior school 
experience into the public education system and brought attention to the underachievement of 
specific groups of students (Ravitch, 2000). In response, large scale federal programs developed 
with specific recognition of the role of poverty and language minority status as predictors of 
academic need and interventions were developed to assist participating students. The 
instrumentality of schools to remedy low achievement was quickly called into question with the 
publishing of the Coleman Report, which concluded that school factors had a much smaller effect 
on student achievement than the family variables they were intended to mitigate (Zigarelli, 1996). 
Numerous studies have been conducted since that time to examine the relative role of factors at the 
student and school levels. 
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Multiple student characteristics have been shown to have an impact on achievement. For example, 
poverty as measured by student eligibility for federal lunch assistance has been extensively cited as 
having a negative impact on student achievement (Eamon, 2005; Levitt et al., 2005; McLoyd, 
1990). Low socioeconomic status has been associated with a variety of social ills that range from 
poor parenting to impaired social capital to a lack of access to medical care. These factors coalesce 
to depress student academic outcomes (Eamon). Student ethnic classification has also been shown 
to affect achievement even after poverty is taken into account. Consequently, Eamon notes the 
poor performance of Hispanic students relative to their Caucasian counterparts while others 
(McLoyd; Levitt et al.) document the comparatively low student achievement of Black students. 
Similarly, gender has been confirmed in several national studies to have an impact on student 
achievement. Females outperform males in reading and males outperform females in mathematics 
(Sammons, West, & Hind, 1997). However, Eamon notes that some researchers have attributed 
these disparities to social factors. English language acquisition is another factor known to influence 
the achievement of students whose first language is not English especially in language arts and 
reading. Students who are classified as English language learners tend to score lower on 
standardized achievement tests than their proficient counterparts (Casanova, Garcia-Linares, de la 
Torre, & de la Villa Carpio; 2005; Eamon; Levitt et al.). Many factors contribute to this gap 
including difficulties comprehending test questions and placement in slower classes (Eamon). 
Grade repetition is yet another factor with a demonstrated negative impact upon achievement. 
Retention has increased in prevalence as states have made efforts to end the policy of social 
promotion. The advent of Florida’s mandatory retention policy for third-grade students has been 
accompanied by an eightfold increase in the practice. Holmes and Mathews (1984, as cited in 
Jimerson, 2001) note that educators who retain students do so in contradiction of a large body of 
evidence demonstrating the negative effects of grade repetition. Jimerson conducted a meta-
analysis of 175 analyses contained within 20 retention studies. Her results showed negative 
outcomes for retained students when compared with promoted counterparts in 90.1% of the 91 
analyses for which statistically significant comparisons were observed. Disability status or 
participation in special education has also been shown to impact achievement (see for example, 
Hammill, 1990). Students classified as disabled score significantly lower than their peers who are 
not so classified on standardized achievement tests (Shay, Urdegar, & Shpurik, 2006).   
 
School level factors are also known to impact student achievement. Students that attend high 
poverty schools are typically exposed to a variety of risk-factors as poor schools often have high 
percentages of minority and English language learners (Shay, Urdegar, & Shpurik, 2006). The 
deleterious effects of school poverty negatively impact student achievement regardless of personal 
socioeconomic circumstances. Conversely, students who attend schools that are more affluent tend 
to outperform their counterparts in more disadvantaged institutions regardless of their personal 
circumstances (Eamon, 2005). 
 
Another school level factor thought to impact student achievement is student mobility. Mobility is 
the degree to which individual students transfer into and out of school, thus failing to remain 
continually enrolled in the same location. Mobility results in part from transitory work patterns and 
may be an unavoidable consequence of moving from place to place. Therefore, there is a question 
as to whether or not mobility causes poor performance or is merely associated with other factors 
that negatively impact student achievement (Rumberger, 2002). Beyond its effect on individual 
students, mobility has been posited to negatively impact schools. The constant movement of 
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students in and out of a location is disruptive to administrators and teachers. In recognition of this 
disruption, the state of Florida has defined a mobility index for schools (Office of Assessment & 
Data Analysis, 2006).   
 
The attendance of both students and teachers has also been shown to be associated with student 
achievement. Levitt et al. (2005) correlated the percentage of student attendance and the 
percentage of teacher attendance with a mean composite achievement index in high poverty 
elementary and middle schools within demographically comparable clusters. A strong positive 
correlation with student achievement was found for a majority of clusters.   
 
Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2004) found teacher turnover to be negatively associated with both 
experience and achievement and posit that the resulting overrepresentation of inexperienced 
teachers in low-poverty schools further depresses achievement. Urdegar and Keiser (2006) 
partitioned the various components of teacher movement into categories that include transfers in, 
transfers out, hires, leaves, resignations, and retirements in order to analyze the effect of teacher 
movement on student achievement. The number of transactions in each category was expressed as 
a percentage of the aggregate instructional staff at each school. Transfers out and resignations were 
found to be significant predictors of students’ FCAT-NRT reading residual scores partialing out 
the effect of demographic factors.  

 
Value Added Modeling 

 
Value-added modeling is the name given to a family of statistical methods that use multiple 
administrations of student achievement data to estimate the effectiveness of teachers and schools. 
The intent of these methods is to estimate the unique contribution of individual teachers over and 
above what is expected given the demographic characteristics of their students and the composition 
of their classrooms (McCaffrey, Lockwood, Koretz, & Hamilton, 2003). 
 
Value added models currently enjoy widespread application and their use is proliferating. 
Examples include the Tennessee Value Added Assessment System (TVAAS). The TVASS is used 
statewide to estimate the performance of teachers in grades 4 through 8. The Dallas Independent 
School District also uses value added modeling. In contrast to Tennessee, Texas incorporates the 
scores that result into teachers’ evaluations (McCaffrey et al., 2003). Other programs such as 
Arizona’s Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) use value-added models to identify exemplary 
teachers. TAP receives dual use as both a measure of accountability and a means of giving 
performance incentives to high quality educators (National Institute for Excellence in Teaching, 
2007). 
 
Fixed-effects methods use student data to estimate teacher effects whereas random effects methods 
shrink estimates based on the overall mean for all students. Fixed-effects estimates are less robust 
to sampling variations. This is a weakness given that teachers tend to have small classes. Random 
effects models have the best statistical properties across teachers but tend to underestimate the 
effects of outliers (McCaffrey, et al., 2003). These methods can be analyzed as single cross-
sectional models or longitudinally across multiple-test administrations.  
 
Univariate approaches break longitudinal achievement into a sequence of single-year problems. 
Essentially, students are nested within schools and classrooms, but adjustments to account for 
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contextual factors are conducted separately for the outcome variable defined at each test 
administration. “Covariate adjustment models specify the current score as a function of the prior 
score and possibly other covariates, using separate models for each year and explicitly linking 
students’ scores to the effects of their current teachers only” (McCaffrey, et al., 2003, p. 55). 
Including prior achievement and demographic variables in a covariate adjustment model is 
problematic as demographic variables are predictors of both prior and current achievement. 
Growth modeling avoids this complication. Multivariate analyses model the time periods 
simultaneously. Multivariate models such as hierarchical linear growth modeling (HLGM) define a 
joint distribution for the entire longitudinal set of scores. The outcome variable is expressed in 
terms of an intercept and a linear time component. Higher-order terms are possible if a sufficient 
number of test administrations are modeled. The regression weights of the time polynomial 
represent achievement growth. These weights are predicted by student and classroom effects. The 
TVAAS layered model and the Arizona TAP model both employ multivariate models.  
  
This review of the literature examined fundamental issues associated with the implementation and 
operation of the School Improvement Zone. The District has historically adopted various large 
scale reform initiatives to bolster the literacy of students and the performance of the schools that 
they attend. Instructional strategies used in those programs have alternated between philosophies 
oriented toward meaning and code emphasis as legislative trends have narrowed the discretion of 
educators. The increased role of government has led to a proliferation of centrally-governed 
school-wide reform initiatives. Theories of implementation underlie explanations of how 
innovations and large scale reforms are put into place. Fidelity-oriented models feature innovations 
developed by experts and disseminated by change agents to passive users who are expected to 
implement them according to design. Adaptation approaches examine how innovations are 
modified to suit local contexts. Change theory describes the organizational and individual elements 
that affect the progress of a change initiative. The success of a change initiative is affected by 
student demographic and school characteristics, some of which are alterable, and some of which 
are not. Leadership theories illustrate the joint influence of context and specific types of behaviors 
on organizational outcomes. Contextual factors have long been known to effect educational 
outcomes. Fixed student factors include gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, classification as 
an English language learner, placement in special education classes, and age relative to grade. 
Fixed school factors include the presence or absence of a program, the percentage of students 
eligible for free and reduced price lunch, and school performance level. Alterable school factors 
that feature prominently in the literature are professional development and leadership. The review 
closed with a brief discussion of value added models, which are used to estimate the performance 
of classrooms and schools for use in accountability, merit systems, and program evaluations. The 
contextual adjustments to student learning gains are used to ensure that the estimates provided by 
these models are fair and unbiased.  
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METHODOLOGY 
 
The School Board of Miami-Dade County approved the School Improvement Zone (Zone) in 
August 2004 for development to scale during the 2004-05 school year. Full implementation was 
achieved with the major components put in place by January 18, 2005. Although, the evaluation of 
the Zone was originally planned as a joint venture between the Center for Urban Education & 
Innovation at Florida International University (FIU) and the Office of Program Evaluation (OPE) 
of Miami-Dade County Public Schools (M-DCPS), the OPE has been solely  responsible for all 
components of the Zone evaluation.  
 
This evaluation consists of three components: implementation, context, and outcome. 
Implementation refers to the extent to which elements that make up the Zone initiative have been 
put in place at program schools and are distinct from comparison schools. The implementation 
component was only examined at the elementary level to minimize the complexity that would be 
entailed in accounting for the myriad of organizational variables present at middle and senior high 
levels and to make optimal use of available resources.  
 
The context component of the evaluation examines the learning environment at Zone schools and 
addressees attitudinal aspects of the program. The outcome component gauges the efficacy of the 
Zone. These two components were examined at all school levels. The evaluation of the Zone was 
guided by the following questions: 
 

1. Is the Zone being implemented according to program design? 
2. What is the impact of the Zone on the students’ learning environment?  
3. What is the impact of the Zone on the students’ academic achievement? 
4. What is the impact of the Zone on parental and community relations? 
5. What are stakeholders’ perceptions of the effectiveness of the Zone program? 

 
In order to address these questions, the OPE evaluation team utilized a mixed-methods design, 
which draws on qualitative and quantitative data collection methodologies. Data sources utilized 
by the OPE were: a) district publications1; b) archival student and personnel records maintained on 
the District’s computer systems; c) students’ demographic and academic achievement data from 
the student database system; d) climate surveys administered to school staff; students and parents; 
e) surveys of students, and parents; f) a survey of elementary reading teachers in the Zone and 
control schools; g) interviews with school administrators, Educational Excellence School Advisory 
Council (EESAC) chairpersons, reading coaches and elementary reading teachers; and, h) 
observations of selected elementary classrooms in the Zone which were conducted by trained 
observers. The combination of approaches used by the OPE provides a comprehensive view of the 
Zone. The specific sources for each question are described below.  

 

                                                 
1District publications served largely to provide information about the required components of the Zone in the preparation of the 
evaluation plan and data collection instruments. They include District and School Profiles, 2005-06 and 2006-07 produced by the 
MDCPS Assessment, Research, and Data Analysis and the School Improvement Zone Planning Document.  
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Implementation 
 

It was important to determine whether the Zone program was being implemented according to its 
design before an assessment of its impact could be made (question 1). Therefore, the evaluation 
addressed the degree and nature of program implementation. There were two primary foci of this 
inquiry. First, the extent that the elements of the program were put in place as specified was 
examined. The nature and sufficiency of professional development provided to those required to 
deliver the program were also assessed; as research has shown that adequacy of training is central 
to program effectiveness.  
 
Data were drawn from six sources to address this issue: (a) interviews of principals, reading 
coaches, EESAC chairpersons, and elementary reading teachers; (b) observations of reading 
teachers conducted at selected Zone elementary schools by trained raters; (c) surveys conducted of 
the schools’ administrators, parents, and students; (d) surveys designed to gauge the practices of 
elementary reading teachers and their perceptions of the operation of their schools; (e) the School 
Climate Survey; and (f) archival data maintained on the District’s computer systems. Each source 
of data was collected and analyzed through different methods that are described in ensuing 
sections. 
 
The first source of data was obtained through interviews with EESAC chairpersons, principals, 
reading coaches, and elementary reading teachers conducted by OPE staff. This data source was 
used to provide a narrative description of the ethos of Zone schools as well as a picture of the 
implementation of the primary components of the initiative. Copies of the Interview Protocols may 
be found in Appendix A. 
 
The sample of schools for the on-site interviews was purposively selected based on a statistical 
model that was used in the 2005-06 evaluation of the Zone to predict the students’ FCAT-NRT 
reading scores. Based on the results of this model, eight elementary schools were randomly 
selected from each of two groups of Zone schools: schools classified as highest performing and 
schools classified as lowest performing. Schools were classified into the highest performing group 
if their actual scores were greater than their predicted scores in a majority of grades. Schools were 
classified into the lowest performing group if their actual scores were less than their predicted 
scores in a majority of grades.   
 
On-site interviews were administered at eight schools from April through May 2007. One school 
could not provide interviews. All of the interviews were recorded by digital tape recorders and 
supplemented by handwritten notes. Interview duration ranged from 20 to 60 minutes. All tape-
recorded interviews were transcribed.  
 
Cross-case analysis procedures were used to analyze each interview question and served as an 
initial typology that facilitated the identification of key words and phrases from each transcribed 
interview. The phrases were coded and triangulated. The constant comparative technique was used. 
Key phrases perceived as germane to the evaluation questions were extracted from the interview 
transcripts. Each phrase was examined and assigned to a category. Phrases were constantly 
compared to existing phrases as data were collected until themes emerged. Subsequently collected 
data were used to create new themes or incorporate into existing themes. Themes were gradually 
reduced to a smaller set of higher-level conceptual categories. The results of these interviews 
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adhered to the tradition of qualitative inquiry and, as such, consisted of narrative descriptions 
supplemented by rich textual quotations.  
 
The second source of data was obtained through observations of the practices and skills of 
reading teachers at Zone schools conducted by trained raters. This data source was used to provide 
a snapshot of the skill and knowledge level of implementers and a supplemental view of the 
implementation of instructional practices in program schools. Copies of the Observation Checklists 
may be found in Appendix B. 
 
The sample of schools for the classroom observation was the same as the sample used for the on-
site interviews: four elementary schools were randomly selected from Zone schools classified as 
highest performing and four additional schools were selected from those classified as lowest 
performing.    
 
The Practices Checklist was designed to assess the quality of key aspects of the instructional 
milieu, which were labeled Raising Expectations, Engaging Instruction, Curriculum Challenges, 
and Connecting Across the Curriculum and operationalized into 18 indicators. These indicators 
adhered to a four-point Likert scale format with response options of 1 (none), 2 (little), 3 (some), 
and 4 (significant) used to indicate the extent to which each target practice was in evidence.   
 
The Walkthrough Checklist was designed to indicate the Instructional Format, Strategies, Student 
Work, and Technology use in the classroom. These constructs were operationalized as 19 
indicators with dichotomous response options of 0 (not observed) and 1 (observed). Three 
additional items classified Academic Focus into low, medium, or high and provided response 
options of 0 (no) or 1 (yes) to indicate each. Three final items also classified Student Involvement 
into low, medium, or high and provided response options of 0 (no) or 1 (yes) to indicate each.  
 
Observations were conducted of one randomly selected third, fourth, and fifth grade classroom at 
each school from February through March 2007 by seven retired M-DCPS principals under grant 
from the William C. Golden School Leadership Program. Each observer had over 20 years of 
experience as a principal and/or district administrator. One observer had also previously served as 
a mentor principal in support of a struggling Zone school  
 
Observations ranging in duration from 8 to 68 minutes were conducted by pairs of raters, where 
possible. The typical observation lasted 15 minutes. Five schools stationed pairs in all three 
classrooms. Two of the schools had one observer stationed in one classroom (a third grade in one 
school and a fifth grade in another school) and pairs of observers in the other classrooms. One 
school had a pair of observers stationed in the third grade, a single observer stationed in the fourth 
grade, and no observer stationed in the fifth grade. Over 80% of the observations were conducted 
by four of the raters. Of those observers, two observed mainly third and fourth grades, one 
observed mainly fourth and fifth grades, and one observed mainly third and fifth grades.  
 
The analysis of results for the classroom observations was limited to descriptive statistics. The 
percentage of total observations at each level of implementation was determined by computing 
frequencies for each indicator. Proportional weighting was used to control for duplicate ratings 
such that teachers with a single rating were weighted one and teachers with two ratings were 
weighted one-half. Inter-rater reliability was also determined by computing coefficient Kappa for 
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each instrument. Landis and Koch’s (1977) classification scheme was used to assess the strength of 
agreement into the following categories: 0 (poor), .01–.20 (slight), .21–.40 (fair), .41–.60 
(moderate), .61–.80 (substantial), and .81 or more (almost perfect) 
 
The third source of data was obtained through surveys of administrators and parents at Zone 
schools. These surveys were designed to gauge stakeholders’ perceptions of various aspects of 
program operation and to determine their attitudes toward the program. Copies of these survey 
forms may be found in Appendix C. 
 
The Administrator Survey is comprised of 14 items that adhere to a Likert-scale format with forced 
response options that range from a low of 1 (strongly disagree) to a high of 4 (strongly agree). A 
neutral response is not provided. Ten of the 25 items (1 – 7, 9, 11, and 17) on the Administrator 
Survey measure implementation. Survey forms were distributed through school mail to the 
principals of the 39 Zone schools during April 2007.  
 
The Parent Survey targeted the parents of participating students. The survey was designed to 
ascertain satisfaction with their children’s school and their perceptions of the Zone. It addresses 
home-school communications, the extent to which the parents feel welcome at the school, and their 
level of involvement. The Parent Survey was anonymous. It is comprised of 11 items, which 
adhere to a forced-response Likert-scale format. Numerical values of the item responses range 
from a low of 1 (strongly disagree) to a high of 4 (strongly agree). A neutral response option was 
not provided. One of the 11 items (8) on the Parent Survey assesses implementation. 
 
Sets of 30 Parent Survey instruments (approximately 2,300) were sent via school mail during April 
2007 to the teachers of two randomly selected classrooms at each Zone school. Copies of the 
survey were provided in English, Spanish, and Haitian-Creole. The accompanying instructions 
directed the teacher to distribute survey instruments to each student in the class. Students were 
instructed to return the completed instruments to their classroom teacher. The instruments were in 
turn returned to the OPE as class groups. The analysis of the results from the survey was limited to 
descriptive statistics.  
 
The fourth source of data was obtained through a survey that gauged elementary reading 
teachers’ perceptions of instructional practices and other aspects of the reading program, the 
actions of administrative and reading leaders, and the extent that programs and practices are 
aligned to a focused framework manifested by continuity, and coordinated planning within and 
across grade levels at their schools. A copy of the survey form may be found in Appendix D.  
 
The sample of schools included all elementary schools in the Zone. Two sets of schools were also 
defined to serve as control groups. The groups of schools must be considered nonequivalent 
because the schools were not randomly assigned to the program and the teachers were not 
randomly assigned to the schools (as would be the case with a true experimental design).  
 
The first control group was comprised of elementary schools that implemented the Reading First 
program. These schools were matched on a series of contextual factors thought to have impact on 
student achievement. These factors include the percentage of enrolled students eligible for the 
free/reduced priced lunch (FRL) program, the percentage of Black students, and the percentage of 
English language learners (ELL). The cluster analysis generated a proximity matrix, which 
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provided the mathematical distance between the Zone schools and those schools in the District 
funded by the Title I program. A tree diagram called a dendrogram was used to graphically depict 
those distances. Then, for each school in the treatment group, a control school with the same grade 
organization was selected by choosing from among those schools at the end-points of the 
dendrogram. Where multiple control schools were available, the one in closest demographic 
proximity was selected. Where no potential control schools were found at the end-point of the 
dendrogram, the closest matching school at the nearest branch was selected. This process was 
repeated until all the control schools were selected.  
 
The second control group was comprised of elementary schools and K-8 centers that did not 
implement the Reading First program. These schools were randomly selected from schools funded 
by the Title I program. The schools selected to comprise the control group are listed on Table 3. 
These schools include 2 designated as STELLAR (Schools Targeting Excellence in Literacy, 
Learning, and Reading) schools and 34 traditional MDCPS schools. 
 

Table 3 
Schools in the Control Groups for the Analysis of Instruction and Leadership 

Reading First Non-Reading First 

Benjamin Franklin a    Amelia Earhart        
Broadmoor             Arcola Lake           
Carol City            Bel-Aire              
Carrie Meek/Westview Ben Sheppard          
Dr. William A. Chapman   Biscayne Gardens      
Frederick Douglass    Charles R. Drew       
Gratigny Elem            Crestview             
Hubert O. Sibley      Eneida Massas Hartner    
Kelsey L. Pharr       Fulford               
Lake Stevens          G.K. Edelman/Sabal Palm  
Lillie C. Evans       Irving & Beatrice Peskoe    
Miami Park            Linda Lentin K-8 Center 
Naranja               Lorah Park            
Parkway               Madie Ives Elementary    
Rainbow Park          North Glade           
Scott Lake            North Twin Lakes      
Skyway a               Norwood               
Van E. Blanton        Pine Villa            

               a STELLAR (Schools Targeting Excellence in Literacy, Learning, and Reading) schools 
 
The 110 item survey instrument combines three data collection instruments onto a single form. 
Ninety-eight items (i.e., the first two instruments) measure implementation. The first instrument 
gauges the key elements of the reading program and explores selected organization factors that 
affect implementation. This educational practices section is comprised of two items (1 and 2) 
used to indicate subject and grade taught and 58 items that measure implementation. Five items 
address the grouping of students. One (item 3) asks respondents to indicate the maximum number 
of classrooms from which students were drawn. All remaining items in the educational practices 
section adhere to a Likert scale format with response options that vary, but are distributed 
logarithmically for behavioral items to accommodate wide variation and negative skew. The four 
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remaining grouping items (4 and 5a-c) have four response options of 1 (1 – 3 times a year), 2 (1 – 3 
times a term), 3 (1- 3 times a month), and 4 (more than weekly). Twenty-one items gauge 
instructional strategies (6a-f), skills (7a-j), and technology use (8a-e) in the classroom. These items 
have six response options of 1 (Less than once a month), 2 (1 – 3 times a month), 3 (1– 2 times a 
week), 4 (3 – 4 times a week), 5 (daily), and 6 (more than daily). Nine query materials use in the 
classroom with five of the items (9a-e) adhering to the format just described. The four remaining 
materials items (10a-d) have five response options of 1 (Almost never), 2 (Occasionally), 3 
(Sometimes), 4 (Frequently), and 5 (Almost always). A sixth option 6 (Always) is also included as 
a control for social desirability. Eight items (11a-d and 12a-d) address the assessment of students 
and have five response options of 1 (1 – 3 times a year), 2 (1 – 3 times a term), 3 (1- 3 times a 
month), and 4 (weekly), and 5 (more than weekly). Seven items examine supplemental instruction 
and intervention planning. Three of those items (13a-c) adhere to the format just described. Two 
additional supplemental instruction items (14a-b) have six response options of 1 (less than one a 
month), 2 (1 – 3 times a month), 3 (1 – 2 times a week), 4 (3 – 4 times a week), 5 (daily), and 6 
(more than daily). The two remaining supplemental services items (15a-b) gauge length of service 
and have six response options of 1 (one week or less), 2 (2 – 3 weeks), 3 (1 – 2 months), 4 (2 -3 
months), 5 (one term), and 6 (more than one term). Eight items address professional development. 
Three (16a-c) have six response options of 1 (Never), 2 (1 – 3 times a year), 3 (1 – 3 times a term), 
4 (1- 3 times a month), and 5 (weekly), and 6 (more than weekly). A sixth option 6 (Always) is 
included as a control for social desirability. The five remaining professional development items 
have five response options of 1 (Almost never), 2 (Occasionally), 3 (Sometimes), 4 (Frequently), 
and 5 (Almost always).  
 
The second instrument is a modified version of the recently developed Strategic Leadership 
Questionnaire based on the theory of strategic leadership (Pisapia, 2006) which is   “the ability to 
make consequential decisions about ends, ways, and means in complex environments.” The 
leadership section consists of 40 items (18a-n, p-x and 20a-k, m-r) with response options of 1 
(Almost never), 2 (Occasionally), 3 (Sometimes), 4 (Frequently), and 5 (Almost always). Two 
duplicate reverse worded items (18o and 20l) are added as a check for acquiescent response bias.  
 
Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Surveys were administered to teachers in the sample 
schools whose job codes (identified through local databases) indicated that they were responsible 
for teaching reading during April 2007. However, the sampling frame was changed after the survey 
was administered. As such, two Reading First schools and nine schools in the control group were 
not surveyed. A two-sided paper and pencil format was used for the surveys to provide maximal 
convenience to the potential respondents. A code number was affixed to the top of each survey 
form to provide for follow up of non-respondents. A plain white return envelope was affixed to 
each survey, which was packaged with a distribution memorandum and placed in a 10 x 13 inch 
manila envelope. Reminder notes were sent to non-respondents at two-week intervals until all 
surveys were returned or the school year ended. The analysis of the results of the Reading 
Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey, which compares instructional practices, leadership 
styles, and school planning at Zone schools with those of other schools in the District, was limited 
to descriptive statistics.  
 
The fifth source of data was the School Climate Survey, which is designed to gauge the opinions 
of stakeholders regarding various aspects of the school including administration, instruction, and 
school safety. Separate survey forms are distributed to Parents, Staff, and Students during January 
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of each school year. Only the Staff Form was used to gauge implementation. A copy of this survey 
form may be found in Appendix E.  
 
The Staff Form is designed to gauge the physical plant, administrative-staff relations, barriers to 
instructional delivery, and the overall effectiveness of their schools. The survey was anonymous 
and comprised of 35 items: Six demographic items and 29 items that adhere to a Likert scale 
format with response options that range from a low of 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) 
with 3 (undecided/unknown) provided as a neutral response. Eight of the items on the Staff Form 
(7-14) address implementation. The survey is conducted on-line during January of each year. Over 
7,000 staff members in the Zone and comparison schools were targeted to complete the survey 
during 2006-07. The analysis of the results of the School Climate Survey was limited to descriptive 
statistics.  
 
The sixth source of data was comprised of archival inservice records of instructional personnel 
maintained on the district’s mainframe computer system. These records include the component 
number, description, and master plan points awarded for each course completed by each employee.   
 
The analysis of the professional development offerings was conducted for all Zone schools with 
elementary grades. Two sets of schools were defined to serve as comparison groups. The control 
groups were comprised of the same elementary schools used in the analysis of instruction and 
leadership including schools that implemented the Reading First program and other traditional M-
DCPS secondary schools funded by the Title I program. The instructional staff members who were 
assigned to schools in the Zone and control groups on March 1, 2007 were identified and their 
inservice records for the entire 2006-07 school year were extracted.  
 
The analysis of professional development consisted of (1) a cross-tabulation of courses completed 
by teaching assignment and (2) an examination of the master plan points earned. During the first 
phase of this study, content analysis was used to reduce teachers’ assignments and courses 
completed into smaller conceptual units. Cross-tabulations of the reduced conceptual units for 
teacher assignments, courses completed and group (i.e., Zone, Reading First, and control) were 
then conducted. The second phase of the analysis compared the average number of master plan 
points earned by teachers in different job assignments and in different experimental groups. The 
total number of master plan points earned for each teacher was computed by summing across the 
courses s/he completed. A 3 x 5 analysis of variance was then used to compare differences in the 
average number of master plan points completed by teachers in the three experimental groups and 
five teaching assignment categories.  
  

Learning Environment 
 
The learning environment refers to the overall context for which the program was designed and 
into which it was incorporated (question 2). The issues addressed included perceptions of staff 
cohesion, morale, and expectations/concern for students; teacher and student mobility; and, teacher 
experience. Data were drawn from the following sources: (a) principal interviews; (b) surveys of 
the schools’ administrators, parents, and students; (c) the 2006-07 administrations of the School 
Climate Survey (Parent, Staff, and Student Forms); and, (d) archival data maintained on the 
District’s mainframe computer system.  
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The first source of data was obtained through interviews of EESAC chairpersons, principals, 
reading coaches, and elementary teachers conducted by OPE staff. This data source was used to 
provide a narrative description of the program’s impact on school culture and operation.  
 
The second source of data involved a survey of administrators, parents, students, and teachers. 
Nine of the items on the Administrator Survey (8, 12 – 16, 18, 19, and 24) and four of the items on 
the Parent Survey (4, 6, 7, and 10) examined the learning environment. Each of these survey 
instruments is described in detail in the previous section.  
 
The Student Survey was designed to gauge the opinions of Zone students regarding school climate, 
curricular difficulty, parental participation, and program effectiveness. The Student Survey is 
comprised of 12 items: Three demographic items and nine items that adhere to a forced response 
Likert-scale format with response options that range from a low of 1 (strongly disagree) to a high 
of 4 (strongly agree). Seven of the items (1 – 5, 7, and 9) on the Student Survey address the 
learning environment. Individual students’ responses were anonymous. Sets of 30 survey forms 
were sent through school mail to the teacher of one randomly selected classroom at each Zone 
school. Instructions to the teachers requested that they administer the survey to their students, place 
the completed forms in a provided envelope, and return the set to OPE through school mail. The 
analyses of the results from the student survey and each of the aforementioned surveys were 
limited to descriptive statistics. A copy of the Student Survey form may be found in Appendix C. 
 
The third source of data was the School Climate Survey, a district wide poll conducted by the M-
DCPS Office of Research Services, designed to gauge the opinions of stakeholders regarding 
various aspects of the school including administration, instruction, and school safety. Separate 
survey forms are distributed to Parents, Staff, and Students during January of each school year. 
Copies of the survey forms may be found in Appendix E.  
 
An analysis of the learning environment was conducted for all Zone schools. An additional set of 
schools was defined to serve as a comparison group. The group of schools must be considered 
nonequivalent because the schools were not randomly assigned to the program (as would be the 
case with a true experimental design).  
 
The control group was comprised of the same elementary schools used in the analysis of 
instruction and leadership other than the control schools that implemented the Reading First 
program and traditional M-DCPS secondary schools funded by the Title I program. The secondary 
schools were matched on a series of contextual factors thought to have an impact on student 
achievement. These factors include the percentage of enrolled students eligible for the free/reduced 
priced lunch (FRL) program, the percentage of Black students, and the percentage of English 
language learners (ELL). A cluster analysis procedure was used to group the schools 
mathematically on relevant variables. Separate cluster analyses were conducted for the middle 
schools and senior-high schools according to the procedure described in an earlier section.  
 
Table 4 lists the schools that comprise the control group used in the analysis of the learning 
environment. These schools include nine schools designated as STELLAR (Schools Targeting 
Excellence in Literacy, Learning, and Reading) schools and 29 traditional M-DCPS schools.  
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Table 4 
Schools in the Control Groups for the Analysis of Learning Environment 

Elementary/K-8 Middle Senior 

Amelia Earhart        Carol City a American  a 
Arcola Lake           Centennial a  Miami Carol City a 
Bel-Aire              Cutler Ridge  Miami Lakes Educational Center 
Ben Sheppard          Homestead  Miami Southridge a 
Biscayne Gardens      John F. Kennedy  North Miami Beach  
Charles R. Drew       Lake Stevens  North Miami   
Crestview             Mays  Community a Robert Morgan Education Center  
Eneida Massas Hartner    North Dade  South Dade  a 
Fulford               North Miami a   
G.K. Edelman/Sabal Palm  Richmond Heights   
Irving & Beatrice Peskoe    Ruben Dario   
Linda Lentin K-8 Center   
Lorah Park              
Madie Ives Elementary      
North Glade             
North Twin Lakes        
Norwood                 
Pine Villa              

               a STELLAR (Schools Targeting Excellence in Literacy, Learning, and Reading) schools. 
 
The Parent Form was designed to gauge the opinions of parents regarding the condition (e.g., 
maintenance, hygiene, and safety), quality of instructional delivery, administrative effectiveness, 
and overall ranking of their child’s school. The survey is anonymous and it comprises 35 items: 
Four demographic items and 31 items that adhere to a Likert-scale format with response options 
that range from a low of 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) with 3 (undecided/unknown) 
provided as a neutral response. Twenty of the items on the Parent Form (1-15 and 30-34) address 
the learning environment.  
 
The Parent Form is administered during January of each year. Lists of the class sections in each 
school throughout the district are generated. Then, sections within each school that meet 
prespecified class size criteria are chosen. After these sections are selected, parent surveys are 
mailed to teachers for distribution. Although, the parents of all students in kindergarten through 
grade 12 are targeted, only a select number of parents from each section are surveyed. Parent 
surveys are sent home via the student, and parents place completed surveys into a provided 
envelope, which can then be returned to the school or to the district by U.S. mail (Department of 
Research Services, personal conversation, May 9, 2008). Over 23,800 parents in the Zone and 
comparison schools were targeted to complete the survey during 2006-07.    
 
The Staff Form was designed to gauge the physical plant, administrative-staff relations, barriers to 
instructional delivery, and the overall effectiveness of their schools. The survey is anonymous and 
it comprises 35 items:  six demographic items and 29 items that adhere to a Likert scale format 
with response options that range from a low of 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) with 3 
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(undecided/unknown) provided as a neutral response. Twenty-one of the items on the Staff Form 
(1-6, 12, 14-24, 28 and 33-34) address the learning environment. The survey is conducted on-line 
during January of each year. Over 6,100 staff members in the Zone and comparison schools were 
targeted to complete the survey during 2006-07. 
 
The Student Form was designed to gauge the structure, maintenance and cleanliness; classroom 
environment and academic program; and management and support of schools. The survey is 
anonymous and it comprises 27 items: Four demographic items and 23 items that adhere to a 
Likert scale format with response options that range from a low of 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly 
disagree) with 3 (undecided/unknown) provided as a neutral response. Twenty-three items (1-6, 8-
11, 13-24, and 26) address the learning environment. The Student Form is administered during 
January of each year. Lists of the class sections in each school throughout the district are 
generated. Then, sections within each school that meet prespecified class size criteria are chosen. 
After these sections are selected, student surveys are mailed to teachers for distribution. Students in 
grades 4 and above are surveyed during class time. Completed surveys are placed into a provided 
envelope by the teacher and returned to the district by school mail (Department of Research 
Services, personal conversation, May 9, 2008). Over 10,100 students in the Zone and comparison 
schools were targeted to complete the survey during 2006-07.  
 
The results of the surveys of the Learning Environment were compared across stakeholders (i.e., 
Administrators, Parents, Staff, and Students) and school groups (i.e., Zone and control) with the 
results from each of the two sources of data (i.e., Zone stakeholder surveys and School Climate 
Surveys) presented separately. The analysis of the results for the Learning Environment was 
limited to descriptive statistics augmented by rich textual quotations. 
  

Student Achievement 
 
The performance of students who attended the Zone was evaluated via examination of student 
achievement measures from five sources of data. These are a) district publications,2 b) students’ 
demographic data from the student database system, c) student assessment data maintained on the 
district’s mainframe computer system. The four assessments used in this evaluation are the 
Stanford Achievement Test, Tenth Edition (SAT-10) in reading and mathematics, the Florida 
Comprehensive Assessment Test, Norm Referenced Test (FCAT-NRT) in reading and 
mathematics, c) the FCAT-Sunshine State Standards (FCAT-SSS) in reading and mathematics, and 
FCAT Writing Assessment (FWA). Each of these instruments will be described in ensuing 
sections.   
 

                                                 
2District publications served largely to provide information about the required components of the Zone in the preparation of the 
evaluation plan and data collection instruments. They include District and School Profiles, 2004-05 and 2005-06 produced 
Assessment, Research, and Data Analysis   
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Student Performance on the FCAT-NRT 
 
To gauge the students’ performance on the FCAT-NRT, a quasi-experiment was conducted. A 
quasi-experiment is a technically acceptable alternative to a true experiment. Quasi-experiments 
are often conducted in natural social settings where true experiments are not technically feasible 
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The specific quasi-experimental design used in this evaluation is the 
multiple time series design. This involves using a series of scores collected over time to compare 
the performance of a group of subjects who are exposed to an experimental treatment (i.e., the 
experimental group) with that of a group who are not (i.e., the control group). In applying the 
multiple time series design in this evaluation, the students’ SAT (grade 2) and FCAT-NRT (grades 
3-10) scores served as the series of scores. The Zone program represents the experimental 
treatment. The analysis of student achievement on the FCAT-NRT was conducted for all Zone 
schools. Two sets of schools were also defined to serve as control groups. The groups of schools 
and the students within them that resulted must be considered nonequivalent because the schools 
were not randomly assigned to the program and the students were not randomly assigned to the 
schools (as would be the case with a true experimental design).  
 
The first control group was comprised of elementary schools that implemented the Reading First 
program as defined for the analysis of Instruction and Leadership. The second control group was 
comprised of elementary schools and K-8 centers that did not implement the Reading First 
program, and traditional secondary schools as defined for the analysis of learning environment. 
The schools selected to comprise these control groups are listed on Table 5. These schools include 
10 designated as STELLAR (Schools Targeting Excellence in Literacy, Learning, and Reading) 
schools and 45 traditional M-DCPS schools.  
 
All students who attended the sample schools (i.e., Zone and control groups) were included in the 
quasi-experiment, if they had valid baseline (2005), Year 1 (2006), and Year 2 (2007) scores and 
were enrolled in the same school  during March of the baseline year and during October and 
February of Years 1 and 2. This criterion for inclusion is an extension of the state of Florida’s 
participation requirement for inclusion of students in school performance grades (Evaluation and 
Reporting Office, 2005).  
 
The Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test, Norm-Referenced Test (FCAT-NRT) is a secure 
form of the Stanford Achievement Test, 10th Edition (SAT-10). It is a standardized norm-
referenced test designed to measure students’ performance in comparison to a national normative 
sample. It thereby facilitates comparisons among individuals and groups. The FCAT-NRT is 
administered statewide to all students in grades 3 through 10 in March of each school year. The 
MDCPS concurrently administers a commercially available form of the SAT-10 to students in 
grade 2. 
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Table 5 
Schools in the Control Groups for the Analysis of Achievement on the FCAT-NRT 

Elementary/K-8   

Reading First Non-Reading First Middle Senior 
Benjamin Franklin a    Amelia Earhart        Carol City a American  a 
Broadmoor             Arcola Lake           Centennial a  Miami Carol City a 
Carol City            Bel-Aire              Cutler Ridge  Miami Lakes Educational Center 
Carrie Meek/Westview Ben Sheppard          Homestead  Miami Southridge a 
Dr. William A. Chapman   Biscayne Gardens      John F. Kennedy  North Miami Beach  
Frederick Douglass    Charles R. Drew       Lake Stevens  North Miami   
Gratigny Elem            Crestview             Mays  Community a Robert Morgan Education Center  
Hubert O. Sibley      Eneida Massas Hartner    North Dade  South Dade  a 
Kelsey L. Pharr       Fulford               North Miami a   
Lake Stevens          G.K. Edelman/Sabal Palm  Richmond Heights   
Lillie C. Evans       Irving & Beatrice Peskoe    Ruben Dario   
Miami Park            Linda Lentin K-8 Center   
Naranja               Lorah Park              
Parkway               Madie Ives Elementary      
Rainbow Park          North Glade             
Scott Lake            North Twin Lakes        
Skyway a               Norwood                 
Van E. Blanton        Pine Villa              
               a STELLAR (Schools Targeting Excellence in Literacy, Learning, and Reading) schools. 
 
Multilevel regression analysis was used to examine variations in the students’ SAT and FCAT-
NRT scale scores, while controlling for the unique characteristics of individual students, as well as 
the schools in which they were enrolled. Regression analysis is a statistical technique used to 
examine the relationship between an outcome variable (e.g., achievement) and a series of 
explanatory variables (e.g., age, gender, and ethnicity) for the purposes of predicting the value of 
the outcome variable under a variety of conditions. The analysis depicts the explanatory variables 
(predictors) as adding together to produce the outcome variable and estimates the degree of 
influence (weight) of each predictor on the outcome. The weights in the weighted sum (e.g., 
achievement = 1.15*pretest -2 *male + gifted) produced by this analysis are those that maximize 
the variation in the outcome variable that is explained by the predictors. The present analysis used 
a specific form of multilevel regression known as hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) that 
accounts for the unique characteristics of test administrations, individual students, and the schools 
that they attend. HLM permits regression weights computed at the test administration level of the 
model to vary among units at the student level of the model and the regression weights produced at 
the student level of the model to vary among units at the school level of the model.  
 
A three-level HLM examined attributes at the test administration, student, and school levels. The 
first (test administration) level of the model examined the relationship between the dependent 
variable (SAT or FCAT-NRT score) and a predictor (time). The second (student) level of the 
model examined the relationship between the dependent variables (initial status [pretest] and 
growth rate) and a set of demographic predictors that include gender, free and reduced price lunch 
eligibility, English proficiency, and disability classification. The third (school) level of the model 
examined the relationship between the dependent (student demographic) variables and a set of 
school level predictors that include the points underlying the computation of school grades and 
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dichotomous (1=yes, 0=no) variables to indicate participation in the Zone or Reading First 
programs. For a detailed description of the HLM analysis, see Appendix F. Finally, independent 
sample t-tests were used to compare the Zone and control schools’ adjusted posttest scores and 
assess the statistical significance of those differences. As the statistical significance of differences 
is impacted by sample size, the effect size d was computed to ascertain the practical import of 
significant findings. The effect size d expresses the difference between the mean scores of two 
groups in terms of the dispersion within the scores. 
 

Student Performance on the FCAT-SSS 
 
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test, Sunshine State Standards (FCAT-SSS) results are used 
by the state to report student progress as required by the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
(P.L. 107-110). As such, it is of value to ascertain the level of improvement Zone schools have 
achieved in this regard. The same treatment and control schools used in other achievement 
analyses in this report were also used in this analysis with the exception of control schools that 
implemented the Reading First program. 
 
The FCAT-SSS is a standardized, criterion-referenced test of reading, mathematics, and science 
designed to measure students’ mastery of the knowledge specified by the state department of 
education. Student performance on this test is reported in terms of achievement levels that range 
from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest). In 2006 and 2007, the reading and mathematics tests were 
administered to students in grades 3-10. The 2007 science test was administered to students in 
grades 5, 8, and 11. 
 
The analyses for reading and mathematics addressed the issue of student progress from one 
achievement level to another. The FCAT-SSS achievement levels range from 1 (low) to 5 (high). 
The difference between each student’s achievement level on the 2006 and 2007 administrations of 
the FCAT-SSS was computed. For the purposes of this analysis, students whose 2006 achievement 
levels were 1 or 2 were considered to have made progress if they gained one or more achievement 
level. Students whose 2006 achievement levels were 3, 4, or 5 were considered to have made 
progress if they maintained their previous level or gained one or more levels. The students were 
then partitioned into two groups: those who made progress and those who did not. Chi-Square (χ2) 
analyses were performed to compare the percentages of students who made progress at Zone and 
control schools. Separate comparisons were made overall and by grade in reading, mathematics, 
and science. To determine the practical significance of any differences, the effect size Phi was 
computed.  
 
The analysis for science used a quasi-experiment to gauge the students’ performance. The specific 
quasi-experimental design used is a form of the non-equivalent control group design. (Campbell & 
Stanley, 1963) This involved using pretest and posttest scores to compare the performance of 
students who attended Zone schools (i.e., the experimental group) with those of students who did 
not (i.e., the control group). The groups were considered nonequivalent because the subjects were 
not randomly assigned to them. All students were included in the experimental group, if they had 
valid pretest scores (2006) and posttest scores (2007) and were enrolled in the same school during 
October and February of the 2006-07 school year.  
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As the science subtest is only administered in non-consecutive grades and there is an association 
between students’ mathematics and science ability, the 2006 mathematics subtest of the FCAT-
NRT was used as the pretest. The posttest was the 2007 science score. Students’ science scores 
were converted into a dichotomous criterion (1=pass, 0=fail) such that the attainment of level 3 or 
above represents “proficiency” and not reaching that standard indicates “non-proficiency.” An 
analysis of covariance was used to adjust the science criterion scores to account for differences in 
the students’ mathematics scores. The analysis of covariance was performed using logistic 
regression. Logistic regression is a type of multiple regression analysis specifically designed to 
analyze data with dichotomous outcomes. The conditional probabilities of attaining “proficiency” 
given the initial mathematics scores were compared for students in the Zone and control students. 
Separate analyses were conducted for grades 5, 8, and 11. 
 

FCAT Writing 
 
FCAT Writing is a test that asks students to plan and produce a written response (essay) to a topic 
or prompt. The FCAT Writing Assessment (FWA) is considered a criterion-referenced test, 
because the score it yields is based on standards defined by the state. Student performance on the 
FCAT Writing Assessment is reported in terms of achievement levels that range from 1 (lowest) to 
6 (highest). The standard or criterion for proficiency established by the state for the FWA was a 
score of 3.5 or above.  
 
As with science, the analysis for writing used a quasi-experimental non-equivalent control-group 
design (Campbell & Stanley, 1963) to compare the performance of students who attended Zone 
schools with those of students who did not. All students who attended the sample schools were 
included in the quasi-experiment if they had valid pretest scores (2006) and posttest scores (2007) 
and were enrolled in the same school during October and February of the 2006-07 school year. As 
the FWA is only administered in non-consecutive grades and there is an association between 
students’ reading and writing ability, the 2006 reading subtest of the FCAT-NRT was used as the 
pretest. The posttest was the 2007 FWA. The students’ scores from the latter were converted into a 
dichotomous criterion (1=pass, 0=fail) such that the attainment of a score of 3.5 or above 
represents “proficiency” and not reaching that standard indicates “non-proficiency.” An analysis of 
covariance was used to adjust the writing criterion scores to account for differences in the students’ 
initial reading scores. The analysis of covariance was performed using logistic regression. Logistic 
regression is a type of multiple regression analysis specifically designed to analyze data with 
dichotomous outcomes. The conditional probabilities of attaining the 3.5 standard given the initial 
reading scores were compared for students in the Zone and control students. Separate analyses 
were conducted for grades 4, 8, and 10.  
 

School Accountability Grades 
 
School accountability grades provide a composite measure of performance on all of the state’s 
criterion reference tests that takes into consideration both the current status and growth in student 
achievement. The measure incorporates eight data points, the percentage of students who achieve 
proficiency in reading, mathematics, science, and writing; the percentage of students who make 
progress in reading and mathematics; and the percentage of the school’s lowest achieving students 
in reading and mathematics who make progress (Evaluation and Reporting Office, 2007). The 
change in school grades from 2005-06 to 2006-07 of schools was examined for Zone schools and 
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compared to those of control schools. The same treatment and control schools used in the other 
achievement analyses in this report were also used in this analysis with the exception of control 
schools that implemented the Reading First program. Data were gathered from databases 
maintained on the state’s web site to conduct this analysis. Only those schools who earned school 
accountability grades during both 2005-06 and 2006-07 were included in the analysis. The results 
for this portion of the analysis were limited to descriptive statistics.   

 
Other Indicators Associated with Student Achievement 

 
Several indicators were addressed by this evaluation because of a demonstrated association with 
student achievement. They included pupil-teacher ratio and teaching experience, student and 
teacher attendance, incidence of students referred to indoor and outdoor suspensions, and student 
mobility. These archival data were accessed through the District’s computer systems. Changes in 
these indicators from 2005-06 to 2006-07 were examined for Zone schools and compared to those 
of control schools. The same treatment and control schools used in the other achievement analyses 
in this report were also used in this analysis with the exception of control schools that implemented 
the Reading First program. Independent sample t-tests were used to compare the changes and to 
assess the statistical significance of the differences.  
 
The progression of students from grade to grade was also examined as an indicator of effective 
educational progress. Data were gathered from the District’s computer systems to conduct this 
analysis. Chi-Square (χ2) analyses were performed to compare the percentages of students who 
were promoted at Zone and control schools. Only those students who were enrolled in the same 
school during October 2006 and February 2007 were included in the analyses. Separate 
comparisons were made for each grade. The results for twelfth grade constituted a comparison of 
high school completion rates for that grade. To determine the practical significance of any 
differences, the effect size Phi was computed.  
 
A central premise of the Zone is that the achievement deficits of struggling schools are the result of 
accumulated neglect. Therefore, all schools within a feeder pattern in which persistently poor 
performance was found were placed under the auspices of the Zone in order to bolster their 
achievement throughout their academic careers. For this strategy to achieve maximum benefits, 
students must continue within the structure of the Zone throughout as much of their elementary and 
secondary education as possible. The rate of persistence of students at transition grades within the 
Zone was examined in an effort to measure the extent of this continuous exposure. Data were 
gathered from two sources to conduct this analysis: (a) demographic data from the student database 
system maintained on the District’s computer systems and (b) students’ scores from the 2007 
administration of the FCAT-SSS. Only those students tested who were enrolled in a Zone school as 
of June 2007 and subsequently promoted as evidenced by their enrollment within the District at a 
consecutive grade during October 2007 were included in the analysis. Transitions into alternative 
and special education centers were excluded from the analysis.  
 
Finally, the stability of the schools’ teachers (i.e., transfers, leaves, separations, and appointments) 
was examined for Zone schools and compared to those of the control schools. The same treatment 
and control schools used in the achievement analyses in this report were also used in this analysis 
with the exception of control schools that implemented the Reading First program. Data were 
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drawn from archival computer records to conduct this analysis. Independent sample t-tests were 
used to compare the groups and to assess the statistical significance of any differences.  
 

Home-School and School-Community Relations 
 
A good rapport between the home and school, as well as the school and community are important 
elements of any school reform initiative (question 4). Therefore, the evaluation queried the 
opinions of parents and staff to answer this question. Data were drawn from two sources: (a) the 
2006-07 administration of the School Climate Survey (Parent, Staff, and Student Forms) and (b) 
surveys administered to various stakeholder groups within the Zone schools. The first source of 
data was the School Climate Survey, which was designed to gauge the opinions of stakeholders 
regarding various aspects of the school including administration, instruction, school safety, and 
home-school-community relations. Separate survey forms are distributed to Parents, Staff, and 
Students during January of each school year. Five items on the Parent Form and one item on the 
Staff Form addressed home-school-community relations. Each of these surveys is described in 
detail in preceding sections. Copies of the survey forms may be found in Appendix D. The second 
source of data involved surveys of stakeholders within the Zone schools. One of the items on the 
Parent Survey examined home-school-community relations. A copy of the Zone Parent Survey 
may be found in Appendix B. The examination of home-school-community relations was 
conducted for all Zone schools. An additional set of schools was defined to serve as a comparison 
group. The comparison group was comprised of the same schools that were used in the analysis of 
the learning environment. Analysis of the results was limited to descriptive statistics. 
 

Program Effectiveness 
 
This portion of the evaluation was designed to gauge stakeholders’ impressions of the overall 
efficacy of the program. These include perceptions of programmatic impact and impressions of 
major benefits and detriments associated with its implementation. Data were drawn from 
interviews with principals, reading coaches, EESAC chairpersons, and teachers conducted by 
evaluators at selected Zone elementary schools and surveys of stakeholders within the Zone 
schools. The first source of data was obtained through interviews of EESAC chairpersons, 
principals, reading coaches, and teachers conducted by OPE staff. This data source provides a 
narrative description of the program’s impact on school culture and operation. The second source 
of data involved surveys of stakeholders within the Zone schools. Five of the items on the 
Administrator Survey, two of the items on the Parent Survey, and two of the items on the Student 
Survey addressed the effectiveness of the program. Each of these survey instruments is described 
in detail in previous sections. The examination of program effectiveness included all Zone schools 
although the interview results were limited to the elementary schools observed during site visits. 
The analysis of the results of the study of program effectiveness was limited to descriptive statistics 
augmented by textual description.  
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RESULTS 
 
The School Improvement Zone was first implemented during the 2003-04 school year. However, 
major components of the program were not in place until January 18, 2005. The evaluation of the 
program in its second full year of implementation took place mainly during the spring of 2007. 
The evaluation was conducted by the Office of Program Evaluation (OPE) of the Miami-Dade 
County Public Schools. Data were gathered from a variety of sources including interviews, 
district records, and assessment results. Surveys of administrators, parents, students, and teachers 
were also conducted. The examination of the perceptions of multiple stakeholders provided for a 
more holistic view of the program and permitted the findings to be triangulated, thereby yielding 
increased evidence of their validity. The term “significance” used throughout this report refers to 
the statistical sense and does not imply a value judgment or refer to the importance of a result.  
 

Implementation 
 
Implementation is a multidimensional construct which includes:  (a) the adequacy of materials, 
time, and administrative support (resources); (b) the extent to which the program elements are put 
in place as specified (adherence); (c) the type and nature of training received (capacity); (d) the 
efforts of principals to direct adoption (leadership); and (e) unintended benefits and consequences 
(discrepant events) (Dane & Schneider, 1998; Chen, 1998). It is important to determine whether a 
program was implemented according to a specified design before an assessment of its impact can 
be made. The analysis of implementation focused on the elementary schools to minimize the effect 
of confounding organizational variables and to make optimal use of available resources. Data were 
drawn from six sources to address this issue: (a) interviews of principals, reading coaches, EESAC 
chairpersons, and elementary reading teachers; (b) surveys conducted of the schools’ 
administrators, parents, and students; (c) the Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey 
that was designed to gauge the practices of elementary reading teachers and their perceptions of the 
operation of their schools, (d) the School Climate Survey (Staff Form), (e) classroom observations 
conducted by trained raters, and (f) archival data maintained on the District’s computer systems.. 
  

Survey Return Rates 
 
Table 6 lists the number of participants targeted and the number and percentage of those who 
responded to each of the three (i.e., administrators, parents, and students) Zone stakeholder survey 
instruments used to assess the implementation of the Zone. Among the surveys, considerable 
variation in the return rates was seen between the targeted groups.  
 

Table 6 
Return Rates for the Zone Stakeholder Surveys 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 Targeted Responded 

 
Stakeholder N n

 
% 

Administrator  39 36 92.3 

Parent  1468 297 20.2 

Student  757 685 90.5 
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Nearly all targeted administrators (92.3%) responded to the Administrator Survey. Similarly, most 
targeted students (90.5%) responded to the Student Survey. Thus, the responses of these groups 
may be assumed to represent the Zone stakeholder groups to which they were targeted. In contrast, 
the response to the Parent Survey at 20.2% was disappointing. This was the lowest of the targeted 
groups and represents a small decrease from the previous year. The return rates for the Parent 
Survey varied by school. Although, two classrooms in each Zone school were targeted to receive 
the survey, few schools returned surveys from both classes. Thus, the results from the Parent 
Survey may not represent the attitudes of the entire population of the parents of students attending 
Zone schools. 
 
The Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey gauged elementary reading teachers’ 
perceptions of instructional practices and other aspects of the reading program, the actions of 
administrators and reading leaders, and the extent that programs and practices were aligned to a 
focused framework at their schools. The survey was designed to be distributed to all teachers in the 
sample schools whose job codes (identified through local databases) indicated that they were 
responsible for teaching reading. However, the control group for the elementary schools (originally 
comprised of twelve Reading First schools and five control schools) was altered to include 
additional Reading First and control schools. This resulted in two Reading First schools and nine 
schools in the control group not being surveyed.  
 
Table 7 lists the number of participants targeted and the number and percentage of those who 
responded to the Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey. The table shows that the 
groups’ return rates were large in number and exceeded a supermajority (60%) but were 
somewhat less than the 70% needed to be generalizable. Because variations between the schools 
were present and not all schools received surveys, the results may not represent the perceptions 
of teachers assigned to the groups’ schools.  

 
Table 7 

Return Rates for the Reading Instruction and Leadership 
Teacher Survey 

 Targeted  Returned 
Group N n %
Zone  515 325 63.1
Reading First 446 270 60.5
Control 273 177 64.8

 
The School Climate Survey was designed to gauge the opinions of stakeholders regarding various 
aspects of the school including administration, instruction, and school safety. Separate survey 
forms are distributed to Parents, Staff, and Students during January of each school year. The 
majority of the items on this latter battery of surveys adhered to a Likert scale format. Data from 
the 2006-07 administrations of the survey were used in this evaluation.  
 
Table 8 lists the number of participants targeted and the number and percentage of those who 
responded to each of the three forms of the School Climate Survey. One sees that the Zone 
schools returned a smaller percentage of surveys than did the control schools. Considerable 
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between-school variations were also seen. Nevertheless, the rates of return are sufficient to 
generalize the survey findings to all stakeholders except parents. 

 
Table 8 

Return Rates for the School Climate Survey Forms by Group 
 Zone  Reading First a  Control 

Form N n %  N n %  N n % 

Parent 14,287 3,903 27.5  -- -- --  9,539 3,750 39.3 
Staff  2,927 1,959 66.9  912 722 79.2  3,216 2,316 72.0 
Student 5,137 4,163 81.0  -- -- --  4,966 3,802 76.6 

Note. Cells indicated by dashes are not reported because the results were not used in this study.   
aResults from the Reading First schools were drawn from 18 schools and are only used for the analysis of implementation 

 
Data were gathered from surveys, interviews, observations, and archival records to evaluate 
program implementation. The results are organized by implementation construct.    
 

Resources 
 

The reading coaches and teachers who were interviewed indicated that the District provided 
support for the program’s implementation in the form of materials, instructional planning, and 
curricular support, which mostly took the form of curriculum specialists who primarily worked 
full-time with teachers to develop strategies for teaching reading. Support for benchmarking, 
planning, and the use of manipulatives was also provided. Respondents tended to concur that the 
resources provided were adequate to operate the program.  
 
The textbooks to be utilized for reading instruction are specified by the Comprehensive Reading 
and Research Plan (CRRP). All teachers interviewed indicated that they used the Houghton Mifflin 
reading series to teach reading. Additional resources for reading instruction and/or intervention 
included Reading Plus, Success Maker, Voyager (used for kindergarten and for third grade), Leap-
Frog, Accelerated Reader, FCAT Explorer, and Riverdeep. One reading coach noted, “[Students] 
have audio cassette tapes, they have listening centers, they have geo-safaris, everything you can 
purchase, we have purchased.”  
 
The Reading Instruction and Leadership survey addresses the perceptions of teachers regarding 
instructional practices, leader actions, and planning/coordination at their schools. Three of the 
items address the availability of resources and the usage of materials. Teachers were given a series 
of statements and asked to indicate how often each was true on a scale that ranged from almost 
never to almost always. Table 9 lists for each item the number and percent of respondents that 
selected each response option.  
 
As Table 9 shows, while nearly 75% of the teachers in each group reported that they frequently or 
almost always used the books and materials prescribed by the District, a small percentage (i.e., 
fewer than 10) indicated that they never did. When asked if the materials they used were geared to 
the students reading level rather than grade level, 80.7% of the teachers assigned to schools in the 
Zone, 82.9% of teachers assigned to schools that implemented the Reading First program  and 
78.3% of teachers assigned to schools in the control group indicated that they frequently or almost 
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always did so. Another important question concerned whether or not the students have the 
materials to work independently. The results indicate nearly 90% of teachers in each group 
reported that students frequently or almost always had sufficient materials to permit students to 
work independently.  
 

Table 9 
Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey 

Responses Addressing Resources by Group 
   

Almost never
 

Occasionally
 

Sometimes 
 

Frequently 
 

Almost always 

Survey Item n % n % n % n % n %
Zone 5 2.0 7 2.7 35 13.7 74 29.0 134 51.7

Reading 
First 

5 1.9 10 3.7 31 11.6 91 34.0 131 48.9
Materials geared to 
students reading level 
as opposed to grade 
level Control 5 2.9 6 3.4 34 19.5 47 27.0 82 46.7

Zone 22 8.5 20 7.8 26` 10.1 47 18.2 143 55.4
Reading 

First 
18 6.7 14 5.2 38 14.1 74 27.5 125 46.4Books and material 

prescribed by district 
Control 17 9.8 9 5.2 25 14.5 50 28.9 72 41.6

Zone 12 4.7 10 3.9 26 10.1 36 14.0 174 66.6
Reading 

First 
4 1.5 10 3.7 15 5.6 31 11.5 210 77.8

Have sufficient books, 
curricular materials, 
so each student can 
work independently Control 4 2.3 11 6.3 21 12.1 15 8.6 123 70.7

Zone 19 7.4 17 6.6 47 18.2 49 19.0 126 48.9
Reading 

First 
8 3.0 13 4.8 31 11.5 58 21.5 160 59.3

Have time to develop 
skills in the use of 
prescribed books and 
materials Control 9 5.2 10 5.7 30 17.2 37 21.3 88 50.6

 
Although it is extremely important to have sufficient resources for teachers and students, the 
resources may not be utilized effectively if the teachers are not given sufficient time to acquire the 
skills needed to use those materials. Table 9 shows that a higher percentage of teachers in Reading 
First schools (80.6%) indicated that they frequently or almost always had sufficient time to the 
skills needed to effectively use the materials provided to them than did teachers assigned to Zone 
schools (67.9%) or to schools in the control group (71.9%). In sum, though teachers in each of the 
groups’ schools appeared to have sufficient materials for their students, teachers in schools that 
implemented the Reading First program were more likely to report having sufficient time to 
develop the skills needed to use them properly. 
 

Adherence 
 
The crux of implementation is the fidelity with which a program adheres to design specifications. 
The evaluation addressed this issue by attempting to gauge the extent to which the programs’ 
elements were in place and functioning as intended. Recall that components of the Zone include a 
comprehensive literacy program with a structured curriculum that features differentiated 
instruction, an extended day and school year, and enhanced professional development. Data were 
drawn from several sources to address this issue including (a) interviews of principals, reading 
coaches, EESAC chairpersons, and teachers; stakeholder surveys of administrators, parents, and 
students at Zone schools; and the Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey, which 
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gauges elementary reading teachers’ perception of instructional practices, leadership actions, and 
planning/coordination at their schools.  
 
As previously mentioned, the literacy program at the Zone follows the Comprehensive Reading 
Research Plan (CRRP), which outlines what textbooks should be utilized for reading instruction. 
As such, all of the teachers interviewed indicated that they used the Houghton Mifflin reading 
series to teach reading. Additional resources for reading instruction and/or intervention included 
Reading Plus, Success Maker, Voyager (appropriate for kindergarten and for 3rd grade), Leap-
Frog, Accelerated Reader, FCAT Explorer, and Riverdeep. 
  
Each student in the Zone receives a minimum of two and half hours of uninterrupted 
reading/Language Arts instruction per day. Students in Tier 2 (grade 3 students who have been 
retained once in third grade) and Tier 3 (third grade students who have been retained twice in third 
grade) receive 3 hours of Language Arts instruction per day. In addition, students in the Zone 
receive an additional hour of reading instruction after the school day ends. Students below grade 
level receive an intervention while students who score 3 or above on FCAT reading are provided 
with enrichment activities.  
 
Both the teachers and reading coaches tended to concur with these specifications. One reading 
coach commented that, “We look at approximately two hours or two and one half hours to three 
hours in the Reading Block.” Another teacher noted, “It is a two hour uninterrupted reading block 
and the Tier 3 [students] stay an additional [hour] . . . using Voyager as additional support as well.” 
Another reading coach explained how the intervention operated, “OK we have some children who 
receive Voyager, but that’s basically during the extended day and Voyager is used to assist those 
children who are weak in their reading skills.” Still another reading coach outlined a typical 
instructional day,  

During the two hours, you would see vocabulary instruction and then they do 50 minutes of 
reading and their practice book activities. They do silent reading for 20 minutes, and then 
you would see us discussing what they’ve read. After that you would see differentiated 
instruction, you would see some students using Success Maker or Reading Plus on the 
computer, you may see some students in a group doing fluency instruction or working with 
words and there's always a guided group that is working with the teacher on specific needs.  
 

The Zone employs differentiated instruction, which is a mode of delivery that provides different 
activities at different levels to different groups of students. The following description by still 
another teacher depicts this concept.  

We have a model of the two hours block where we do part of the hour, of the two hours is 
for all group instruction and then we go into our differentiated instruction where we do the 
centers and we do the interventions or the enrichment, you know, depending on the level of 
the kids. 

Another teacher continues, 
During the two hours if you were to come into my room . . . you would see students doing 
open routine [that] involves vocabulary instruction and then they do 50 minutes of reading 
and also their practice book activities. They do silent reading for 20 minutes, and then you 
would see us discussing what they’ve read. 
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Although, not all of the interviewed teachers specifically identified what activities were done 
during the reading block, the teachers reported that a similar amount of time was devoted to 
reading instruction. These findings indicate that the proscribed time structure of the reading 
program was adhered to closely.  
  
The results of surveys of administrators and parents were also used to gauge adherence to design 
specifications. Table 10 lists the number and percentage of administrators that agreed and strongly 
agreed to parallel items on those surveys.  

 
Table 10 

Administrator Agreement to Items Addressing  
Adherence to Program Design 

 Item n % 
4 Teachers have the books and materials prescribed 

by the Zone for their students. 
36 97.2 

5 Teachers have sufficient books and materials for all 
students 

35 97.2 

9 After-school tutoring is offered at this school for 
students in need of assistance a. 

35 97.1 

6 Student development teams at this school meet 
regularly to plan strategies for students in need of 
academic assistance. 

34 97.0 

7 There is an early literacy program in place at this 
school to help preschoolers develop beginning 
reading skills. 

20 95.0 

11 All of the components of the Zone program are 
operational in this school. 

33 91.6 

3 Classes at this school are homogenously grouped by 
achievement level. 

34 82.4 

Note. Columns labeled n indicate total number of respondents. 
a This item is worded somewhat differently on the Parent Survey.  

 
Table 10 shows that responding administrators agreed that the teachers had appropriate materials 
prescribed by the program, that teachers had sufficient books and materials for all students, and 
that after school tutoring was offered to students in need of assistance. The results of parent 
surveys indicated that 83.2% of parents (n=262) concurred on the latter point.  
 
By and large, the pattern of responses suggests that the core instructional components were 
perceived to have operated according to program specifications. Interviews conducted with staff 
during school site visits tended to support this contention and revealed that participants understood 
the importance of following the reading program as specified by the Zone. One teacher 
commented, “It [the CRRP is] everything [and] everybody has to have a copy. It’s on the computer 
[so] you have to download the copy of the comprehensive reading plan and get familiarized with 
it.” 
 
The design of the literacy program that operates in the Zone requires teachers to provide 
instruction that is targeted to the needs of the students in their classroom. The differentiated 
instruction that is central to the Zone program also requires teachers to group children so that 
specific instructional practices can be implemented. The Zone and the CRRP further require 
students to be homogeneously grouped based on achievement level as opposed to age. Three items 
on the Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey address grouping strategies. Table 11 
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lists the number and percent of respondents that indicated how often they used each of three listed 
grouping strategies in their classrooms.  
 
As Table 11 shows, over 80% of the teachers in each group indicated that they grouped children by 
ability level 1 – 3 times a week or more. Similar percentages reported using whole class groupings 
and individualized instruction just as frequently. This tends to support the idea that the CRRP is 
operating at schools throughout the district. Somewhat surprising was that 11.0% of responding 
teachers at Zone schools reported that they used whole class grouping only 1-3 times per year 
when the Zone specification calls for 35 minutes of whole group instruction on a daily basis.  
 

Table 11 
Teacher Responses for the Use of Grouping Strategies to Organize Students for Reading 

Instruction 

 Survey Item  Group 
1 - 3  times a 

year 
1 - 3  times a 

term 
1 – 3  times 

a week 
Weekly or 

more 
  n % n % n % n % 
Homogeneous or 
similar levels of ability Zone 14 7.8 20 11.2 23 12.8 122 68.2

 
Reading 

First 15 8.1 30 16.2 24 13.0 116 62.7
 Control 7 6.1 13 11.4 18 15.8 76 66.7
Whole class grouping Zone 20 11.0 15 8.2 16 8.8 131 72.0

 
Reading 

First 18 9.9 17 9.3 22 12.1 125 68.7
 Control 10 8.6 10 8.6 9 7.8 87 75.0
Individualized 
instruction Zone 8 4.4 15 8.2 34 18.7 125 68.7

 
Reading 

First 7 3.9 14 7.7 32 17.7 128 70.7
 Control 5 4.3 5 4.3 19 16.5 86 74.8

Note. Columns labeled n indicate the number of participants who selected a particular response option. 
 
The process of group formation was also addressed. Teachers who were interviewed described the 
way that groups were created and how many groups they had in their classrooms. The 
compositions of the groups reportedly varied. One teacher noted that, “In my class I have three 
groups.” Another teacher indicated that the number of groups was variable, 

I have two groups that I work with, groups of seven. Also, there's another teacher that 
comes in with me because I have approximately 21 students in my class so we do groups of 
seven, she does one group [and] I do two groups.  

Another teacher stated, “yes at the beginning, they started with three [groups].” Still another 
teacher recalled that, “I have my children in four groups, four different learning centers.” The 
reading coaches tended to indicate that children were grouped based on data and that instruction 
was differentiated. One explains: “The children are grouped based on their needs . . . . We have 
small group instruction; they’re also grouped through differentiated instruction.” 
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The extended day and school year of the Zone program were designed to provide supplementary 
academic services to students. This component of the program requires lengthening teachers’ 
workdays, changing the schedule of mandated professional development activities, and 
necessitates an increase in salary expenditures. Thus, this component can be expected to impact 
stakeholders’ attitudes, student achievement, and monetary expenditures. Returning to Table 10 
one sees that both administrators and parents agreed that supplementary services after schools 
hours were available to students. Interviewed respondents reported that the primary purpose of the 
extended day was to provide assistance and other forms of intervention to students deemed at risk 
of failing to meet state standards in reading and mathematics. Additionally, the extended day 
served as a source of curricular enhancement and enrichment for proficient students. The extended 
day took the form of an extra period at the senior high schools. One principal indicated that the 
extended day was “all about literacy.” An ESSAC chairperson’s comment highlighted the benefit 
of the extended day. “Now with the extended hour [the students] are able to achieve more and 
build their confidence up. And that hopefully will raise their test scores.” 
 
Participants’ reactions to the extended day program were mixed. Although, the extended day was 
generally seen as academically beneficial to students, the length of the school time was viewed by 
participants as tiring to both students and staff. One principal recalls,  

[Parents] don’t understand [that] the day is long and they want to pick [their children] up 
early. They may have a child at a non-Zone school and when they get of school, they want 
to come to our school and pull them out early [and] that’s a big problem . . . We’re [here] 
from [7:00AM to 6:00PM] it’s a long day for some of our students . . . It’s a long day . . . 
we’re teaching and assessing and the day gets long. 

  
Several teachers interviewed also indicated that the extended day and school year limited their 
ability to participate in mandated professional development activities. This recurrent theme persists 
despite district efforts to create job embedded professional learning communities during non-
instructional school hours. One teacher protested having to “attend some of the Saturday 
sessions.” Another teacher opined that, “Teachers [in the Zone] have to have 56 hours a year of 
professional development and it can’t be during school time.” 
 
Student development teams serve as a preemptive source of intervention for students at risk of 
school failure. A cadre of professionals meets on a regular basis to develop comprehensive 
strategies tailored to the needs of the students. Returning again to Table 10 one sees that 97.0% of 
responding administrators agreed or strongly agreed that Student Development Teams at their 
school met regularly. However when asked during interviews about “teams that meet to discuss 
children who are academically below level,” participants made no reference to these teams. 
Instead, responsibility for “intervention planning” was said to lie with leadership teams, curriculum 
teams, grade-level teams, and cross-grade-level teams. For example one teacher responded “the 
curriculum team and the administration meets with each grade level and we share the instructional 
focus calendar that’s been developed by the curriculum team and that gets revised and tweaked as 
appropriate as we review the data.” A principal commented,   

We meet with the grade levels specifically, the curriculum team and the [administrative 
team] and we share that data with them in a more personal way and give them their focus 
calendar so that they can target the instruction to . . . the kids of the ESOL population, the 
ESE population, [and] the different subgroups in the school [at] the lowest [quartile] to 
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[ensure] that we provide remediation and [to] those students who are doing well [so] that 
we provide enrichment activities for them so that they can continue to grow. 
 

In sum, the results of stakeholders’ surveys and interviews suggest that the disparate elements of 
the Zone program were put in place as planned. Overall, 97.4% of responding administrators 
agreed that all the components of the program were operational in their schools Extended-day 
programs were operating as planned with tutoring available for students in need of assistance and 
enrichment activities. Though generally perceived as academically beneficial to students, the 
extended day was also seen by several participants interviewed to be taxing to both students and 
staff.  
 
The subject-area delivery model of the reading program was discussed during site visits to selected 
schools. This model varied from school to school with some sites using a self-contained model 
while other sites used a departmentalized model. In some grades all subjects are taught by one 
teacher while in other grades, teachers specialize and only teach reading and writing. One reading 
coach explained how this worked. “We had someone teaching reading and social studies, and then 
we had a teacher teaching math and science. In other schools, some grades are departmentalized 
while others are not.”   
 
Formal and informal assessment of student mastery guides instruction throughout the year. 
Teachers used formal assessments (e.g., the Dynamic Indicator of Basic Elementary Literacy Skills 
[DIBELS], the FCAT Battery, and the Interim Assessment) and informal assessments such as 
teacher-made tests to make data driven decisions. One teacher explains,  

At the beginning of the year, we had data analysis. We went through [the] snapshot, we 
looked at the FCAT scores, and we grouped them according to their level and also we had 
DIBELS testing all along so we [were able to] group [the students] according to their 
abilities. 

 
Teachers appeared to rely heavily on both the DIBELS and the FCAT scores to organize students 
within the classroom. Teacher judgment also factors into placement decisions as one teacher 
relates, “I keep track of how my kids are doing on each benchmark to see if they’re improving 
week by week, month by month or whatnot.” Teachers indicated that the students receive the 
DIBELS frequently and groups are formed based on the results. The wealth of information that 
results from assessments appears to be an important adjunct to instruction. But it comes at a cost as 
one teacher notes, “That’s too many testing if you ask me, but that’s my opinion.”  
 

Capacity 
 
The skill and knowledge level of the instructional staff is an important determinant in the 
successful implementation of a prescriptive program. Accordingly, professional development is an 
important component of such an endeavor. The adequacy of professional development in the Zone 
program was considered from three perspectives. The first was the type and nature of the offerings. 
The second was the availability and accessibility of training. The final prospective was the 
knowledge and skills acquired by the participants. Data were drawn from four sources to address 
this issue: (a) classroom observations of randomly selected elementary reading teachers at four low 
performing and four high performing Zone schools conducted by trained raters, (b) interviews of 
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principals, EESAC chairpersons, reading coaches, and teachers, (c) the Reading Instruction and 
Leadership Teacher Survey, and (d) surveys of stakeholders at Zone schools.  
 
Of the 36 administrators that responded to the Administrator Survey, 97.2% agreed or strongly 
agreed that teachers at their schools were encouraged to pursue professional development and 
94.4% agreed or strongly agreed that on-site professional development was offered at their school. 
This is not surprising because professional development is mandated by the Zone program and by 
the school district. Of the 189 elementary grade reading teachers who responded to the Reading 
Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey, 77.8% supported this latter contention by affirming 
that on-site professional development was frequently or almost always available. This suggests that 
the District has taken affirmative steps to improve access to relevant job embedded professional 
development that meets the needs of teachers, as one elementary school principal explains.  

We have been asking the teachers exactly what do they want for professional development 
and at least at the beginning of the year we are trying to give them what they need and as 
far as just following up its just that, to see if the teachers are actually implementing some of 
the strategies that they’ve learned.  

 
Teachers’ perceptions of the professional development at their schools were also gauged through 
five items on the Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey, which was administered to 
elementary grade reading teachers assigned to selected schools. Respondents were asked to 
indicate on a five point scale, ranging from “almost never” to “almost always,” how often each of 
the statements was true. These items were designed to gain insight into teachers’ attitudes and not 
to assess the quality of training or content on training. Such an assessment is beyond the scope of 
this evaluation. Table 12 lists for each statement the number and percent of respondents that 
indicated how often each statement was true.    

 
Table 12 

Professional Development Opportunities in Support of the School’s Reading Program  

   
Almost 
 never Occasionally Sometimes Frequently 

Almost 
always 

 n % n % n % N % n % 
Zone 14 7.5 26 13.9 71 38.0 51 27.3 25 13.4

Reading 13 7.2 20 11.1 44 24.4 57 31.7 46 25.6
[Training is] sufficient to 
meet your training needs 

Control 27 22.7 22 18.5 39 32.8 22 18.5 9 7.6
Zone 22 12.0 36 19.6 56 30.4 42 22.8 28 15.2

Reading 16 8.7 24 13.1 49 26.8 54 29.5 40 21.9
[Training is] designed to 
incorporate time for reflection 
and practice 

Control 26 21.7 24 20.0 35 29.2 27 22.5 8 6.7
Zone 18 9.8 40 21.7 40 21.7 53 28.8 33 17.9

Reading 18 9.9 25 13.7 40 22.0 62 34.1 37 20.3
[Training is] driven by your 
needs and/or skill level 

Control 24 20.2 27 22.7 36 30.3 19 16.0 13 10.9
Zone 12 6.3 29 15.3 41 21.7 60 31.7 47 24.9

Reading 9 4.9 18 9.8 32 17.5 66 36.1 58 31.7
[Training is] driven by the 
needs of the students or the 
school 

Control 22 18.6 19 16.1 30 25.4 25 21.2 22 18.6
Zone 20 10.6 40 21.3 62 33.0 42 22.3 24 12.8

Reading 17 9.5 29 16.2 58 32.4 53 29.6 22 12.3[Training is] offered on-site 

Control 32 26.9 31 26.1 29 24.4 17 14.3 10 8.4
Note. Columns labeled n indicate the number of participants who selected a particular response option. 
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Table 12 shows that the percentage of elementary grade reading teachers in the Zone schools who 
indicated that sufficient training opportunities were “frequently” or “almost always” offered to 
meet their needs (40.7%) was lower than that of the Reading First schools (57.3%) and higher than 
that of the control schools (26.1%). The percentage of teachers at Zone schools who indicated that 
professional development opportunities were frequently or almost always driven by the needs 
and/or skill levels of the teacher (46.6%) was also lower than that of the Reading First schools 
(54.4%) and higher than that of the control schools (26.9%). Surprisingly, 20.2% of teachers in the 
control schools indicated that professional development opportunities were “almost never” driven 
by their needs and/or skills. 

 
The percentage of elementary grade teachers at the Zone schools who indicated that professional 
development opportunities were frequently or almost always driven by the needs of the students or 
the school (56.6%) was also somewhat lower than that of the Reading First schools (67.8%) but 
much higher than that of the control schools (22.7%). 
  
The aim of effective professional development is to improve the skills of its recipients. The 
evaluation attempted to assess the status and skills of teachers in Zone schools in order to make 
this assessment. Four low performing and four high performing elementary schools were selected 
based on historical analysis of data and visited by a team of observers during the spring of 2007. 
One third, fourth, and fifth-grade classroom was then drawn at random and observed by one or two 
trained raters for a median duration of 15 minutes.  
 
Classroom practices were recorded through a Practices Checklist designed to assess the quality of 
key aspects of the instructional milieu (i.e., Raising Expectations, Engaging Instruction, 
Curriculum Challenges, and Connecting Across the Curriculum), which were operationalized into 
18 indicators that adhered to a four-point Likert scale format with response options of 1 (none), 2 
(little), 3 (some), and 4 (significant) used to indicate the extent to which each target practice was in 
evidence. Significant as used here is not statistical but is a label used on the observation form.  
 
Table 13 lists for each indicator the total number of observers and the percentage of total 
observations at each level of implementation across the classrooms that were visited. Proportional 
weighting was used to control for duplicate ratings such that teachers with a single rating was 
weighted one and teachers with two ratings were weighted one-half. Inter-rater reliability κ for the 
instrument was .57 based on 386 comparisons (p < .001) which represents a moderate effect size 
(Landis & Koch, 1977). The level of implementation was color coded to facilitate interpretation. 
Cells shaded in green represent areas of strength with ratings in two-thirds or more of the 
observations of some or significant, or in half or more of the observations of significant. Cells 
shaded in yellow represent areas of question with ratings of one-quarter or more of the 
observations of none. Cells shaded in orange represent areas of concern with ratings in two-thirds 
or more of the observations of little or none, or in half or more of the observations of none.  
 
On the issue of Raising Expectations, Table 13 shows that two areas of strength and one area of 
concern were found. Sixty-eight percent of observers rated as some or significant the number of 
times students “read for information and spoke/wrote in complete sentences” whereas 98.8% of 
observers rated “a climate of mutual respect, effort, and learning-value” was seen at least some of 
the time. Of concern is that 63.1% of observers rated how often “students were prepared for class” 
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as never. Related areas of question pertain to issues of clear expectations and the management of 
disruptions. Twenty-eight percent of observers rated as never the number of times that “disruptions 
were managed effectively” while 36.6% of observers rated as never the number of times that 
“teachers clearly communicate expectations.”   

Table 13 
Teacher Practices 

Percentage of Observations at Selected Levels of Implementation 
     Never Little Some Significant 

No.  Item  N % % % % 

  Raising Expectations       
1   Teachers clearly communicate learning expectations             41 36.6 8.5 22.0 32.9 
2   Students are prepared for class         42 63.1 2.4 14.3 20.2 
3   Students read for information and write/speak in sentences. 39 15.4 16.7 32.1 35.9 
4   There is a climate of mutual respect, effort, and learning-value.  41 0.0 1.2 30.5 68.3 
5   Disruptions are managed effectively.  41 28.0 0.0 15.9 56.1 
  Engaging Instruction       

6   Learning activities are sequenced, organized, and varied.  42 10.7 16.7 42.9 29.8 
7   Students interact and discuss content to deepen understanding.   42 16.7 22.6 32.1 28.6 
8   Students are excited and engaged about lesson.   40 13.8 26.3 42.5 17.5 
9   Lessons contain open-ended constructible tasks.   42 21.4 16.7 32.1 29.8 
  Curriculum Challenges       

10   Assignments are appropriate in quality, quantity, and difficulty.  42 2.4 8.3 38.1 51.2 
11   Teacher gauges understanding      42 10.7 1.2 38.1 50.0 
12   Teacher/students discuss content in pairs/groups    41 15.9 8.5 28.0 47.6 
13   Instruction includes themes and real world problem-solving              42 25.0 14.3 32.1 28.6 
14   Questioning patterns require use of higher-level skills        42 20.2 21.4 33.3 25.0 

  Connecting Across the Curriculum       
15   Learning is aligned with Sunshine State Standards  42 2.4 4.8 23.8 69.0 
16   Technology is integrated into classroom experiences.   42 56.0 2.4 16.7 25.0 
17   Learning activities are age appropriate.   42 0.0 3.6 34.5 61.9 
18   Learning is appropriate for students' ability levels.   41 7.3 9.8 32.9 50.0 

Note. The values listed represent are based on the percentage of the total ratings (n) for the entire sample at each observed level of implementation with 
multiple raters weighted at one-half. Color coding is used to qualify the level of implementation observed. Cells shaded in color green represent areas of 
strength with ratings in two-thirds or more of the observations of some or significant, or in half or more of the observations of significant. Cells shaded in 
yellow represent areas of question with ratings of one-quarter or more of the observations of none. Cells shaded in orange represent areas of concern with 
ratings in two-thirds or more of the observations of little or none, or in half or more of the observations of none. 

 
Regarding Engaging Instruction, organization was rated as an area of strength with 72.7% of 
observers rating as some or significant the number of times that learning activities were sequenced, 
organized, and varied.” Regarding Curricular Challenges, three areas of strength were observed. 
Assignments were rated as appropriate in quality, quantity, and difficulty some or a significant 
number of times by 89.3% of observers, teachers were seen as gauging understanding some or a 
significant number of times by 88.1% of observers, and teachers/students were seen to discuss 
content in pairs/groups some or a significant number of times by 75.6% of observers. One area of 
question related to the extent that instruction included themes and real-world problem solving.  
 
On the dimension of Connecting Across the Curriculum, three areas of strength were seen. 
Learning was seen to be aligned with state standards some or a significant number of times by 
69.0% of observers. Similarly, learning activities were judged to be age appropriate some or a 
significant number of times by 96.4% of observers and appropriate to students’ ability level some 
or a significant number of times by 82.9% of observers. Technology infusion was an area of 
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concern as 56.0% of observers rated technology as never being integrated into classroom 
experience. This latter finding may indicate that teachers are utilizing computers as an instructional 
management or grouping tool rather as opposed to a vehicle for enhancing instruction. In sum, the 
results of observation of teaching practices were more or less positive. Nine of the indicators were 
rated as areas of strength, four were unrated, and only two were rated as areas of concern. 
 
Observers also examined the delivery of instruction though an instrument similar to one that is 
used for teacher evaluation and training. The Walkthrough Checklist was designed to classify the 
instructional format, strategies, type of student work, and technology used in the classroom. These 
constructs were operationalized as 19 indicators with dichotomous response options of 0 (not 
observed) and 1 (observed). Six additional items were used to classify Academic Focus and 
Student Involvement as low, medium, or high, respectively with response options of 0 (no) or 1 
(yes) provided to indicate each. Table 14 lists the results of the Walkthrough process. The first 19 
items in the table list the total number of observers and the percentage of observers who indicated 
that each listed indicator was not observed and was observed. The last two items in the table list the 
total number of observers followed by the percent of observers who rated each area of focus as 
low, medium, and high.   
 

Table 14 
Walkthrough Assessment of Instructional Delivery 

Percentage of Respondents Observing Each Indicator 
  Item   Observed  

    n No (%) Yes (%)  
No  Instructional Format      

1   Direct Instruction                43 18.6 81.4  
2   Team Teaching                     43 95.3 4.7  
3   Cooperative Learning              43 87.2 12.8  
4   Individualized                    43 59.3 40.7  
  Strategies      

5   Integration                       43 80.2 19.8  
6   Reading to Learn                  43 51.2 48.8  
7   Writing to Learn                   43 89.5 10.5  
8   Project Based                     43 89.5 10.5  
9   High Level Questioning            43 84.9 15.1  

10   Teacher as Coach                  43 19.8 80.2  
  Student Work      

11   Independent Work                  43 55.8 44.2  
12   Hands on                          43 79.1 20.9  
13   Sustained Writing                 43 91.9 8.1  
14   Sustained Reading                 43 87.2 12.8  
15   Research                          43 91.9 8.1  
16   Student Discussion                43 48.8 51.2  
17   Drill/Book Work                   43 48.8 51.2  

  Technology       
18   Computer based Instruction        43 64.0 36.0  
19   Technology as Resource            43 48.8 51.2  

      
    n Low (%) Medium (%) High (%) 

20  Academic Focus  41 18.3 56.1 25.6 
21  Student Involvement  41 9.8 51.2 39.0 
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Inter-rater reliability κ for the instrument was .73 based on 418 comparisons (p < .001) which 
represents a substantial effect size (Landis & Koch, 1977). As Table 14 shows, direct instruction 
(DI) was by far the most prevalent mode of instruction. DI was seen in 81.4% of observations. 
Individualized instruction was seen by 40.4% of the observers while cooperative learning was 
observed by only 12.8% of the raters.  
 
The dominant strategy was teacher as coach, which was identified by 80.2% of the raters. Reading 
to learn was seen by about half the raters. Project based learning and high level questioning were 
seen by less than one-sixth of the observers. No dominant pattern for student work was seen 
although student discussion and drill/book work was seen by half (51.2%) of the observers. 
Independent work was seen by 44.2% of the raters. However, hands on instruction, research, and 
sustained reading and writing were rarely seen.  
 
Technology was observed in use as a resource by 51.2% of the observers whereas computer based 
instruction was observed by 36.0% of the observers. A majority of the observers (56.0%) rated 
academic focus as medium while 18.3% of observers rated it as low. Finally, 51.2% of observers 
rated student involvement as medium whereas 39.0% rated it as high.  
 
Another important measure of effective professional development is the extent to which training is 
of sufficient duration and design to permit trainees to achieve a proper level of mastery. As Table 
12 shows, only 38.0% of responding teachers in the Zone schools indicated that training was 
frequently or almost always designed to incorporate sufficient time for reflection and practice. This 
percentage is again lower than that seen in the Reading First schools (51.4%) but higher than that 
seen in the control schools (29.2%). 
 
This latter finding was surprising in light of the M-DCPS’ professional development planning 
system that encourages teachers to engage in small learning communities to increase their 
professional development growth. Small learning communities typically involve people within the 
same job site (but this is not a requirement) and provide an opportunity for interactive and 
cooperative reciprocal learning. In response to the issue of how often professional development 
opportunities were offered on-site, 36.1% of Zone, 41.9% of Reading First, and 22.77% of control 
teachers indicated that professional development opportunities occurred frequently or almost 
always on-site. More than a quarter (26.9%) of teachers in the control schools indicated that 
professional development was almost never offered on site. 
  
The Florida Department of Education (FDOE) requires that each school year teachers engage in 
professional development activities. Miami-Dade County Public Schools requires that each teacher 
document their participation in professional development by using the Professional Development 
Plans (PDP) form that specifies that the plans must be based upon student performance data and 
have goals and objectives that are approved by a school administrator or designee. The School 
Improvement Zone calls for teachers to complete a minimum of 56 hours of professional 
development each year, which is nearly the equivalent of a three credit college course. Comments 
from interviewed teachers indicate that professional development is “usually done on Saturdays or 
after school and could be at small group [meetings] or at grade level, it could be at faculty 
meeting.” 
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Teachers must complete the required coursework to receive compensation for the extra time that 
they work during the extended day and year. This requirement constitutes a tacit assumption that 
the extra training is necessary for the effective delivery of the program. Therefore, the professional 
development hours earned by elementary grade teachers who were directly responsible for 
teaching students were examined. Table 15 lists the number of courses completed and the mean 
and standard deviation of the master plan points (MPP) earned by teachers in each group with 
separate listings given for each teaching assignment.  
 

Table 15 
Master Plan Points Completed by Group and Teaching Assignment 

 Group 
 Zone Reading First Control 
Assignment n M SD n M SD n M SD 
PK/K/1 205 57.9 57.8 195 39.3 62.6 227 23.1 34.6 
2 - 5 370 58.6 60.9 374 37.4 46.1 437 35.9 41.5 
ESE/SPED 112 68.5 73.0 107 44.3 53.7 217 38.3 51.7 
BCC/ESOL 41 62.1 78.8 46 25.9 38.6 68 23.8 29.6 
Other 137 50.7 51.7 130 31.3 59.3 200 25.3 38.0 

 
Table 15 shows that, on average, teachers in the Zone schools earned more master plan points than 
did their counterparts in the other groups. The highest average number of master plan points (68.5) 
was earned by teachers assigned to ESE/SPED teachers in the Zone (68.5) while the lowest 
average number of master plan points (23.1) was earned by PK/K/1 teachers in the control schools. 
  
The standard deviation describes the variability in the master plan points earned by individual 
teachers. Variability depresses the statistical significance of any differences between the groups as 
do differences in the number of subjects. Therefore, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted to determine whether there were any statistically significant differences between the 
master plan points completed by teachers in the Zone and those completed by their counterparts in 
the other groups (i.e., Zone, Reading First, and control). ANOVA is a statistical procedure that 
compares variations between the mean scores (e.g., master plan points) of groups with the average 
variation of the scores within those groups adjusted for the number of values used to make each 
estimate. Table 16 summarizes the results of this procedure.  
 

Table 16 
Analysis of the Variance in the Master Plans Earned by Teachers 

Source df F η p 
Group 2 58.57 .22 .00  
Assignment 4 5.15 .08 .00  
Group x Assignment 8 1.12 .05 .35  
Within-Group error 2,851 (2,658.19)   

Note. Group refers to the three groups of schools (i.e., Zone, Reading First, and control). Assignment 
refers to teaching assignment as defined in the previous section. Group x Assignment refers to teaching 
assignment within group. Values enclosed in parenthesis represent mean-squared error.  
η represents the effect size eta. Cohen (1988) has classified the practical significance of the effect size η as 
.10 (weak), .24 (moderate), and .37 (strong). 
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Table 16 shows that Group was a statistically significant source of variance, which indicates that 
there was a statistically significant difference between the mean master plan points completed by 
teachers assigned to schools in one or more of the groups. Cohen (1988) has classified the practical 
significance of the effect size η as .10 (weak), .24 (moderate), and .37 (strong). Based on this 
classification, the differences between the groups are weak  The table also shows that Assignment 
was not a statistically significant source of variance, which indicates that the mean master plan 
points completed by teachers in the overall sample were comparable across teaching assignments. 
Table 16 further shows that Group x Assignment was also not a significant source of variation 
indicating that differences in the master plan points completed by teachers in different teaching 
assignments were comparable across the groups. To reiterate, the ANOVA indicates that there was 
a statistically significant difference between the mean master plan points completed by teachers 
assigned to one or more of the groups.  Post hoc analyses were used to assess the statistical 
significance of the differences. Estimated marginal means were used to account for variations in 
the cell sizes and Sidak correction was employed to control for error inflation due to multiple 
comparisons. Table 17 lists each contrast with mean values shown in parenthesis followed by the 
mean difference, standard error, and statistical significance of each.  

 
Table 17 

Comparison of the Groups’ Estimated Marginal Mean 
Master Plan Points 

 Difference 
Contrast (Mean) M SE p 

Zone (59.6) –  Reading First (35.7) 23.9 3.18 .00 
Zone (59.6) – Control (29.3) 30.3 2.90 .00 
Reading First (35.7) –  Control (29.3) 6.4 2.87  .08 

Note. Displayed mean values (in parenthesis) and differences are estimated marginal means 
that adjust the observed means to account for differences in cell sizes. Sidak correction for 
multiple comparisons was applied  

 
The table shows that teachers in the Zone earned, on average, significantly more master plan points 
than did teachers in the other groups while no statistically significant differences between the 
master plan points earned by teachers in the two comparison groups were found. The estimated 
marginal mean number of master plan points earned was 59.6 by teachers in the Zone, 35.7 by 
teachers in the Reading First schools, and 29.3 by teachers in the control schools. The results of the 
preceding analysis are displayed in profile plots in Figure 1, which picture the estimated mean 
differences for each teaching assignment with separate lines for each group. Figure 1 shows that 
while differences were seen across teaching assignments, the results of the ANOVA indicate that 
these differences were not statistically significant. The hours earned by Zone and Reading First 
schools had a similar pattern across teaching assignments with the exception of ESOL/BCC. The 
control schools saw the most difference in PK/K/1 and SPED. Otherwise, the patterns of points 
earned by assignment were similar. The graph also shows that across teaching assignments 
teachers at Zone schools earned the most master plan points followed by teachers in the Reading 
First schools, followed by teachers in the control schools. The exception to this pattern was special 
education where the hours earned at Reading First and control schools were nearly identical. 
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Figure 1. Estimated marginal mean master plan points earned by teaching assignment for each 
group. 
 
The manner in which professional development is delivered may have a bearing on trainees’ level 
of retention and transfer with attendant effects on positive outcomes for students. That is why 
teachers were asked to indicate how often selected training strategies were used at their school. 
Table 18 lists for each strategy the number and percentage of respondents that selected a specific 
frequency of occurrence.  
 
As Table 18 shows, the frequency of professional development strategies varied considerably 
across groups. The percentage of teachers at the Zone schools and the Reading First schools 
(16.4%) who indicated that “classroom based in-service workshops” were held at least 1 – 3 times 
a month was much larger than at the control schools 6.5%. It is interesting to note that 26.2% of 
teachers in the control schools indicated that such workshops never occurred. The percentage of 
teachers at the Zone schools (25.4%) and the Reading First schools (26.5%) who indicated that 
“strategy development with reflective practice” was employed at least 1 – 3 times a month was 
also much larger than at the control schools 14.1%. Again, 26.4% of teachers in the control schools 
indicated that this technique was never used. Finally, the percentage of teachers at the Zone 
schools (19.1%) and the Reading First schools (20.4%) who indicated that “in-class demonstration 
lessons” were given at least 1 – 3 times a month was somewhat higher than that seen for the 
control schools 14.2%. Moreover, 44.2% of teachers in the control schools indicated that this 
technique was never used.  
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Table 18 
Selected Modes of Professional Development for Elementary Grade Reading Teachers 

  Never 

1 - 3  
times a 

year 

1 - 3  
times a 
term 

1 - 3  times 
a month Weekly 

More 
than 

weekly 
  n % n % N % n % n % n % 

Zone 25 13.3 91 48.4 41 21.8 23 12.2 7 3.7 1 0.5
Reading First 23 12.6 69 37.7 61 33.3 26 14.2 4 2.2 0 0.0

Classroom-based in 
service workshops 

Control 32 26.2 55 45.1 27 22.1 7 5.7 1 0.8 0 0.0

Zone 32 17.3 73 39.5 33 17.8 30 16.2 15 8.1 2 1.1
Reading First 27 14.9 53 29.3 53 29.3 36 19.9 10 5.5 2 1.1

Strategy development 
with reflective practice 

Control 32 26.4 52 43.0 20 16.5 8 6.6 7 5.8 2 1.7

Zone 47 25.0 76 40.4 29 15.4 23 12.2 9 4.8 4 2.1
Reading First 35 18.8 79 42.5 34 18.3 29 15.6 6 3.2 3 1.6

In-class demonstration 
lessons 

Control 53 44.2 39 32.5 11 9.2 9 7.5 5 4.2 3 2.5
Note. Columns labeled n indicate the number of participants who selected a particular response option. 
 
The topics covered during professional development activities were addressed through an 
examination of archival inservice records stored on the district’s mainframe computer system and 
interviews of teachers conducted during interviews held at selected school sites. The archival data 
provide a snapshot of the professional development courses taken over the entire school year by 
the instructional staff assigned to Zone schools as of March 1, 2007. The course offerings were 
organized into 14 categories (i.e., Reading, Instructional Strategies, Science, Computer 
Science/Technology, General Support Services, Laws, Rules, Policies, & Procedures, 
Prekindergarten, Assessment, School Improvement, Classroom Management, Mathematics, 
Curriculum, Instructional Support Services, and Other (e.g., Art, Music, and Physical Education) 
according to state guidelines (Office of Professional Development & Educational Service, 2008). 
Teaching assignments were then categorized as PK/K1, 2 -5, ESE/SPED, BCC/ESOL, and other. 
Table 19 lists for each coursework category the number of courses completed and the percentage 
of total courses represented by that coursework category, overall and for each category of teaching 
assignment with separate breakdowns for each group (i.e., Zone, Reading First, and control).  
 
Coursework categories are displayed in the first column ordered by their prevalence in the overall 
sample without regard to group. The first column of the table gives the prevalence of the 
coursework category across all teaching assignments. As Table 19 shows, reading was the focus of 
31.3% of the coursework in the Zone schools, 25.1% of the coursework in the Reading First 
schools, and 22.0% of the coursework in the control schools. Current Issues and Strategies in 
Reading Part 1 (not shown in the table) was the most common reading course in each group. “This 
component is designed to enable the participant to research, examine, and implement the current 
strategies, teaching techniques, and recent trends in the area of [reading]” (K. Harris, personal 
communication, June 12, 2008). It accounted for 38.8% of reading coursework in the Zone (n = 
335), 48.5% of reading coursework in the Reading First schools (n = 21), and 46.9% of reading 
coursework in the control schools (n = 232). 
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Table 19 
Coursework Type by Teaching Assignment by Group 

  Assignment 
  PK/K/1 2 – 5 E?E/SPED BCC/ESOL Other b 

Focus a Group N % n % n % N % n % N %

Reading Zone 863 30.5 200 31.8 457 35.9 95 24.5 27 24.3 84 19.4
 Reading First 456 24.5 96 25.4 268 29.6 49 15.6 11 18.6 32 15.8
 Control 495 21.6 54 17.2 326 30.5 52 10.7 17 17.7 46 13.8
Instructional Strategies Zone 302 10.7 70 11.1 114 9.0 90 23.2 4 3.6 24 5.5
 Reading First 254 13.7 43 11.4 64 7.1 119 37.9 7 11.9 21 10.3
 Control 367 16.0 41 13.1 90 8.4 202 41.7 12 12.5 22 6.6
Science Zone 225 7.9 25 4.0 137 10.8 8 2.1 6 5.4 49 11.3
 Reading First 188 10.1 13 3.4 167 18.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 3.9
 Control 258 11.2 30 9.6 188 17.6 16 3.3 2 2.1 22 6.6
Computer  Zone 294 10.4 65 10.3 108 8.5 25 6.4 37 33.3 59 13.6
Science/Technology Reading First 71 3.8 20 5.3 27 3.0 5 1.6 1 1.7 18 8.9
 Control 143 6.2 20 6.4 54 5.1 24 5.0 9 9.4 36 10.8
General Support   Zone 98 3.5 20 3.2 45 3.5 16 4.1 0 0.0 17 3.9
Services, Unclassified Reading First 136 7.3 34 9.0 62 6.9 21 6.7 4 6.8 15 7.4
 Control 194 8.5 43 13.7 80 7.5 32 6.6 4 4.2 35 10.5
Laws, Rules, Policies,   Zone 171 6.0 37 5.9 59 4.6 35 9.0 13 11.7 27 6.2
& Procedures Reading First 122 6.6 42 11.1 41 4.5 7 2.2 10 16.9 22 10.8
 Control 133 5.8 22 7.0 64 6.0 22 4.5 11 11.5 14 4.2
Prekindergarten Zone 93 3.3 51 8.1 15 1.2 17 4.4 0 0.0 10 2.3
 Reading First 75 4.0 44 11.6 3 0.3 21 6.7 4 6.8 3 1.5
 Control 98 4.3 51 16.2 2 0.2 30 6.2 10 10.4 5 1.5
Assessment Zone 109 3.8 16 2.5 64 5.0 7 1.8 0 0.0 22 5.1
 Reading First 67 3.6 4 1.1 52 5.8 5 1.6 2 3.4 4 2.0
 Control 76 3.3 1 0.3 52 4.9 14 2.9 2 2.1 7 2.1
School Improvement Zone 75 2.6 10 1.6 37 2.9 5 1.3 4 3.6 19 4.4
 Reading First 93 5.0 21 5.6 46 5.1 10 3.2 3 5.1 13 6.4
 Control 63 2.7 8 2.5 25 2.3 12 2.5 1 1.0 17 5.1
Classroom Management Zone 140 4.9 35 5.6 59 4.6 17 4.4 4 3.6 25 5.8
 Reading First 38 2.0 6 1.6 13 1.4 15 4.8 1 1.7 3 1.5
 Control 28 1.2 3 1.0 5 0.5 16 3.3 1 1.0 3 0.9
Mathematics Zone 54 1.9 14 2.2 30 2.4 4 1.0 0 0.0 6 1.4
 Reading First 60 3.2 4 1.1 47 5.2 7 2.2 2 3.4 0 0.0
 Control 89 3.9 3 1.0 71 6.6 8 1.7 4 4.2 3 0.9
Curriculum Zone 61 2.2 11 1.7 22 1.7 24 6.2 0 0.0 4 0.9
 Reading First 55 3.0 7 1.9 13 1.4 26 8.3 0 0.0 9 4.4
 Control 49 2.1 4 1.3 15 1.4 26 5.4 0 0.0 4 1.2
Instructional Support  Zone 56 2.0 16 2.5 21 1.7 8 2.1 4 3.6 7 1.6
Services, Unclassified Reading First 43 2.3 11 2.9 18 2.0 11 3.5 0 0.0 3 1.5
  Control 49 2.1 6 1.9 19 1.8 10 2.1 3 3.1 11 3.3
Other c Zone 293 10.3 59 9.4 104 8.2 37 9.5 12 10.8 81 18.7
 Reading First 200 10.8 33 8.7 83 9.2 18 5.7 14 23.7 52 25.6
 Control 253 11.0 28 8.9 77 7.2 20 4.1 20 20.8 108 32.4
Total Zone 2,834 100.0 629 100.0 1,272 100.0 388 100.0 111 100.0 434 100.0
 Reading First 1,858 100.0 378 100.0 904 100.0 314 100.0 59 100.0 203 100.0
 Control 2,295 100.0 314 100.0 1,068 100.0 484 100.0 96 100.0 333 100.0
 Note. Teaching assignments are categorized as elementary based on location number where possible with assignments at the K-8 center categorized 
according to job description or left missing if this is not possible. Counts shown include multiple courses taken by the same employee. 
a The focus area is obtained from the component number based on standard categories outlined by the state (Office of Professional Development & 
Educational Services. b Other job classifications include special areas (art, music, physical education, etc.), second/foreign language, science, mathematics, 
and vocational education. c Other focus areas include adult education, art, behavioral intervention, BCC/ESOL, career education, dropout retrieval, 
health/nutrition, instructional media, language arts, leadership skills, parental involvement, prekindergarten, problem solving teams, procedural/legal 
requirements, professional standards, program administration, social studies, technology education, and writing. 



 54

The second most common coursework, in each group, (also not shown in the table) involved 
training in Creating Independence through Student Owned Strategies (CRISS).  

CRISS is a National Diffusion Network project designed to develop thoughtful and 
independent readers and learners. Participants receive a training manual that provides a 
number of strategies to help students understand difficult text across content and grade. 
(Levitt, Shay, Urdegar, Shpurik, & Sorhaindo, 2005, p. 55)   

CRISS accounted for 19.6% of reading coursework in the Zone (n = 169), 10.7% of reading 
coursework in the Reading First schools (n = 49), and 11.5% of reading coursework in the control 
schools (n = 57). The second most common coursework category for the sample was Instructional 
Strategies representing 13.3% of total coursework (n = 923). Technology was the third most 
common focus in the Zone but only fourth for the overall sample. Not shown on the table was that 
technology coursework, for teachers in the Zone, was specific to applications in their schools 
(Information Technology Services, 2007). This stands in contrast to courses taken by teachers in 
the other groups’ schools where the most common course was Current Issues and Strategies in 
Technology Part IV which accounted for 31.4% of technology coursework in the Reading First 
schools (n = 28) and  18.9% of technology coursework in the control schools (n = 27). 
 
Following along any row of the table, one sees how coursework prevalence differs by teaching 
assignment. For teachers in the Zone, the percentage of total coursework in reading was 31.8% for 
teachers assigned to PK/K/1, 35.9% for teachers assigned to 2-5, 24.5% for teachers assigned to 
SPED, 24.3% for teachers assigned to ESOL/BCC, and 19.4% for teachers assigned to the special 
areas.  
 
Table 19 shows that the percentage of coursework accounted for by reading tended to decline 
outside of the primary language arts assignments but the degree of decline was less at schools in 
the Zone. In other words, the coursework for all teaching assignments was biased toward reading. 
Looking down the last six columns of Table 19, one sees that the preponderance of coursework in 
the non-Zone schools tends to be in the teachers’ areas of assignment. For example, 37.9% of the 
coursework completed by special education teachers in the Reading First schools (n = 119) and 
41.7% of the special education coursework completed by special education teachers in the control 
schools (n = 202) was in the area of instructional strategies. Similar results are seen for the special 
areas.  
 
Moving down to the seventh row of the table one sees that the third most common coursework 
category was science on an overall basis with greater emphasis seen in the non-primary grades. 
Science coursework accounted for 7.9% of the total coursework (n = 225) of the teachers in the 
Zone schools, 16.1% of total coursework (n = 188) of the teachers in the Reading First schools, 
and 11.2% of the total coursework (n = 258) of teachers in the control schools. Mathematics in 
contrast accounts for a very small percentage of the groups’ coursework. On average about 2.9% of 
total coursework (n = 203) was devoted to mathematics. Finally, higher percentages of coursework 
at the Zone pertained to Classroom Management 4.9% (n = 140) than that at the Reading First 
schools, 2.0% (n = 38), or the control schools, 1.2% (n = 28). This may mean that discipline is a 
more pressing concern in the Zone. 
 
Types of professional development activities that teachers attended included CRISS strategies, 
workshops, training with the region in reference to differentiated instruction, and in the various 
reading programs (e.g., Reading Plus).  
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One teacher recalls these experiences, 
We had reading retreats, [the administration would] constantly ask us what we would like 
to see . . . plus we’ve also had the Reading First workshops which a lot of teachers have 
done the, they call it the Summer Heat so for example I did one last summer and it was a 
week full of classes.  

Another teacher reflected on what was available at the school,  
[The principal] has designated at times learning community days where they provide 
[substitute teachers] for grades 3, 4, and 5 reading. [For] language Arts, we’ll have a 
professional learning community day with our faculty and staff, with those teachers . . .  
working on a particular program that we’re either implementing or [that] needs to be 
improved and [that] we’ve had that throughout the year. 
 

Professional development (PD) also focused on building the skills needed to use the various 
reading programs utilized in the Zone. As one teacher noted, “There's training in the use of the 
whole Mifflin series, the use of Early and Soar to Success, and Reading First.” Multiple 
departments within the M-DCPS contributed expertise to the training process as another teacher 
recalls,  

[PD was provided by] region,  district, and  Zone personnel, some of it was provided in 
house because there are certainly a lot of faculty members here who have an expertise in 
one area or another so they provide some of the professional development as well.  

 
In sum, the District has taken affirmative steps to improve access to relevant job embedded 
professional development. Professional development offerings were most often perceived to be 
geared to the needs of the students and the schools as opposed to the needs of specific teachers. 
Strategy development with reflective practice and classroom based in-service workshops are the 
techniques used most often on-site. Professional development is far more ubiquitous at Zone 
schools than at schools in the control group. However, at schools that implemented the Reading 
First program, professional development activities were rated more favorably.  
 

Differentiation 
 
Differentiation is a measure of the distinctiveness of the specific elements of a program. It 
describes the extent to which its components are unique. Because this distinctiveness is a 
prerequisite for a program to demonstrate a significant impact, it is considered an essential 
component of treatment integrity.  
 
Data to assess differentiation was gathered from (a) interviews with principals, reading coaches, 
EESAC chairpersons, and teachers and (b) The Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher 
Survey that gauged reading teachers’ perceptions of instructional practices, leadership actions, and 
coordinated planning at their schools.  
 
The Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey addressed the teaching of word attack and 
general reading skills; the grouping and assessment of students; the use of technology; and, 
attitudes toward professional development. Table 20 lists the practices that comprise instruction in 
“word attack” skills. The table delineates for each skill the number and percent of all teachers 
within the sample that selected one of six response options to indicate how frequently each skill 
was taught. A breakdown by reading level is not provided here.  
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Table 20 shows that the majority of responding teachers in each group indicated that they taught 
each of the foundational skills (i.e., phonics and decoding/phonemic manipulation) on at least a 
daily basis. The fact that one in seven of the teachers in the Zone schools reported teaching these 
skills more than daily is expected, as there is an extended day program. The fact that more than 
seven percent of the teachers in the Reading First schools and more than five percent of the 
teachers in the control schools also stress the skills as frequently indicates that schools are finding a 
way to provide students with extra reading instruction during the regular school day.  
 

Table 20 
Foundational Skills – Number and Percentage of Teachers Selecting Each of Six Possible 

Frequencies of Instruction by Group 

 
 

 

Less than 
Once  a 
Month 

1 – 3  times a 
month 

1 - 2  times a 
week 

3 - 4  times a 
week Daily 

More than 
Daily 

   n % n % n % n % n % n %

Zone 1 0.5 9 4.8 23 12.2 29 15.3 98 51.9 29 15.3
Reading First 5 2.7 5 2.7 26 14.1 31 16.8 103 56.0 14 7.6Q7b 

Using phonics or letter-
sound relation- ships to 
read words in sentences Control 3 2.5 5 4.2 20 16.7 18 15.0 67 55.8 7 5.8

Zone 3 1.6 11 5.9 21 11.2 30 16.0 96 51.3 26 13.9
Reading First 7 3.8 5 2.7 31 16.9 34 18.6 93 50.8 13 7.1Q7a 

Blending, segmenting, or 
otherwise manipu-lating 
the individual sounds in 
words Control 4 3.3 7 5.8 24 20.0 17 14.2 59 49.2 9 7.5

Zone 12 6.4 9 4.8 24 12.8 39 20.7 92 48.9 12 6.4

Reading First 15 8.2 9 4.9 21 11.5 57 31.3 77 42.3 3 1.6Q9b Textbooks with pat-terned 
or predictable language 

Control 8 7.0 6 5.3 12 10.5 23 20.2 55 48.2 10 8.8

Zone 1 0.5 0 0.0 10 5.3 30 15.9 138 73.0 10 5.3
Reading First 1 0.5 1 0.5 11 5.9 35 18.7 129 69.0 10 5.3Q6e Guided reading 

Control 1 0.8 2 1.7 10 8.3 32 26.4 73 60.3 3 2.5
Zone 6 3.2 11 5.9 11 5.9 40 21.6 101 54.6 16 8.6

Reading First 3 1.6 2 1.1 14 7.6 39 21.2 121 65.8 5 2.7Q9a A basal reading series 

Control 1 0.8 2 1.7 9 7.6 23 19.5 78 66.1 5 4.2
Note. Columns labeled n indicate the number of participants who selected a particular response option. 
 
Each group’s teachers also reported using “textbooks with patterned or predictable language” with 
similar rates of regularity. Over three quarters (78.3%) of the teachers in the Zone schools reported 
using guided reading at least daily as did somewhat smaller percentages of teachers in the Reading 
First schools (74.3%) followed by the control schools (62.8%). Finally, a basal reading series was 
utilized daily or more often by 63.2% of teachers in the Zone schools, 68.5% of teachers in the 
Reading First schools, and 70.3% of teachers in the control schools.  
 
The survey also addressed “general reading skills” with the items in this section arranged to form a 
hierarchy of objectives with listed skills that range from basic to more difficult. Again, listed 
frequencies are not disaggregated by reading level. Table 21 follows the same format as Table 20 
and delineates for each skill the number and percent of teachers that selected one of six response 
options to indicate how frequently each skill was taught. 
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Table 21 
General Reading Skills – Number and Percentage of Teachers Selecting Each of Six Possible 

Frequencies of Instruction by Group 

 
 

 

Less than 
Once  a 
Month 

1 – 3  times 
a month 

1 - 2  times a 
week 

3 - 4  times 
a week Daily 

More than 
Daily 

   n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Zone 2 1.1 0 0.0 14 7.4 27 14.4 117 62.2 28 14.9
Reading 

First 0 0.0 1 0.5 12 6.5 28 15.1 133 71.5 12 6.5 7d Reading fluency 

Control 1 0.8 1 0.8 8 6.7 30 25.2 68 57.1 11 9.2 

Zone 0 0.0 2 1.1 7 3.8 23 12.6 117 63.9 34 18.6
Reading 

First 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 7.0 31 16.8 123 66.5 18 9.7 7f Vocabulary 
development 

Control 0 0.0 1 0.8 8 6.7 22 18.3 77 64.2 12 10.0 

Zone 0 0.0 1 0.5 25 13.5 52 28.1 85 45.9 22 11.9
Reading 

First 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 17.7 51 27.4 90 48.4 12 6.5 7g 
Making predictions, 
surveying, or pre- 
viewing text 

Control 0 0.0 3 2.5 20 16.8 32 26.9 55 46.2 9 7.6 

Zone 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.6 20 10.6 126 67.0 39 20.7
Reading 

First 0 0.0 1 0.5 3 1.6 17 9.1 142 76.3 23 12.4 7e Reading 
comprehension 

Control 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 23 19.2 80 66.7 16 13.3 
Zone 3 1.6 8 4.3 55 29.3 49 26.1 57 30.3 16 8.5

Reading 
First 0 0.0 8 4.3 46 24.9 42 22.7 81 43.8 8 4.3 7j Identifying author's 

purpose 
Control 1 0.8 7 5.8 28 23.3 33 27.5 45 37.5 6 5.0 

Zone 0 0.0 3 1.6 24 12.8 54 28.9 85 45.5 21 11.2
Reading 

First 0 0.0 3 1.6 30 16.1 41 22.0 100 53.8 12 6.5 7h 
Summarizing 
important or critical 
details about text 

Control 0 0.0 2 1.7 20 16.7 29 24.2 57 47.5 12 10.0 
Zone 9 4.8 12 6.4 35 18.6 47 25.0 69 36.7 16 8.5

Reading 
First 6 3.2 7 3.8 41 22.2 45 24.3 78 42.2 8 4.3 7i 

Having students 
explain how they 
applied a skill or 
strategy Control 2 1.7 6 5.0 26 21.7 28 23.3 49 40.8 9 7.5 

Note. Columns labeled n indicate the number of participants who selected a particular response option. 
 
Table 21 recapitulates the results seen for word attack skills. That is, there was very little difference 
among the groups regarding how often each of the listed skills was taught. For example, fluency 
was taught at least daily by over 65% of teachers. Vocabulary development was taught at least 
daily by over 70% of teachers with a somewhat higher percentage of teachers in the Zone (83.5%) 
indicating that they focused on that skill. Furthermore, the frequency of instruction appears to vary 
only somewhat with the difficulty level of the skill. To gain further insight into these practices the 
data were disaggregated by grade level.  
 
Table 22 lists for each work attack and general reading skill, the number and percent of teachers 
who reported teaching that skill daily or more often by grade level across the three groups that 
comprise the sample. Again, the items are arranged as a hierarchy of objectives. 
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Table 22 
Reading Instruction: 

Number and Percentage of Respondents that Cover Each Topic Daily by Grade 
 Kindergarten First Second Third Fourth Fifth 

 
 

n % n % n % n % N % n % 

Foundational Skills             

7a  
Blending, segmenting, or 
otherwise manipulating the 
individual sounds in words 

110 95.6 93 90.2 55 59.1 46 52.8 27 39.1 31 38.7 

7b 
Using phonics or latter-sound 
relationships to read words in 
sentences 

111 96.5 99 95.1 63 67.0 48 55.8 27 39.1 34 41.9 

9a A basal reading series 80 71.4 84 80.0 67 71.2 62 72.9 45 64.2 47 58.7 

9b Textbooks with patterned or 
predicable language 85 75.2 72 68.5 48 54.5 49 56.3 26 38.2 32 40.5 

6e Guided reading 98 85.2 91 85.8 67 70.5 67 77.0 55 78.5 50 61.7 

General Reading Skills             

7f Vocabulary development 100 87.7 83 80.5 68 73.9 72 84.7 53 76.8 68 82.9 

7d Reading fluency 91 79.1 92 87.6 70 74.4 70 81.3 50 71.4 55 67.9 

7e Reading comprehension 96 83.4 97 92.3 77 81.9 78 90.6 61 87.1 74 91.3 

7g Making predictions, surveying, 
or previewing test 80 69.5 66 63.4 48 51.6 50 58.8 44 63.7 46 57.5 

7i Identifying author’s purpose 54 47.3 40 39.2 37 39.3 47 54.0 39 56.5 37 45.6 

7h Summarizing important or 
critical details about text 73 65.1 61 58.6 54 57.4 53 61.1 46 67.6 58 70.7 

7j Have students explain how they 
applied a skill or strategy 57 49.5 55 52.3 44 47.3 46 52.8 35 50.0 40 49.3 

Note. Columns labeled n indicate the number of participants who selected a particular response option. 
 
Table 22 shows the percentage of teachers that reported covering the elemental skills of phonemic 
manipulation and phonics on a daily basis peaking at over 90% in kindergarten and first grade, 
dropping to around 65% in second grade, and trailing off to around 40% in fourth and fifth grades. 
This result is expected as it likely reflects a strong emphasis on those skills when providing 
instruction to emerging readers. The table also shows that the percentage of teachers who reported 
covering all the other listed reading skills appears to vary little across the grades. The low level of 
topic differentiation may have negatively impacted the effectiveness of instruction.  
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Leadership 
 
Leadership is the act of guiding a group of individuals toward the achievement of common goals 
and may be manifested in individuals regardless of the possession of position power (Burns, 1978). 
Schools selected to participate in the Zone were assumed to possess the leadership capacity 
necessary to successfully implement a whole school reform initiative. This section draws from 
three sources of data to examine that assertion and to compare staff perception of leadership 
actions at elementary schools in the Zone with that of each of the control groups. Data to address 
this issue were gathered from (a) interviews of principals, teachers, reading coaches, and EESAC 
chairpersons, (b) the School Climate Survey (Staff Form), and (c) the Reading Instruction and 
Leadership Teacher Survey.  
 
The primary leader at a school is its principal. The most important of the multiple roles that these 
individuals play is that of an executive who navigates their organizations through the strategic 
environment. Principals are the catalyst for improving teaching and learning at their schools and 
spearheading school improvement planning. Each of these issues was explored during visits to 
selected Zone schools. 
 
Most principals interviewed utilized a hands-on approach featuring frequent monitoring of student 
and teacher performance to become more closely in tune with the needs of these key stakeholders. 
As one principal explains, 

[The AP and I visit] at least five classrooms a day  . . . [and] report the information on a 
fact finding [basis]. . . . We look at the lesson plans to make sure they’re aligned with the 
sunshine state standards . . . and the interaction between the teachers and the students. We 
look at the classroom environment so to include the social emotional climate of the 
classroom as well the appearance of the classroom to show that it includes a print rich 
environment and that student work is displayed and then we give feedback to the teachers  . 
. .  so that we can tweak the instruction approach to make sure we’re doing they very best 
we can for the students. 

Another principal reiterates, 
I’m very much involved with the teachers. My assistant principal and I are very visible in 
the classrooms. We make it a point to go to at least five to 10 classrooms everyday, looking 
at lesson plans, watching the teachers, how they teach, and also watching for student 
engagement in the classrooms.  

 
The role of the principal in the age of accountability requires a high level of interaction with staff 
as well as students. This necessitates a high level of commitment. One principal explains,  

I’m out there. I am, I’m very much hands on. I am visible. I know details about teachers, 
what’s going on in the classroom, the lessons, and I get a lot of feeling for what’s going on 
with the students by being out there, by being in the classrooms, looking how they’re 
responding. And often when I go visit classrooms, if I feel that there is a teachable moment 
I ask the teacher, let me try this and the students will see it and then I celebrate some of my 
students, um the response that they give me and I, and I’ll let it be known. I talk about it 
during faculty meetings; I talk about it in the morning announcements. 
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School improvement planning has become central to the principal in the era of accountability. The 
responses of principals who were interviewed also indicate that school improvement as a concept 
is inextricably linked with performance on standardized test scores. As one principal relates, 

Our main focus is student achievement and school improvement. . . . We’re constantly 
looking at not just the data but [also] at our teachers, looking at which teachers are 
maintaining level [and] which teachers are able to move students from one achievement 
level to the next achievement level. 

  Another principal continues, 
We have an instructional focus calendar that [takes] us up to the FCAT . . .  and we’ve 
developed another instructional focus calendar that will take us from now to next March. . . 
. The way we pull students during the day has been strategically aligned to assure that we 
are targeting all students for adequate yearly progress so that we succeed in next years 
FCAT. 

 
Another function of the principal is consensus management. Through a combination of authority, 
negotiation, and incentive, a shared vision is established. The principal’s vision is realized through 
the day to day operation of the school. Some principals had a highly participatory style such as this 
one, who explained the decision-making process at her school,  

Absolutely, the management style at this school is management by consensus with 
guidance and direction . . . but ultimately there is a group of teachers we call the curriculum 
team that represents the whole school and that team meets every week and has an agenda 
that specifically targets student achievement particularly in reading, writing, math, and . . . 
science.  

Another principal continues, 
Well, when we’re working with the school improvement plan, we involve the teachers 
within the grade levels. When we look at areas of reading, we bring in the teachers. . . . We 
have the language arts teachers assist with the reading coach because the reading coach plays 
a very important role in the school improvement plan because ultimately . . . we have to 
make [sure] that all the areas [and] all the strategies that we have [are] put in the plan that we 
actually implement because  . . . that’s our bible [and] the teachers are very much part of it.  

 
However, most principals employed a more directive style with at least one indicating that teachers 
were not involved at all in school planning. Others, though more inclusive, were still the ultimate 
arbiters such as this one, who commented, 

I’m part of the committee such as the reading leadership, the overall leadership team, 
looking at data, considering materials for use, changing course when needed with regards 
to teaching in the classroom, benchmarks that are being addressed. 

 
A definite hierarchy in the typical school was revealed through teacher interviews with school level 
planning restricted to the principal and the leadership team. Instructional decisions were placed in 
the purview of the teachers and specialists. The typical leadership team is comprised of the 
administrators, the reading specialists, the school counselor, and the EESAC chairperson. 
Sometimes grade level chairpersons and curriculum specialists also participate. As one teacher 
explains,  

Well we have the principal, assistant principal, the counselor, reading leader, math 
[specialist], and… someone from special area, and we have [someone] in charge of 5000 
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Role Models. So we . . . pretty much [have] someone from every category, every grade 
level. 

One counselor relates how the schools’ authority structures operate, 
I have to collaborate with the administrators because . . .  sometimes [there are] big 
behavior problems with the students and administrators come and talk to me about it and I 
counsel the children. Also, [at] parent meetings, EESAC meetings . . . [and] anything that 
has to do with my role, I collaborate with the administrators. 

A reading coach explains further, 
The way I see it, the principal has an idea or is looking for feedback, we usually discuss it 
in faculty meetings, or via email. . . . The teachers share ideas, if the principal’s looking for 
specific feedback from the staff also he meets with the leadership team and we offer 
feedback. 

An EESAC chairperson continues, 
Decision making  . . . goes primarily through the EESAC and I’m the chairperson of the 
EESAC. What we normally do is . . . [to] provide [a form] to teachers  . . . a week prior to 
EESAC meetings that asks for their concerns or asks them to express their concerns or 
issues. I take the forms I read [them] if there are things that I feel that need to be brought 
before the [committee] I put [them] on the agenda if it’s something I think that may be able 
to be resolved without going to the EESAC I may bring it to [the principal] or the [assistant 
principal] and normally they address issues in a timely manner. 

 
The Reading Instruction and Leadership Teacher Survey instrument was designed to gauge 
respondents’ perceptions of leadership actions under the assumption that these behaviors contribute 
to school effectiveness. Items that measure “directive” actions as well as items that measure 
“supportive” actions are included in the survey since numerous leadership theories (e.g., Fiedler, 
1972; Hersey & Blanchard, 1971) posit a dependency relationship between leader effectiveness 
and a context varying mix of the behaviors that comprise each of those actions sets. The leader 
actions gauged by the survey may have originated from anyone in a leadership role within the 
school and thus most accurately represent leadership culture. The sample used for this portion of 
this study was limited to elementary schools to minimize organization influences on the results.  
  
Table 23 separately delineates reading teachers’ perceptions of the leadership actions at schools in 
the Zone and each of the two control groups. The table lists for each leadership action the number 
and percent of teachers who selected one of five response options to indicate how frequently each 
action was exhibited by leaders at their school.  
 
The first six items of Table 23 address directive behaviors. The table shows that a somewhat lower 
percentage of respondents in the Zone schools indicated that their leaders frequently or almost 
always “set priorities” (65.0%) or “decide how things are to be done” (72.8%) or “stand firm on 
decisions” (65.8%) than did their counterparts assigned to the schools in each control group. 
Somewhat higher percentages of respondents in the Reading First schools indicated that their 
leaders frequently or almost always “hold us accountable for our results” (88.9%) and “set 
timelines for our work” (89.0%) than did respondents in the Zone schools and in the control 
schools. The distribution of responses was very similar in the latter two groups. Finally, a 
somewhat higher percentage of respondents in the Zone schools indicated that their leaders 
frequently or almost always “demand compliance when necessary” (78.7%) than did their 
counterparts assigned to the schools in each control group. 
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Table 23 
Elementary Reading Teachers’ Perceptions of Leadership Actions in their Schools by Group  

Directive Behaviors  
   Almost never Occasionally Sometimes Frequently Almost always 

   n % n % n n % n n %

Zone 9 3.5 19 7.4 61 23.9 88 34.5 78 30.5
Reading First 10 3.8 20 7.6 33 12.5 101 38.4 99 37.618c Sets priorities a 

Control 7 4.0 11 6.3 27 15.6 73 42.1 55 31.7
Zone 7 2.7 31 12.0 50 19.3 86 33.3 84 32.5

Reading First 6 2.2 12 4.5 25 9.5 97 37.0 122 46.518k Stands firm on decisions 
Control 2 1.1 7 4.0 22 12.7 60 34.6 82 47.3
Zone 4 1.5 19 7.3 47 18.2 94 36.4 94 36.4

Reading First 4 1.5 11 4.2 27 10.3 92 35.3 126 48.418n   
 

Decides how thing s should be   
done 

Control 0 0.0 9 5.2 24 13.9 55 31.9 84 48.9
Zone 0 0.0 13 5.0 32 12.4 95 38.8 118 45.7

Reading First 2 0.7 6 2.2 18 6.9 97 35.9 139 53.018r Holds us accountable for results 
Control 2 1.1 1 .5 28 16.7 55 32.9 81 48.5
Zone 5 1.9 19 7.4 45 17.5 85 33.2 102 39.8

Reading First 1 0.3 5 1.8 23 8.7 82 30.9 154 58.118v Sets time lines for our work 
Control 2 1.1 6 4.6 24 13.8 63 36.4 78 45.0
Zone 5 1.9 15 5.8 49 19.1 94 36.7 93 36.3

Reading First 4 1.5 9 3.4 43 16.3 87 33.0 120 45.620o Demands compliance when 
necessary 

Control 1 0.5 7 4.1 28 16.5 59 34.9 74 43.8

Supportive Behaviors  

   Almost never Occasionally Sometimes Frequently Almost always 

   n % n % n % n % n %
Zone 16 6.0 18 7.0 40 15.6 77 30.1 104 40.7

Reading First 10 3.7 12 4.5 25 9.4 67 25.2 151 56.9
 
18w 
          

Treats us with respect and dignity 
Control 3 1.7 9 5.1 20 11.4 52 29.8 90 51.7
Zone 52 20.5 44 17.3 62 24.5 63 24.9 32 12.6

Reading First 36 14.1 32 12.5 59 23.2 75 29.5 52 20.420m Creates a personal bond  with us 

Control 23 13.2 26 14.9 48 27.5 40 22.9 37 21.2
Zone 24 9.3 29 11.3 54 21.0 77 30.0 72 28.1

Reading First 11 4.1 20 7.6 38 14.5 79 30.1 114 43.520n Creates an environment where 
we can learn and grow 

Control 14 8.0 18 10.3 31 17.8 50 28.7 61 35.0
Zone 25 9.8 38 14.9 57 22.3 70 27.4 65 25.4

Reading First 15 5.7 20 7.6 35 13.3 98 37.4 94 35.818t Comes with compromises in 
everybody’s best interest 

Control 5 2.9 17 9.8 46 26.7 51 29.6 53 30.8
Zone 21 8.3 35 13.8 45 17.8 74 29.3 77 30.5

Reading First 12 4.6 21 8.0 27 10.3 81 31.1 119 45.720g Cares about us 
Control 10 5.8 15 8.7 25 14.5 43 25.0 79 45.9

Note. Columns labeled n indicate the number of participants who selected a particular response option. 
 a Item wording changed for clarity 
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The last five items of Table 23 address supportive behaviors. The table shows the response 
distribution to be remarkably similar across items with the percentage of respondents from schools 
in the Zone schools who indicated that their leaders frequently or almost always exhibited any one 
of the listed supportive behaviors trailing that of the other groups. The percentage of respondents 
who indicated that their leaders frequently or almost always exhibited supportive behaviors was 
highest in schools that operated the Reading First program. In sum, over two thirds of respondents 
in each group reported that leaders in their schools exhibited directive behaviors frequently or 
almost always. Leaders in Zone schools were seen as micromanaging somewhat less often than the 
other groups and exercising authority more often. Leaders in Zone schools were also seen as 
exhibiting supportive behaviors less often than did their counterparts assigned to schools in the 
control groups. 
 
Faculty perception of the school principal was gauged through items on the School Climate Survey 
(Staff Form) and compared across the groups. The survey adheres to a Likert scale format with 
response options that range from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) with 3 (undecided) 
offered as a neutral response. The sample used for this portion of this study was also limited to 
elementary schools to minimize organizational influences on the results and to be consistent with 
prior analyses. Respondents included all staff at the school and were not limited to teachers. Table 
24 separately delineates staff perceptions of the principal at schools in the Zone and each of the 
two control groups. The table lists for each item the number and percent of teachers that selected 
one of five response options to indicate their strength of agreement to each statement.  
 

Table 24 
Elementary School Staff Perceptions of the School Principal by Group 

   Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 

   n % n % n % n % n %

Zone 27 3.5 42 5.5 85 11.2 299 39.4 305 40.2
Reading First 21 2.9 31 4.2 67 9.2 247 34.2 355 49.27 My principal is an effective 

administrator 
Control 16 1.8 45 5.3 86 10.1 261 30.8 439 51.8
Zone 15 1.9 23 3.0 60 7.9 310 41.0 348 46.0

Reading First 15 2.0 26 3.6 43 5.9 229 31.8 407 56.58 
My principal represents the 
school in a positive manner 

Control 9 1.0 27 3.1 74 8.7 257 30.4 478 56.5
Zone 35 4.6 62 8.2 64 8.4 279 36.9 315 41.7

Reading First 33 4.5 47 6.5 56 7.7 242 33.6 341 47.49 
My principal demonstrates good  
interpersonal skills 

Control 26 3.0 58 6.8 70 8.3 276 32.5 418 49.2
Zone 34 4.5 61 8.1 107 14.2 263 34.9 287 38.1

Reading First 25 3.4 51 7.0 84 11.6 241 33.4 320 44.310 
My principal deals with conflict 
constructively 

Control 22 2.6 65 7.7 98 11.6 258 30.6 400 47.4
Zone 27 3.5 43 5.6 72 9.5 294 38.9 319 42.2

Reading First 20 2.7 31 4.3 57 7.9 249 34.6 362 50.311 
My principal responds in a 
reasonable time to address my 
concerns Control 20 2.3 47 5.5 83 9.8 273 32.3 422 49.9

Zone 26 3.4 26 3.4 51 6.7 288 38.1 364 48.2
Reading First 20 2.7 26 3.6 42 5.8 218 30.4 411 57.312 

My principal treats me with 
respect 

Control 18 2.1 29 3.4 41 4.8 268 31.7 489 57.8
Zone 44 8.8 53 7.0 152 20.1 239 31.6 267 35.3

Reading First 31 4.2 48 6.7 136 19.0 198 27.7 301 42.1
13 
          

My principal is receptive to 
constructive criticism  

Control 29 3.4 49 5.7 166 19.6 236 27.8 366 43.2
Zone 32 4.2 41 5.4 89 11.8 262 34.8 328 43.6

Reading First 25 3.5 23 3.2 63 8.8 239 33.5 363 50.914 My principal is supportive of 
teachers 

Control 26 3.0 31 3.6 89 10.5 259 30.7 438 51.9
Note. Columns labeled n indicate the number of participants who selected a particular response option. 
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Table 24 shows that the vast majority of respondents reported having a positive perception of their 
principal. The distribution of responses was remarkably consistent across the items with over three 
quarters of the respondents in each group either agreeing or strongly agreeing to each statement. 
Thus, while perceptions of the leadership culture were found to vary somewhat across the groups, 
perceptions of the principals were very similar. 
   

Discrepant Events 
 
The adoption of any reform initiative like the Zone program has unintended benefits and 
consequences. Many of these unplanned occurrences have been already discussed. Positive effects 
include levels of tangible and intangible resources and support. The increased attention leads to a 
Hawthorne effect as the targets of reform respond positively to being in the limelight. Negative 
effects include fatigue and mobility. Most of the responding teachers did not perceive anything 
unexpected to have occurred with regard to the program. This stands in marked contrast to earlier 
evaluations, which may reflect the relative maturity of the program. One teacher’s comment 
exemplifies the level of acceptance.  

[There are] no unintended consequences, I think once when we came into the Zone, to me 
the plan was very clear so nothing that has happened has really come as a surprise. 

Another teacher notes,  
Sometimes it’s difficult when you have personal needs, appointments, etc, it would require 
to request some time because other then that you know it’s not possible to make it to 
doctors’ appointments. 

 
Findings indicate that the programs’ elements were put in place as planned, that materials and 
support have been provided to facilitate implementation and program diffusion, and that specified 
levels of professional development were provided. Teachers reported that they used the books and 
materials prescribed by the program, but they were less likely than those in comparison schools to 
report that they had sufficient time to develop the skills needed to use materials properly. Although 
the extended day was generally seen as academically beneficial to students, the length of the school 
time was viewed by participants as tiring to both students and staff. Professional development in 
the Zone focused principally on reading and technology and teachers in the Zone earned 
significantly more master plan points than did their peers in the other groups. An analysis of the 
skills covered during reading instruction revealed very little difference among the groups regarding 
how often each listed skills was taught was seen. Leaders in Zone schools were seen as 
micromanaging and exhibiting supportive behaviors somewhat less often than the other groups and 
exercising authority more often. Most respondents reported having a positive perception of their 
principal. Finally, most responding teachers did not perceive anything unexpected to have occurred 
with regard to the program in contrast to earlier evaluations. 
 

Learning Environment 
 
The learning environment refers to the overall context of instruction and the atmosphere in which 
education takes place. Aspects of the learning environment that were addressed included safety and 
discipline, high expectations and caring, instruction and services, and staff cohesion and morale. 
Data were gathered from two sources to address these issues: (a) interviews of principals, EESAC 
Chairpersons, Reading Coaches, and Teachers at Zone schools, and (b) the School Climate Survey 
(Parent, Staff, and Student Forms).  
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The School Climate Survey gauges stakeholders’ perceptions regarding various aspects of the 
learning environment of schools that include general safety, high expectations and caring, staff 
cohesion, and overall climate. Table 25 separately lists the number and percent of respondents who 
agree and strongly agree to items addressing perceptions of the learning environment for parallel 
forms of the School Climate Survey for stakeholders in the Zone and in the control group.  
 

Table 25 
School Climate Items that Address the Learning Environment  

 
Zone Control 

 Parents Staff Students Parents Staff Students 
Items N % N % N % N % N % N %

General Safety  

The school is safe. 3,855 71.3 1,951 73.1 4,134 56.5 3,726 78.7 2,304 83.6 3,786 69.2 

Discipline is adequately enforced at this school.  3,799 63.3 1,943 49.8 --- --- 3,693 69.5 2,299 61.3 --- ---

The school is free of violence. a 3,763 65.5 1,943 58.1 4,129 27.3 3,670 73.3 2,289 69.0 3,763 41.2

The school is kept clean and in good condition.  3,848 66.3 1,944 61.9 4,143 29.9 3,718 76.7 2,305 74.7 3,780 47.7 

High Expectations and Caring     

The school maintains high academic standards.  3,828 60.1 --- --- 4,134 82.8 3,703 74.2 --- --- 3,767 83.8

Teachers assign meaningful homework to students. 3,847 81.9 --- --- 4,119 69.1 3,711 83.1 --- --- 3,769 66.2

Teachers take an interest in the students and their  progress  3,834 82.2 --- --- 4,127 67.8 3,711 80.6 --- --- 3,779 67.6

Adults at the school care about students as individuals.  --- --- --- --- 4,095 51.8 --- --- --- --- 3,741 53.7

Adults at the school help students when they need it.  --- --- --- --- 4,107 61.7 --- --- --- --- 3,755 63.5

Teachers motivate students to learn.  3,835 81.3 --- --- 4,121 66.3 3,714 79.9 --- --- 3,767 64.7

Staff Cohesion   

Teachers’ ideas are listened to and considered.  --- --- 1,943 62.0 --- --- --- --- 2,300 69.0 --- ---

Personnel work together as a team.  --- --- 1,944 66.6 --- --- --- --- 2,297 77.1 --- ---

Staff morale is high at this school.  --- --- 1,935 42.3 --- --- --- --- 2,289 51.7 --- ---

Overall Climate   

Overcrowding is not a problem. a 3,811 48.4 1,942 65.4 4,121 62.0 3,683 50.5 2,299 58.0 3,772 63.1

Students begin studies prepared for the level of their classes.  --- --- 1,925 28.1 --- --- --- --- 2,284 34.8 --- ---

Teachers give students feedback on their performance.  --- --- --- --- 4,150 82.6 --- --- --- --- 3,783 79.4

Teachers make learning interesting and relevant (fun).  3,838 78.4 --- --- 4,126 63.1 3,718 78.7 --- --- 3,769 61.9

Students get a good education at this school.  3,761 80.4 1,938 75.6 4,094 71.0 3,664 84.4 2,298 83.5 3,741 75.3

Teachers (students) like coming to this school  --- --- 1,931 77.7 4,088 54.6 --- --- 2,283 84.4 3,748 57.6

The overall climate is positive and helps students learn.  3,676 73.6 1,942 65.1 4,097 53.0 3,604 80.0 2,305 77.2 3,743 58.5

Note. Item stems have been reworded slightly for clarity and consistency across the three forms of the survey.  
an Items denoted by superscripts have been reverse coded to provide a consistent positive direction.  
 
Four of the items in Table 25 address the issue of general safety. The table shows that across both 
groups, the majority of stakeholders tended to perceive their schools as safe with the rates of 
agreement lower in Zone schools. Staff members were the most positive stakeholders followed by 
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parents with students the least positive. Regarding the issue of discipline, the rate of agreement for 
parents (63.3%) and staff (49.8%) in the Zone schools was also lower than that of parents (69.5%) 
and staff (61.3%) in the control schools. The pattern of stakeholder responses regarding the issue 
of violence duplicates that of safety. A supermajority (i.e., over 60%) of both parents and staff 
concurred on the issue of cleanliness. The students were more reticent on this issue with a 
particular low rate of agreement (29.9%) seen for students in Zone schools.  
 
The issue of safety and discipline has emerged repeatedly during previous evaluations of the Zone. 
Therefore, researchers examined this issue further during site visits to elementary schools in the 
Zone. Reading Coaches, EESAC Chairpersons and teachers were asked during interviews how 
discipline was maintained at their schools. Most of the respondents reported having a school wide 
discipline plan with a standard set of procedures as one EESAC chairperson explains, 

Discipline in this school starts in the classroom [but it begins] at home. Teachers have their 
rules, they follow the rules, and they also have consequences. You break one of the rules 
then there's a consequence, say maybe check, second rule warning, third rule call the 
parent. If that doesn’t work then they send them down to the office, they send them to the 
administrator, [the] administrator deals with them, talks to them, and tries to see what the 
problem is.  

 
Others advocated a tougher more proactive approach as another EESAC chairperson opines, 

Now discipline, in my opinion  . . . is one of my pet peeves around here. I think discipline 
can be better and I do believe if we’re ever going to get a handle on it we need to start at 
the very beginning of the school year  . . .  [and] be very structured. The children have to 
know . . . the expectations and one of the things that I have asked to be done is that they be 
taken into the cafeteria, grade level by grade level, the very first week of the year, they are 
given the code of student conduct, they are given the rules . . . [and the] consequences.  
 

Still others tried a different method as described by a third EESAC chairperson,  
We are into conscious discipline . . . we found out that the happier a kid is, the more 
positive you can make a person feel, the more you can teach them, and they will learn. Yet 
it is [not] without punishment, you don’t want them to get away with doing something 
wrong. So we try to eliminate the stress first before we deliver punishment. . . . If we can 
make them feel at ease or relaxed then come back and give them an alternative to what 
they’ve done and then let them know why this is happening to them. We seem to get a 
better result.  

 
Returning to Table 25, one sees that six of the survey items address high expectations and caring. 
Two thirds or more of stakeholders in the Zone and control schools agree or strongly agree that 
teachers “assign meaningful homework” have an interest in students and their progress and/or 
“motivate students to learn.” Over four-fifths of responding students in the Zone and control 
schools also concur that their schools “maintain high academic standards.” On the latter point, the 
parents of students in the Zone schools are less favorable with only 60.1% agreeing or strongly 
agreeing with the statement as opposed to 74.2% of their counterparts in the control schools. 
Finally, while a supermajority of students in both groups agreed or strongly agreed that adults were 
available at the school to give students help when they needed it, only a bare majority of students 
in both groups perceived that they were cared about.  
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Three of the items on Table 25 address staff cohesion. Over 60% of staff in both the Zone and 
control group agreed or strongly agreed that their ideas were listened to and that personnel worked 
together as a team. In both these areas the rate of agreement for Zone staff was somewhat lower 
than that of staff in the control schools. Perceptions of morale were somewhat lower in both cases 
with 42.3% of staff in the Zone schools agreeing or strongly agreeing that “morale was high” as 
opposed to 51.7% of staff in the control schools.  
 
Staff cohesion promotes and leads to the development of shared norms and values, which when 
placed within a culture characterized by high expectations gives rise to school effectiveness 
(Purkey & Smith, 1983). This fertile atmosphere leads to the development of instructional program 
coherence, which is a common framework for curriculum, instruction, assessment, operational 
support of program implementation, learning climate, and allocation of resources that positively 
impacts student achievement (Newman, Smith, Allensworth, & Bryk, 2001). This important issue 
was examined further through interviews conducted with EESAC chairpersons, reading coaches, 
and teachers at selected elementary schools. The results of these interviews illustrate that the 
participants at the schools visited tended to interpret collaboration rather concretely. One reading 
coach noted that teachers collaborate “at the grade level meetings and just when they’re interacting 
during the day.” Another noted, “Well they, they meet pretty regularly, we meet with them once a 
week for grade level planning and they can discuss . . .  any concerns.”  
 
Others interpreted collaboration as developing lesson plans together. One EESAC chairperson 
describes, 

The coaches provide a focus calendar that the teachers pretty much follow . . . exactly, like 
or reading, I can talk about mine, I give them the story, the theme what are the benchmarks 
that are covered with that story and the activities that they can do while they’re studying 
that, that particular story along with assessments that they can use, homework ideas, and 
supplemental materials available. And then the teachers come up with their own lesson 
plans according to the focus calendar. 
 

For some teachers it was a matter of expediency, as one confesses, “I do because to me it’s easier 
to all work together because it’s less work for us especially. I have a third and fourth grade split so 
I’m constantly working with the fourth grade teachers.” 
 
Still others interpreted collaboration to mean intervention planning as related by this EESAC 
chairperson,  

Well I’m going to give you a good example. [In the third grade] they are working with kids 
that could possibly be retained. [Teachers] really get together and work together as far as 
dealing with different settings in the classrooms that they [have] and any difficulties they're 
having. They work with them [and] that type of situation. 

 
Cooperative planning was mainly conducted within grade levels with cross level planning being 
the exception rather than the rule. One EESAC chairperson explains,  

Some teachers, you know, do their lesson plans alone but pretty much we meet . . . once a 
week for grade level planning and we share any questions that they may have with the 
curriculum and the lesson planning and they pretty much discuss what they’re going to 
[sic] do. They’re pretty much using the same story, where they may vary is that, since they 
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have different types of students they might do activities to benefit more the type of 
demographics they have in the classroom. 
 

Another teacher explains some of the impediments, 
Again, at least within my grade level for reading there are times that we are able to get 
together. But especially with tutoring, that’s hard, because tutoring is during our planning 
time . . . . [Sometimes], I might do lesson plans because I have this great idea and I’ll email 
to [the team] or give it to them saying this is what I’m going to do if you want to do it, if 
you want to adjust it how you want to [in] your class, but we basically share [it with] at 
least my grade level. 

 
Returning to Table 25 one sees that seven survey items provide overall ratings of climate. The 
results show most of these measures to be positive with the agreement rate for parents and staff 
typically higher than is seen for students and perceptions of Zone schools generally lower than that 
of the schools in the control group.  

 
In sum, overall measures of climate were generally positive both groups with perceptions of Zone 
schools somewhat less favorable than that of comparison sites. A majority of parents and staff 
surveyed felt that their schools were safe although discipline and violence were seen as greater 
problems by stakeholders in the Zone schools than in the control group. Students in both groups 
agreed that adults were available at the school to give students help when they needed it, but fewer 
students in both groups perceived that they were cared about 
 

Student Achievement 
 
The academic achievement of students in the Zone was addressed, as outlined in the Design of the 
Evaluation, using three sources of data: (a) Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test/Norm 
Referenced Test (FCAT-NRT) scores in reading and mathematics, (b) FCAT-Sunshine State 
Standards (FCAT-SSS) scores in reading, mathematics, and science, and (c) FCAT Writing 
Assessment scores. The results of the analyses from each of these sources will be discussed in turn.  

 
Student Performance on the FCAT-NRT 

 
A multiple time series design was used to compare the FCAT-NRT performance of Zone students 
and students attending the control schools. The analysis of the results involved a three-step process. 
First, the growth in the groups’ test scores over time was estimated for consecutive three grade 
level cohorts ending in 4, 5, and 8. Multilevel regression analysis was used to examine variations 
in the students’ SAT and FCAT-NRT scale scores, while controlling for the unique characteristics 
of individual students, as well as the schools in which they were enrolled. Regression analysis is a 
statistical technique used to examine the relationship between an outcome variable and a series of 
explanatory variables for the purposes of predicting the value of the outcome variable under a 
variety of conditions. The analysis depicts the explanatory variables (predictors) as adding together 
to produce the outcome variable and estimates the degree of influence (weight) of each predictor 
on the outcome. The weights in the weighted sum (e.g., achievement = 1.15*pretest -2 *male + 
gifted) produced by this analysis are those that maximize the variation in the outcome variation 
that is explained by the predictors. The present analysis used a specific form of multilevel 
regression known as hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) that accounts for the unique 
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characteristics of test administrations, individual students, and the schools that they attend. HLM 
permits regression weights computed at the test administration level of the model to vary among 
units at the student level of the model and the regression weights produced at the student level of 
the model to vary among units at the school level of the model. The predictor weights estimated at 
one level of the model are then treated as outcome variables at the higher levels of the model. The 
analysis of the results of the FCAT-NRT involved a three step process. First, estimates for 
students’ initial status (pretest) and annual growth rates (gain) were adjusted for student and school 
characteristics thought to impact achievement. Second, predicted posttest (2007) scores were 
estimated by projecting the groups’ (i.e., Zone, Reading First, and control) baseline (2005) scores 
by an expected growth rate over time. Finally, independent sample t-tests were used to compare the 
adjusted posttest (2007) scores of Zone students to those of students in the control schools. 
 
Reading  
 
The random effects estimated by the HLM provide an overview of model fit and delineate the way 
error is distributed throughout the three levels of the model. Table 26 lists by grade level the 
standard deviation, variance component, chi-square, and reliability for each random effect. The 
levels of the model are listed at the left margin:  Level 1 temporal variation (i.e., test 
administration), Level 2 (students within school), and Level 3 (between schools). The error terms 
for the various predictors in the model are listed by the model level. The temporal variation gives 
the test score error across time periods that remains unexplained by the model. Temporal variance 
was reduced by 56.0% in grade 4, 66.1% in grade 5, and 52.0% in grade 8. These percentages, 
which do not appear in Table 26, represent effect sizes with strong practical significance (Cohen, 
1988). The addition of the Zone and Reading First program indicators to the model in tandem 
reduced variance in the students’ annual rates of growth for grade 4 (12.1%) and grade 5 (21.6%); 
whereas, the addition of the Zone program indicator to the model did not reduce the variance in 
eighth grade students’ annual rate of growth indicating that in two out of three cases the program 
(s) exhibited a moderate effect. The chi-square values for the between-schools and students-within-
schools effects demonstrate that significant variation in initial status and annual growth rates 
remain unexplained by the model.  
 
The fixed effects estimated by the HLM indicate the influence of the predictors on the estimated 
value of each criterion, when all other effects in the model are held constant. Table 27 lists by 
grade level, the weight, standard error, degrees of freedom, and t-ratio for each of the fixed effects. 
The predictors for the second level of the HLM model are listed at the left margin. The value of the 
students’ reading scale scores over time are estimated in terms of the students’ initial status (i.e., 
pretest at the inception of the Zone program) and annual growth rate x time in years. The predictors 
for the second level of the HLM model are listed at the first level of indentation. The outcome 
variables for students’ initial status and annual growth rate are separately estimated in terms of 
student-level demographic predictors that include gender, ethnicity, eligibility for free/reduced 
price lunch, ELL status, and special education classification. These variables represent the main 
effects of achievement. Each outcome variable is estimated as the weighted sum of a student-level 
intercept term and a set of student-level predictors. The intercept term represents the values 
assumed by the criterion variable when the predictors are zero. The predictors were expressed as 
deviations from their sample means through the process of grand-mean centering.  
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Table 26 
Hierarchical Linear Model of Growth in Reading – Random Effects 

 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 8 

Random Effect a 
Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component df Chi-square 

 
Standard 
Deviation

Variance 
Component df Chi-square  

Standard
Deviation

Variance 
Component df Chi-square  

Level 1 (temporal variation)                
   Error, e 19.45 378.49  17.56 308.49    16.16 261.11    
Level 2 (students within schools)                
    Initial status, r0 20.85 434.71 2,377 9,989.23 *** 20.48 423.30 3,139 14,273.71 *** 23.31 543.45 4,499 15,508.19 *** 
   Growth rate, r1 -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  3.65 13.34 4,565 5,060.68 *** 
Level 3 (between schools)                
   Initial Status                 
   Typical Student, U00 6.32 40.00 29 96.11 *** 3.92 15.37 20 90.22 *** 1.99 3.98 18 45.84 *** 
     Male, U01 -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  3.88 15.04 21 49.73 ** 
      Current ELL, U05 13.92 193.65 33 67.96 *** -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  
      Disabled, U07 -- -- -- --  7.41 55.00 23 42.91 ** 4.87 23.74 21 36.98 * 
      Overage, U09 4.34 18.86 33 49.32 * -- -- -- --  2.65 7.04 21 36.17 * 
   Growth Rate              
      Typical Student, U10 3.61 13.03 31 122.62  2.82 7.97 20 90.22 *** 1.27 1.61 20 78.64 *** 
    Current ELL, U14 -- -- -- --  8.42 70.95 23 76.43 ** -- -- -- --  
      Gifted, U17 -- -- -- --  2.88 8.30 23 37.59 *  -- -- -- --  

Note. The symbol df indicates degrees of freedom. 
a The Level 1 random effect (e) gives the variation in students scores over time after the effect of student and school variables are taken into account. The Level 2 random effects (r0, r1) give the variation 
in individual student scores after the effect of school level variables are taken into account. The Level 3 random effects (u00, u16) give school-level variations in the scores.  

 * p < .05. ** p< .01. *** p < .001.  
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Table 27 
Hierarchical Linear Model of Growth in Reading - Fixed Effects 

 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 8 
Fixed Effect Weight S.E. df t  Weight S.E. df t  Weight S.E. df t  

 Initial Status, π0                
      Typical Student, β00                
            Typical  School, γ000 596.84 1.05 49 567.30*** 610.91 0.72 50 843.51*** 644.17 0.60 18 1,070.13 *** 
            ZONE, γ001 -2.30 2.95 49 -0.78  -6.13 2.10 50 -2.92**  0.64 1.51 18 0.43   
            RDGFRST, γ002 -4.58 2.59 49 -1.77  -5.06 1.74 50 -2.91**    
            A-Plus Grade, γ003 0.05 0.02 49 2.53* 0.06 0.02 50 3.29** 0.14 0.03 18 4.21 *** 
            %FRL, γ004 -0.46 0.14 49 -3.21** -- -- -- -- -0.23 0.09 18 -2.40 * 
      Male, β01                
           Typical  School, γ010 -7.06 0.96 2,536 -7.38*** -4.73 0.82 3,245 5.74*** -6.05 1.19 21 -5.10 *** 
      Black, β02                
           Typical  School, γ020 -5.18 1.32 2,536 -3.94*** -1.82 1.11 3,245 -1.64 -11.42 1.70 4,583 -6.70 *** 
      Hispanic, β03                
           Typical  School, γ030 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -4.69 1.70 4,583 -2.76 ** 
      FRL, β04                
           Typical  School, γ040 -- -- -- -- -6.56 1.36 3,245 -4.82*** -4.41 1.08 4,583 -4.09 *** 
           ZONE, γ041 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 6.96 2.13 4,583 3.27 ** 
      Current  ELL, β05                
           Typical  School, γ050 -40.64 3.84 53 -10.58*** -26.67 2.64 3,245 -10.09*** -44.89 2.22 4,583 -20.21 *** 
      Former ELL, β06                
           Typical  School, γ060 -3.45 1.40 2,536 -2.46* -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --  
      Disabled, β07                
           Typical  School, γ070 -37.18 2.42 2,536 -15.37*** -25.75 1.90 53 -13.56*** -30.56 1.67 21 -18.29 *** 
      Gifted, β08                
           Typical  School, γ080 39.24 2.23 2,536 17.63*** 39.93 1.92 3,245 20.84*** 40.07 1.40 4,583 28.55 *** 
           ZONE, γ081 -- -- -- -- -9.32 4.13 3,245 -2.26* -- -- -- --  
           RDGFRST, γ082 -- -- -- -- -2.33 3.85 3,245 -0.60     
      Overage, β09                
           Typical  School, γ090 -4.12 1.20 53 -3.44** -4.99 0.74 3,245 -6.75*** -4.87 0.98 21 -4.96 *** 
Growth Rate, π1                  
     Typical Student,  β10                
           Typical  School, γ100 21.70 .57 51 37.76*** 24.51 0.45 51 54.27*** 16.26 0.33 20 49.64 *** 
           ZONE, γ101 2.96 1.35 51 2.19* 3.90 1.08 51 3.63*** 0.09 0.66 20 0.13   
           RDGFRST, γ102 4.18 1.32 51 3.16** 2.62 1.06 51 2.49*    
      Male, β11                
            Typical  School, γ110 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -1.24 0.36 4,586 -3.44 *** 
      Black, β12                
            Typical  School, γ120 -- -- -- -- -1.98 0.54 9,738 -3.64*** -1.04 0.40 4,586 -2.59 ** 
      FRL, β13                
           Typical  School, γ130 -1.94 0.79 7,612 -2.45* -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --  
      Current ELL, β14                
            Typical  School, γ140 10.65 1.38 7,612 7.69*** 4.42 2.01 53 2.20* 4.34 0.96 4,586 4.53 *** 
      Former ELL, β15                
            Typical  School, γ150 3.32 0.64 7,612 5.19*** -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --  
      Disabled, β16                
            Typical  School, γ160 5.11 1.18 7,612 4.34*** -1.76 0.73 9,738 -2.41* -1.27 0.56 4,586 -2.29 * 
      Gifted, β17                
            Typical  School, γ170 -2.80 1.12 7,612 -2.51* -4.64 0.96 53 -4.82*** -- -- -- --  
      Overage, β18                
            Typical  School, γ180 -- -- -- -- -1.76 0.35 9,738 -5.00*** -1.52 0.34 4,586 -4.45 *** 
Note. Effects not included in the model due to lack of statistical significance are indicated by dashes. Effects that are not applicable are represented by cells that are 
shaded. Subscripts that begin with 0 are intercept terms. Subscripts that begin with 1 are slope terms. %FRL is a symbol for the percentage of students at the school that 
are eligible to receive free and reduced priced lunch. FRL indicates individual student eligibility to receive free and reduced price lunch. A-Plus Grade represents the sum 
of the six data points that comprise the 2005 school grade. ZONE and RDGFRST are dichotomous program variables equal to “1” for schools in each respective program 
and “0” for schools in the control group. 
  * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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The predictors for the third and final level of the HLM model are listed at the second level of 
indentation. The student-level intercept and each student-level predictor weight are separately 
estimated in terms of a school-level intercept and a weighted sum of school-level predictors that 
include program type. These variables represent the interactive effects of achievement. The points 
earned underlying the A-Plus school grade and the percentage of students who were eligible for 
free/reduced price lunch were included as predictors for the school-level intercept term to control 
for differences between the treatment and control group prior to the onset of the Zone program. All 
predictors were grand-mean centered. The predictor weights indicate the influence of the predictors 
on the outcome variable with the other effects in the model partialed out. Predictor weights with 
non-significant values are indicated by dashes except where necessary to interpret the model. 
 
With regard to the initial status, the intercept for the typical student (i.e., a student with the same 
demographics as the combined student body of the Zone, Reading First, and control schools) in the 
typical school (i.e., a school with the same average socioeconomic status and school grade as the 
Zone, Reading First, and control schools combined) corresponds to the value assumed by the 
combined group’s mean pretest scale score when the predictors are at their sample means. It ranges 
from a low of 596.84 in grade 4 to a high of 644.17 in grade 8. The predictor weights give the 
achievement differences in initial status within the subgroups at the onset of the program. The 
achievement gap between male and female students ranged from 4.73 points in grade 5 to 7.06 
points in grade 4. Students who were Black were outscored by non-Black students by an amount 
that ranged from 5.18 points in grade 5 to 11.42 points in grade 8. Current ELL students were 
outscored by non-ELL students by an amount that ranged from 26.76 points in grade 5 to 44.89 
points in grade 8. The achievement gap between disabled students and non-disabled students 
ranged from 25.75 points in grade 5 to 37.18 points in grade 4. The amount by which gifted 
students outscored non-gifted students ranged from 39.24 points in grade 4 to 40.07 points in grade 
8. Finally, a one year increase in Over Age (i.e., age relative to grade) above the sample mean 
decreased average student achievement by an amount that ranged from 4.12 points in grade 4 to 
4.87 points in grade 8. The Zone and Reading First program variables indicate the difference in the 
initial status of typical students in those programs and the control schools, overall, and for each of 
the subgroups. For the typical student in the typical school this value was generally not statistically 
significant, which indicates that overall the groups were mostly comparable once the average 
A-plus points earned and the school percentage of students eligible for the FRL program 
were taken into account. Within the subgroups, no consistent pattern was detected.     
 
With regard to the annual growth rate, the intercept for the typical student in the typical school 
corresponds to the value assumed by the combined group’s mean annualized gain score when the 
predictors are at their sample means. All values were statistically significant and ranged from a low 
of 16.26 in grade 8 to a high of 24.51 in grade 4. The predictor weights give achievement 
differences in annual growth rate within the subgroups. Students who were Black grew more 
slowly than non-Black students by an amount that ranged from 1.04 points in grade 5 to 1.98 
points in grade 8. Current ELL students grew faster than their former ELL and non-ELL 
counterparts by an amount that ranged from a 4.34 for grade 8 to 10.65 in grade 4. The difference 
in the growth rate of disabled and non-disabled students ranged from a low of -1.27 points in grade 
8 to a high of 5.11 points in grade 4. Gifted students grew at a slower annual rate than non-gifted 
students by an amount that ranged from 2.80 points in grade 4 to 4.64 points in grade 5. Finally, a 
one year increase in Over Age (i.e., age relative to grade) above the sample mean decreased 
average annual growth rate by an amount that ranged from 1.52 points in grade 8 to 2.76 points in 
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grade 5. The Zone and Reading First program variables give the difference between those 
programs annual growth rates and that of the control group, and as the groups’ initial status was 
generally comparable, indicate the effects of the programs. A statistically significant predictor was 
noted for this interactive effect for the Zone (2.96 in grade 4 and 3.90 in grade 5) and for Reading 
First (4.18 in grade 4 and 2.62 in grade 5). Thus, the annual rate of growth for fourth and fifth 
grade students in both Zone and Reading First schools is significantly higher than that of their 
counterparts in the control schools. However, given the standard errors, the annual rate of growth 
for fourth and fifth graders in Zone and Reading First schools appears to be comparable. No other 
significant effects were detected.   
 
 The final issue examined is a comparison of the posttest scores predicted for the typical student, 
adjusted for between-group demographic and achievement differences. The predicted posttest 
score was determined by projecting the annual growth rate overall and the difference between the 
Zone and control schools and adding the result to the overall initial status. Table 28 lists by grade 
level the groups’ size, mean, and standard deviation and the adjusted mean and standard error. The 
results of independent sample t-tests of the Zone and control groups’ adjusted scores are displayed 
in the last three columns of the table. The table shows that for both groups, the actual mean scores 
are usually higher than the adjusted mean scores. Results show that the adjusted post test scores of 
the groups are comparable. As such, no statistically significant differences were found.  
 

Table 28 
Comparison of the Groups Adjusted Reading Posttest Scores 

  Actual Adjusted  
  Pre Post Pre Post  

Group n M SE M SE M SE M SE t
Grade 4  
 Zone 18 587.63 12.27 632.78 8.73 593.24 5.35 637.68 5.03 -0.75
 Reading First 18 590.42 9.66 636.18 9.07 595.21 5.37 641.59 4.20 0.03
 Control 18 598.44 9.99 637.65 6.67 602.06 7.61 641.46 5.09 -0.85
Grade 5           
 Zone 18 601.84 6.33 653.22 8.58 606.19 3.00 658.23 6.20 -0.47
 Reading First 18 606.21 8.96 656.11 9.71 610.54 4.39 660.47 7.06 -0.09
 Control 18 615.19 7.95 660.76 9.31 615.99 3.95 661.06 5.89 -0.34
Grade 8           
 Zone 11 637.44 7.50 669.63 8.82 641.54 4.11 674.14 5.37 -0.87
 Control 11 646.01 9.10 678.57 10.98 646.79 4.75 679.25 6.42  

Note. Adjusted means for each group are computed from the Bayes estimates for each school, contained in the level-3 (school) residual file, by adding the 
product of the growth rate and number of years to the initial status. Actual means for each group are computed by taking the mean of the observed school 
means. School means are obtained by aggregating individual student scores to the school level. Actual and adjusted standard errors are determined by 
computing the standard deviations of the school means. The t-ratios on the Zone and Reading First rows of the table gauge the difference in the adjusted 
post test means of those groups with respect to the control group whereas the t-ratio on the Control row of the table gauges the difference between the 
adjusted means of the Zone and Reading First groups.    
 

In sum, the general absence of significant differences in the initial status scores for typical students 
in the Zone, Reading First, and control schools indicates that the groups’ adjusted reading scores 
were comparable at the inception of the program. Therefore, a comparison of the groups’ annual 
growth rates provides a direct measure of the programs’ efficacy. In the fourth and fifth grades, 
significant moderate positive differences in the rates of growth of typical students in the Zone and 
Reading First schools with respect to students in the control schools were found with no significant 
differences between the Zone and Reading First programs seen at either grade. Thus, both the Zone 
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and Reading First programs may be considered to be more effective at increasing reading 
achievement relative to the control group in grades 4 and 5. No other significant programmatic 
effects were found. 
  
Mathematics 

 
The random effects estimated by the HLM provide an overview of model fit and delineate the way 
error is distributed throughout the three levels of the model. Table 29 follows the same format as 
Table 26 and lists by grade level the standard deviation, variance component, chi-square, and 
reliability for each random effect. The levels of the model are listed at the left margin:  Level 1 
temporal variation (i.e., test administration), Level 2 (students within school), and Level 3 
(between schools). The error terms for the various predictors in the model are listed by the model 
level. The temporal variation, which gives the test score error across time periods that remains 
unexplained by the model, was reduced by 79.2% in grade 4, 54.0% in grade 5, and 62.4% in grade 
8. These percentages, which do not appear in Table 29, represent effect sizes with strong practical 
significance (Cohen, 1988). The addition of the Zone and Reading First program indicators to the 
model reduced variance in the students’ annual rates of growth for grade 4 by 24.2% and the 
addition of the Zone program variable alone reduced variance in the fifth grade students’ annual 
rate of growth by 9.4%. The addition of the Zone program indicator to the model did not reduce 
the variance in eighth grade students’ annual rate of growth. Thus, a moderate effect was exhibited 
by the Zone program in two of three cases and the Reading First program in one of two cases. The 
chi-square values for the between-schools and students-within-schools effects demonstrate that 
significant variation in initial status and annual growth rates remain unexplained by the model.  
 
The fixed effects estimated by the HLM indicate the influence of the predictors on the estimated 
value of each outcome, when all other effects in the model are held constant. Table 30 follows the 
same format as Table 27 and lists by grade level, the weight, standard error, degrees of freedom, 
and t-ratio for each of the fixed effects. The predictors for the second level of the HLM model are 
listed at the left margin. The value of the students’ mathematics scale scores over time is estimated 
in terms of the students’ initial status (i.e., at the inception of the Zone program) and annual growth 
rate x time in years. The predictors for the second level of the HLM model are listed at the first 
level of indent. The outcome variables for students’ initial status (pretest) and annual growth rate 
(gain) in terms of student-level demographic predictors of gender, ethnicity, eligibility for 
free/reduced price lunch, ELL status, and special education classification. These variables 
represent the main effects of achievement.  
 



 

 

75 

Table 29 
Hierarchical Linear Model of Growth in Mathematics – Random Effects 

 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 8 

Random Effect a 
Standard 
Deviation 

Variance 
Component df Chi-square 

 
Standard 
Deviation

Variance 
Component df Chi-square  

Standard
Deviation

Variance 
Component df Chi-square  

Level 1 (temporal variation)                
   Error, e 22.98 528.22  18.29 334.52    15.57 242.35    
Level 2 (students within schools)                
    Initial status, r0 26.70 712.68 2,470 11,875.88 *** 26.61 708.05 3,134 18,264.23 *** 24.19 585.03 4,519 360,079.78 *** 
   Growth rate, r1 -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  
Level 3 (between schools)                
   Initial Status                 
   Typical Student, U00 5.57 30.99 28 91.65 *** 7.37 54.32 37 173.09 *** 1.68 2.82 19 46.48 *** 
      Former ELL, U06 -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  1.57 2.49 21 33.22 * 
      Disabled, U07 -- -- -- --  10.56 111.51 38 88.73 ***  
      Over Age, U09 -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  2.65 7.04 21 36.17 * 
   Growth Rate              
      Typical Student, U10 4.20 17.67 30 167.13 *** 3.87 14.99 38 65.10 *** 151 2.83 20 111.75 *** 
     Male, U11 2.13 4.54 32 46.48 * -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  
    Current ELL, U12 9.15 83.80 32 79.48 *** -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  
    Disabled, U14 -- -- -- --  3.47 12.01 38 65.11 ** -- -- -- --  
      Gifted, U15 -- -- -- --  4.67 21.81 40 75.43 ** -- -- -- --  

Note. The symbol df indicates degrees of freedom. 
a The Level 1 random effect (e) gives the variation in students scores over time after the effect of student and school variables are taken into account. The Level 2 random effects (r0, r1) give the variation 
in individual student scores after the effect of school level variables are taken into account. The Level 3 random effects (u00, u16) give school-level variations in the scores.  

 * p < .05. ** p< .01. *** p < .001.  
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Table 30 

Hierarchical Linear Model of Growth in Mathematics - Fixed Effects 
 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 8 

Fixed Effects Weight S.E. df t Weight S.E. df t Weight S.E. df t  
Initial Status, π0             
       Typical  Student, β00             
               Typical  School, γ000 577.65 1.05 49 549.25 *** 609.90 1.17 50 522.20 *** 648.48 .56 19 1,150.24 *** 
               ZONE, γ001 -5.15 3.02 49 -1.71   -5.58 3.29 50 -1.70   -0.70 1.40 19 -0.50   
               RDGFRST, γ002 -6.62 2.58 49 -2.57 * -1.53 2.86 50 -.54        
               A-Plus Grade, γ003 0.06 0.02 49 2.68 * 0.08 0.03 50 3.23 ** .19 .03 19 7.06 *** 
               %FRL, γ004 -0.29 0.16 49 -1.79   -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  
       Male, β01                
               Typical  School, γ010 4.62 1.40 2,523 3.30 *** 7.02 1.13 3,240 6.21 *** 0.96 0.84 4,561 1.14   
               ZONE, γ011 -.98 3.03 2,523 -.32   -- -- -- --  -- -- -- --  
               RDGFRST, γ012 -1.32 2.87 2,523 -.46   -- -- -- --     
      Black, β02                
               Typical  School, γ020 -10.49 1.62 2,523 -6.46 *** -8.80 1.45 3,240 -6.07 *** -8.76 1.00 4,561 -8.80 *** 
      FRL, β03                
               Typical  School, γ030 -7.55 1.99 2,523 -3.80 *** -7.68 1.71 3,240 -4.50 *** -4.50 1.08 4,561 -4.17 *** 
               ZONE, γ031           7.51 2.13 4,561 3.52 *** 
      Current ELL, β04                
               Typical  School, γ040 -28.08 3.46 2,523 -8.11 *** -35.06 3.33 3,240 -10.53 *** -35.60 2.32 4,561 -15.35 *** 
      Former  ELL, β05                
               Typical  School, γ050 -1.86 1.72 2,523 -1.08   -1.86 1.42 3,240 -1.31   -2.43 1.09 21 -2.24 * 
      Disabled, β06                
               Typical  School, γ060 -30.19 2.62 2,523 -11.55 *** -32.55 2.44 51 -13.34 *** -28.93 1.21 4,561 -23.93 *** 
               ZONE, γ061 -- -- -- --  -0.77 5.72 51 -0.14   -- -- -- --  
               RDGFRST, γ062 -- -- -- --  -0.04 5.53 51 -0.01      
       Gifted, β07                
               Typical  School, γ070 44.00 2.40 2,523 18.31 *** 52.84 2.34 3,240 22.61 *** 54.44 1.54 4,561 35.26 *** 
               ZONE, γ071 -- -- -- --  -14.43 5.27 3,240 -2.74 ** -- -- -- --  
               RDGFRST, γ072 -- -- -- --  -2.05 4.90 3,240 -0.42      
       Over Age, β08                
              Typical  School, γ080 0.52 1.42 2,523 0.37   -3.98 0.89 3,240 -4.45 *** -5.60 0.80 4,561 -7.00 *** 
Growth Rate, π1                 
      Typical  Student, β10                
              Typical  School, γ100 35.76 0.68 51 52.93 *** 19.55 0.58 51 33.53 *** 20.08 0.36 20 55.05 *** 
              ZONE, γ101 4.66 1.65 51 2.82 ** 3.13 1.39 51 2.25 * 0.15 0.73 20 0.21   
              RDGFRST, γ102 4.50 1.61 51 2.79 ** .19 1.37 51 0.14        
       Male, β11                
             Typical  School, γ110 -1.26 0.73 53 -1.74   -2.09 0.47 9,720 -4.49 *** 1.03 0.33 13,691 3.14 ** 
       Current ELL, β12                
             Typical  School, γ120 6.43 2.33 53 2.76 ** 12.71 1.34 9,720 9.50 *** 6.25 0.89 13,691 7.01 *** 
        Former  ELL, β13                
             Typical  School, γ130 3.13 0.76 7,574 4.11 *** 1.33 0.53 9,720 2.53 * 1.13 0.36 13,691 3.10 ** 
         Disabled, β14                
              Typical  School, γ140 -- -- -- --  5.13 .92 51 5.56 *** -- -- -- --  
              ZONE, γ141 -- -- -- --  4.97 2.14 51 2.33 * -- -- -- --  
              RDGFRST, γ142 -- -- -- --  1.36 2.06 51 0.66      
         Gifted, β15                
               Typical  School, γ150 -3.86 0.67 7,574 -5.73 *** -6.52 1.20 53 -5.45 *** -3.54 0.60 13,691 -5.87 *** 
         Over Age, β16                
               Typical  School, γ160 -- -- -- --  -1.27 0.37 9,720 -3.47 *** -1.14 0.31 13,691 -3.66 *** 

Note. Effects not included in the model due to lack of statistical significance are indicated by dashes. Effects that are not applicable are represented by cells that are 
shaded. Subscripts that begin with 0 are intercept terms. Subscripts that begin with 1 are slope terms. %FRL is a symbol for the percentage of students at the school that 
are eligible to receive free and reduced priced lunch. FRL indicates individual student eligibility to receive free and reduced price lunch. A-Plus Grade represents the sum 
of the six data points that comprise the 2005 school grade. ZONE and RDGFRST are dichotomous program variables equal to “1” for schools in each respective program 
and “0” for schools in the control group.  
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 



 

77 

The predictors for the third and final level of the HLM model are listed at the second level of 
indent. The student-level intercept and each student-level predictor weight are estimated in terms 
of a school-level intercept and a weighted sum of school-level predictors that include program 
type. These variables represent the interactive effects of achievement. The points earned 
underlying the A-Plus school grade and the percentage of students who were eligible for 
free/reduced price lunch were included as predictors for the school-level intercept term to control 
for differences between the treatment and control group prior to the onset of the Zone program. All 
predictors were grand-mean centered. The predictor weights indicate the influence of the predictors 
on the outcome variable with the other effects in the model partialed out. Predictor weights with 
non-significant values are displayed as dashes unless required to interpret the model. 
 
With regard to the initial status, the intercept for the typical student in the typical school 
corresponds to the value assumed by the combined group’s mean pretest scale score when the 
predictors are at their sample means. It ranges from a low of 577.65 in grade 4 to a high of 648.48 
in grade 8. The predictor weights give the achievement differences in initial status within the 
subgroups prior to the onset of the program. The male students outscored female students by an 
amount, which ranged from 0.96 points in grade 8 to 7.02 points in grade 5. The performance 
deficit between Black and White/Other students ranged from 8.76 points in grade 8 to 10.49 points 
in grade 4. The achievement gap between FRL eligible and non-FRL eligible students ranged from 
4.50 points in grade 8 to 7.68 points in grade 5. Current ELL students were outscored by non-ELL 
students by an amount that ranged from 28.08 points in grade 4 to 35.60 points in grade 8. The 
achievement gap between disabled students and non-disabled students ranged from 28.93 points in 
grade 8 to 32.55 points in grade 5. The amount by which gifted students outscored non-gifted 
students ranged from 44.00 points in grade 4 to 54.44 points in grade 8. Finally, a one year increase 
in Over Age (i.e., age relative to grade) above the sample mean predicted an increase in average 
student achievement that ranged from -5.60 in grade 8 to 0.52 points in grade 4. The Zone and 
Reading First program variables indicate the difference in the initial status of typical students in 
each program’s schools relative to the control group, overall and for each of the subgroups. For the 
typical student in the typical school this value was not generally statistically significant, which 
indicates that overall the groups were comparable when the average A-plus points earned and 
school level percent of student eligible for reduced price lunch were included as covariates.  
 
With regard to the annual growth rate, the intercept for the typical student (i.e., a student with the 
same demographics as the combined student body of the Zone, Reading First, and control schools) 
in the typical school (i.e., a school with the same average socioeconomic status and school grade as 
the Zone, Reading First, and control schools combined) corresponds to the value assumed by the 
combined group’s mean annualized gain score when the predictors are at their sample means. All 
values were statistically significant and ranged from a low of 19.55 points in grade 5 to a high of 
35.76 in grade 4. The predictor weights give achievement differences in annual growth rate within 
the subgroups. The difference in the annual rate of growth of current ELL and non-ELL students 
was 6.43 for grade 4, 12.71 points for grade 5, and 6.25 points for grade 8. The difference in the 
annual rate of growth of former ELL and ELL/non-ELL students ranged from 1.13 points in grade 
8 to 3.13 points in grade 4. The difference in the annual rate of growth of non-gifted and gifted 
students ranged from a low of 3.86 points in grade 4 to a high of 6.52 points in grade 5. Finally, a 
one year increase in Over Age (i.e., age relative to grade) above the sample mean decreased 
average annual growth rate by an amount that ranged from 1.14 points in grade 8 to 1.27 points in 
grade 5. The Zone and Reading First program variables give the difference between each 
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program’s annual growth rate and that of the control group. As the groups’ initial statuses were 
comparable, these program variables indicate the effect of the programs. A statistically significant 
predictor was noted for this interactive effect for the Zone (4.66 in grade 4 and 3.13 in grade 5) and 
for Reading First (4.50 in grade 4). Thus, the annual rate of growth for fourth grade students in 
both Zone and Reading First schools and fifth grade students in the Zone is significantly higher 
than that of their counterparts in the control schools.  The final issue examined is a comparison of 
the posttest scores predicted for the typical student adjusted for between-group demographic and 
achievement differences. The predicted posttest score was determined by projecting the annual 
growth rate overall and the difference between the Zone and control schools, and adding the result 
to the overall initial status. Table 31 follows the same format as Table 28 and lists by grade level 
the groups’ size, mean, and standard deviation and the adjusted mean and standard error. The 
results of independent sample t-tests of the Zone and control groups’ adjusted scores are displayed 
in the last three columns of the table. The table shows that for both groups the actual mean scores 
are usually higher than the adjusted mean scores. Results show that while the adjusted mean scores 
of students in the Zone schools was somewhat lower than that of their counterparts, no statistically 
significant differences were found.  
 

Table 31 
Comparison of the Groups Adjusted Mathematics Posttest Scores 

  Actual Adjusted  
  Pre Post Pre Post  

Group n M SE M SE M SE M SE t
Grade 4  
 Zone 18 565.89 10.28 640.58 10.95 573.20 3.95 647.94 5.82 -0.31
 Reading First 18 568.16 10.44 642.83 9.63 575.42 5.77 649.81 4.94 0.01
 Control 18 580.15 9.93 645.50 9.06 584.35 5.60 649.76 6.03 -0.35
Grade 5           
 Zone 18 599.72 9.96 643.10 9.56 603.65 7.40 646.96 7.00 -0.65
 Reading First 18 609.30 11.24 645.95 9.78 611.64 7.08 648.55 7.92 -0.40
 Control 18 616.02 8.73 652.73 9.94 614.41 5.82 651.49 6.94 -0.21
Grade 8           
 Zone 11 642.37 6.89 682.91 6.29 645.22 3.48 685.53 3.85 -1.13
 Control 11 653.13 8.10 693.10 9.56 651.74 4.96 691.75 7.11  

 
In sum, the absence of significant differences in the adjusted initial status scores for the typical 
student in Zone and Reading First schools relative to the control schools indicates that the groups’ 
adjusted scores were generally comparable at the inception of the Zone program in all three grade 
cohorts. Therefore, comparison of the groups’ annual growth rates provides a direct indication of 
the efficacy of the both programs. At each grade for the sample overall, a significant increase in 
annual growth rate of students was found for the typical student and a statistically significant 
interactive effect for the Zone in grades four and five and for Reading First in grade 4. Thus, the 
annual rate of growth for fourth grade and fifth grade students in the Zone and fourth grade 
students in the Reading First schools is significantly higher than that of their counterparts in the 
control schools. Thus, the Zone may be considered effective at increasing mathematics 
achievement relative to the control group at grades four and five whereas Reading first can be 
considered effective at increasing mathematics achievement relative to the control group at grade 
4. No significant programmatic effect was seen for eighth grade.  
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Student Performance on the FCAT/SSS 

The second measure of academic performance examined by the evaluation involved the movement 
of students from lower to higher achievement levels on the FCAT/SSS. This analysis was done 
across grades 3 through 10, as well as individually by grade. Combining results across grade levels 
is possible because the FCAT/SSS is designed to assess students’ performance with regard to 
specified Sunshine State Standards criteria established for each grade level. Thus, a 3rd grade 
student scoring “proficient” on the 3rd grade test has met the same standard as a 9th grade student 
scoring “proficient” on the 9th grade test. In order to measure shifts in achievement on the 
FCAT/SSS, the difference between each student’s 2005-06 and 2006-07 achievement levels was 
calculated. For students at level 1-2 in 2005-06, an achievement gain was defined as any full-level 
rise above the 2005-06 level. For students at level 3-5 in 2005-06, (considered to be at or above 
“proficient” status) an achievement gain was defined as any level equal to or above the 2005-06 
level. Chi-square (χ2) analyses were performed to compare the percentages of students who met the 
achievement level criteria in 2005-06 at the Zone and control schools. The strength of differences 
was further examined using a Phi (φ) coefficient to assess effect size and thus ascertain practical 
significance. The Phi coefficient has been classified as .10 = weak, .30 = moderate, and .50 = 
strong (Cohen, 1988). Separate analyses were performed for reading and mathematics; the results 
are displayed in Table 32 and Table 33 respectively. Note that the 2005-06 FCAT-SSS third grade 
reading scores were retroactively adjusted by the state. This adjustment is not reflected in the 
results that follow. The cells of data used in the computation of achievement gains are shaded. 
These two tables display the number and percent of Zone and Non Reading First control students 
by 2005-06 achievement levels (horizontally), and by 2006-07 achievement levels (vertically), 
followed by the Chi-square and Phi statistics.  
 
Reading 
 
An examination of the all Grades section of Table 32 shows that the percentage of students scoring 
in level 1 in reading on the FCAT/SSS declined from 2005-06 to 2006-07 in both the Zone and 
control schools. Looking at the fourth column of the table, it may be seen that in 2005-06, 42.7% 
of the students in Zone schools scored in level 1. Following down this column it can be seen that 
24.7% of the students in Zone schools scored in level 2, 24.1% in level 3, 7.6% in level 4, and 
0.9% scored in level 5. Their counterparts in the control schools initially performed somewhat 
better: 29.9% of the students in control schools scored in level 1, 24.4% scored in level 2, 29.6% 
scored in level 3, 13.6% scored in level 4, and 2.6% scored in level 5. Now, for each initial 
(2005-06) achievement level, changes in achievement level from 2005-06 to 2006-07 may be 
seen by following across the rows. Of the students in Zone schools who initially scored in level 
1, 81.7% remained in level 1 the following year, 14.7% improved one level to level 2, 3.4% 
improved two levels to level 3, 0.2% improved three levels to level 4, and none improved four 
levels to level 5. Chi-square analyses and the Phi coefficients were used to assess the statistical and 
practical significance of the shifts in achievement for students in Zone and control schools. As may 
be seen in the second to the last column of the All Grade section of the table, three statistically 
significant differences were identified. They stemmed from the shifts out of levels 1, 2, and 4. The 
percentage of students at the Zone schools who shifted from level 1 in 2005-06 to level 2 or higher 
in 2006-07 was smaller than that of their counterparts at the control schools. Specifically, 81.7% of 
the Zone students initially scoring in level 1 remained in level 1, while only 78.1% of the control 
students remained in level 1. Likewise, the percentage of the Zone students who moved from level 
4 to levels 4 and 5, or who remained at level 5 was significantly smaller than that of the control 
students. Accordingly, the control students who originally scored in levels 1, 2, and 4 in reading 
improved more than did their counterparts in the Zone but the differences were weak. 



 

Note. The cells of data used in the computation of achievement gains are shaded. Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding. 
a The number of students in a group (Zone vs. Control) or in a classification (gain vs. no gain) was less than five. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01.  80 

Table 32 
Comparison of  FCAT- SSS Reading Achievement Level Change 

        ALL GRADES       

 2006-07  
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Χ2 Φ 

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n %    

1 Zone 7756 42.7 6340 81.7 1139 14.7 261 3.4 16 0.2 0 0.0 25.1*** -0.04 
 Control 7380 29.9 5761 78.1 1300 17.6 301 4.1 18 0.2 0 0.0   
2 Zone 4483 24.7 1734 38.7 2028 45.2 686 15.3 35 0.8 0 0.0 3.6 -0.02 
 Control 6028 24.4 2201 36.5 2722 45.2 1044 17.3 56 0.9 5 0.1   
3 Zone 4389 24.1 412 9.4 1516 34.5 2038 46.4 380 8.7 43 1.0 0.4 -0.01 
 Control 7306 29.6 684 9.4 2407 32.9 3420 46.8 702 9.6 93 1.3   
4 Zone 1388 7.6 15 1.1 95 6.8 643 46.3 543 39.1 92 6.6 11.4*** -0.05 
 Control 3354 13.6 29 0.9 172 5.1 1414 42.2 1346 40.1 393 11.7    
5 Zone 164 0.9 1 0.6 1 0.6 23 14.0 84 51.2 55 33.5 5.8* -0.08 
 Control 655 2.6 0 0.0 2 0.3 83 12.7 302 46.1 268 40.9    

ALL Zone 18180 100.0 8502 46.8 4779 26.3 3651 20.1 1058 5.8 190 1.0    
 Control 24723 100.0 8675 35.1 6603 26.7 6262 25.3 2424 9.8 759 3.1    

        GRADE 3       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % Χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 229 100.0 107 46.7 49 21.4 64 27.9 9 3.9 0 0.0 0.2   -0.02 
 Control 242 99.2 108 44.6 53 21.9 77 31.8 4 1.7 0 0.0    
2 Zone 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 -- -- 
 Control 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0    
3 Zone 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 -- -- 
 Control 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0     
4 Zone 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 -- -- 
 Control 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0    
5 Zone 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 -- -- 
 Control 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0    

ALL Zone 229 100.0 107 46.7 49 21.4 64 27.9 9 3.9 0 0.0     
 Control 244 100.0 108 44.3 54 22.1 77 31.6 4 1.6 0 0.0    

        GRADE 4       

 2006-07  
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % Χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 212 16.9 153 72.2 39 18.4 17 8.0 3 1.4 0 0.0 0.6   0.04 
 Control 216 11.3 163 75.5 36 16.7 17 7.9 0 0.0 0 0.0     
2 Zone 227 18.1 107 47.1 65 28.6 51 22.5 4 1.8 0 0.0 0.6   0.03 
 Control 290 15.1 141 48.6 87 30.0 59 20.3 3 1.0 0 0.0     
3 Zone 569 45.4 88 15.5 140 24.6 281 49.4 57 10.0 3 0.5 1.3   0.03 
 Control 877 45.7 172 19.6 206 23.5 426 48.6 71 8.1 2 0.2     
4 Zone 234 18.7 4 1.7 14 6.0 96 41.0 103 44.0 17 7.3 2.9   -0.06 
 Control 490 25.5 5 1.0 20 4.1 181 36.9 233 47.6 51 10.4     
5 Zone 12 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 8.3 7 58.3 4 33.3 1.2   -0.15 
 Control 45 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.2 21 46.7 23 51.1     

ALL Zone 1254 100.0 352 28.1 258 20.6 446 35.6 174 13.9 24 1.9      
 Control 1918 100.0 481 25.1 349 18.2 684 35.7 328 17.1 76 4.0     



 

Note. The cells of data used in the computation of achievement gains are shaded. Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding. 
a The number of students in a group (Zone vs. Control) or in a classification (gain vs. no gain) was less than five. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01.  81 

Table 32, continued 
Comparison of  FCAT- SSS Reading Achievement Level Change 

        GRADE 5       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5   

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % Χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 357 29.2 214 59.9 93 26.1 50 14.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0   0.00 
 Control 462 24.1 277 60.0 125 27.1 56 12.1 4 0.9 0 0.0     
2 Zone 277 22.7 55 19.9 105 37.9 114 41.2 3 1.1 0 0.0 0.0   0.00 
 Control 388 20.3 81 20.9 145 37.4 153 39.4 9 2.3 0 0.0     
3 Zone 412 33.7 31 7.5 90 21.8 237 57.5 53 12.9 1 0.2 3.9 * -0.06 
 Control 672 35.1 36 5.4 125 18.6 394 58.6 116 17.3 1 0.1     
4 Zone 162 13.3 3 1.9 8 4.9 64 39.5 83 51.2 4 2.5 6.0 * -0.11 
 Control 330 17.2 1 0.3 7 2.1 107 32.4 190 57.6 25 7.6     
5 Zone 14 1.1 1 7.1 0 0.0 1 7.1 9 64.3 3 21.4 1.8   -0.15 
 Control 62 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.2 35 56.5 25 40.3     

ALL Zone 1222 100.0 304 24.9 296 24.2 466 38.1 148 12.1 8 0.7      
 Control 1914 100.0 395 20.6 402 21.0 712 37.2 354 18.5 51 2.7     

        GRADE 6       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % Χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 898 32.4 673 74.9 189 21.0 36 4.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3.7   -0.05 
 Control 868 23.4 615 70.9 207 23.8 45 5.2 1 0.1 0 0.0     
2 Zone 671 24.2 264 39.3 271 40.4 128 19.1 8 1.2 0 0.0 0.8   -0.02 
 Control 770 20.7 271 35.2 328 42.6 165 21.4 6 0.8 0 0.0     
3 Zone 919 33.1 125 13.6 294 32.0 438 47.7 61 6.6 1 0.1 0.6   -0.02 
 Control 1307 35.2 171 13.1 403 30.8 632 48.4 96 7.3 5 0.4     
4 Zone 263 9.5 3 1.1 19 7.2 148 56.3 86 32.7 7 2.7 9.7 ** -0.10 
 Control 654 17.6 8 1.2 29 4.4 312 47.7 278 42.5 27 4.1     
5 Zone 22 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 9.1 12 54.5 8 36.4 0.3   0.04 
 Control 114 3.1 0 0.0 1 0.9 15 13.2 63 55.3 35 30.7     

ALL Zone 2773 100.0 1065 38.4 773 27.9 752 27.1 167 6.0 16 0.6      
 Control 3713 100.0 1065 28.7 968 26.1 1169 31.5 444 12.0 67 1.8     

        GRADE 7       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % Χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 807 35.6 580 71.9 175 21.7 51 6.3 1 0.1 0 0.0 6.6 * -0.06 
 Control 774 23.9 510 65.9 207 26.7 53 6.8 4 0.5 0 0.0     
2 Zone 528 23.3 137 25.9 236 44.7 148 28.0 7 1.3 0 0.0 6.8 ** -0.08 
 Control 663 20.5 154 23.2 267 40.3 227 34.2 15 2.3 0 0.0     
3 Zone 649 28.6 24 3.7 132 20.3 393 60.6 95 14.6 5 0.8 3.6   0.05 
 Control 1041 32.2 41 3.9 253 24.3 586 56.3 150 14.4 11 1.1     
4 Zone 242 10.7 1 0.4 6 2.5 91 37.6 124 51.2 20 8.3 0.0   0.00 
 Control 615 19.0 1 0.2 22 3.6 228 37.1 274 44.6 90 14.6     
5 Zone 40 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 7.5 22 55.0 15 37.5 0.8   -0.07 
 Control 139 4.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 5.8 68 48.9 63 45.3     

ALL Zone 2266 100.0 742 32.7 549 24.2 686 30.3 249 11.0 40 1.8      
 Control 3232 100.0 706 21.8 749 23.2 1102 34.1 511 15.8 164 5.1     



 

Note. The cells of data used in the computation of achievement gains are shaded. Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding. 
a The number of students in a group (Zone vs. Control) or in a classification (gain vs. no gain) was less than five. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01.  82 

Table 32, continued 
Comparison of  FCAT- SSS Reading Achievement Level Change 

        GRADE 8       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % Χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 1293 40.2 1073 83.0 205 15.9 13 1.0 2 0.2 0 0.0 3.7   -0.04 
 Control 1152 28.6 921 79.9 213 18.5 18 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0     
2 Zone 765 23.8 307 40.1 389 50.8 69 9.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1.8   -0.03 
 Control 955 23.7 353 37.0 497 52.0 102 10.7 3 0.3 0 0.0     
3 Zone 828 25.8 56 6.8 416 50.2 327 39.5 29 3.5 0 0.0 1.7   -0.03 
 Control 1209 30.0 97 8.0 557 46.1 501 41.4 53 4.4 1 0.1     
4 Zone 286 8.9 1 0.3 30 10.5 170 59.4 79 27.6 6 2.1 1.1   -0.04 
 Control 581 14.4 5 0.9 41 7.1 342 58.9 181 31.2 12 2.1     
5 Zone 41 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 31.7 25 61.0 3 7.3 4.5 * -0.16 
 Control 132 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 25.0 70 53.0 29 22.0     

ALL Zone 3213 100.0 1437 44.7 1040 32.4 592 18.4 135 4.2 9 0.3      
 Control 4029 100.0 1376 34.2 1308 32.5 996 24.7 307 7.6 42 1.0     

        GRADE 9       

2005-06 2006-07
 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % Χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 1862 51.3 1581 84.9 260 14.0 21 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 12.0 *** -0.06 
 Control 1689 35.2 1360 80.5 304 18.0 24 1.4 1 0.1 0 0.0     
2 Zone 1084 29.9 371 34.2 583 53.8 126 11.6 4 0.4 0 0.0 8.9 ** -0.06 
 Control 1463 30.5 468 32.0 758 51.8 228 15.6 9 0.6 0 0.0     
3 Zone 567 15.6 36 6.3 232 40.9 240 42.3 48 8.5 11 1.9 4.8 * -0.05 
 Control 1249 26.0 76 6.1 446 35.7 567 45.4 137 11.0 23 1.8     
4 Zone 106 2.9 2 1.9 6 5.7 36 34.0 46 43.4 16 15.1 0.4   0.03 
 Control 350 7.3 4 1.1 15 4.3 138 39.4 117 33.4 76 21.7     
5 Zone 9 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 11.1 3 33.3 5 55.6 0.6   0.11 
 Control 46 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 6.5 24 52.2 19 41.3     

ALL Zone 3628 100.0 1990 54.9 1081 29.8 424 11.7 101 2.8 32 0.9      
 Control 4797 100.0 1908 39.8 1523 31.7 960 20.0 288 6.0 118 2.5     

    GRADE 10    

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 2098 58.4 1959 93.4 129 6.1 9 0.4 1 0.0 0 0.0 5.7 * -0.04 
 Control 1977 40.5 1807 91.4 155 7.8 11 0.6 4 0.2 0 0.0     
2 Zone 931 25.9 493 53.0 379 40.7 50 5.4 9 1.0 0 0.0 3.5   -0.04 
 Control 1498 30.7 733 48.9 639 42.7 110 7.3 11 0.7 5 0.3     
3 Zone 445 12.4 52 11.7 212 47.6 122 27.4 37 8.3 22 4.9 4.4 * -0.06 
 Control 950 19.5 91 9.6 416 43.8 314 33.1 79 8.3 50 5.3     
4 Zone 95 2.6 1 1.1 12 12.6 38 40.0 22 23.2 22 23.2 2.4   -0.08 
 Control 334 6.8 5 1.5 38 11.4 106 31.7 73 21.9 112 33.5     
5 Zone 26 0.7 0 0.0 1 3.8 2 7.7 6 23.1 17 65.4 0.0   0.02 
 Control 117 2.4 0 0.0 1 0.9 21 17.9 21 17.9 74 63.2     

ALL Zone 3595 100.0 2505 69.7 733 20.4 221 6.1 75 2.1 61 1.7      
 Control 4876 100.0 2636 54.1 1249 25.6 562 11.5 188 3.9 241 4.9     
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While it is useful to examine the achievement across all grade levels, this aggregation of the data 
may mask important differences by grade level. Examining the various grades of Table 32 reveals 
that almost all of the Grade 3 students had scored in level 1 in 2005-06. This is because the 
analysis was confined to students who had been retained in Grade 3, since only they had the 
requisite FCAT-SSS scores in two consecutive years. There were no statistically significant 
differences identified in the reading level gains in Grade 3. By examining the Grades 4 and 5 
sections of the table, one sees comparatively low percentages of students initially scoring in level 
1. Additionally, statistically significant differences were noted for the percentages of Grade 5 
students improving from levels 3 and 4. In all cases, a weak advantage was found for the control 
schools.  
  
In the middle school grades of 6 through 8, the percentage of students who initially scored in level 
1 in reading ranged from a low of 23.4% of the Grade 6 control students to a high of 40.3% of the 
Grade 8 Zone students. More than two-thirds of the students remained at that level in 2006-07. 
Statistically significant differences between the Zone and control students in the percentages 
improving from level 4 were found for Grade 6, from levels 1 and 2 for Grade 7, and from level 5 
for Grades 8. In all cases, however, a weak advantage was found for the control schools. 
 
At the high school grades of 9 and 10, the percentage of students who initially scored at level 1 in 
reading ranged from a low of 35.2% of Grade 9 control students to a high of 58.4% of Grade 10 
Zone students. More than four-fifths remained at that level in 2006-07. At Grade 9, statistically 
significant percentages of students in the Zone schools improved from level 1, from level 2, and 
from level 3 than did their counterparts in the control schools. At Grade 10, statistically significant 
percentages of control students improved from level 1 and from level 4 than did Zone students. In 
each instance, however, the differences were weak.  
 
Mathematics 
 
Table 33, which adheres to the same format as Table 32, examines the achievement level changes 
in students’ mathematics performance on the FCAT/SSS. The All Grades section of Table 33 
shows that the percentage of students scoring in level 1 in mathematics declined from 2005-06 to 
2006-07 in both the Zone and control schools. Looking at the fourth column of the table, it may 
be seen that in 2005-06, 39.6% of the students in Zone schools scored in level 1. Following down 
this column it can be seen that 27.8% of the students in Zone schools scored in level 2, 22.8% in 
level 3, 8.3% in level 4, and 1.5% in level 5. Their counterparts in control schools performed 
somewhat better: 27.1% scored in level 1, 25.5% scored in level 2, 29.2% scored in level 3, 
14.2% scored in level 4, and 4.0% scored in level 5. Now, changes in achievement level from 
2005-06 to 2006-07 may be seen by following across the first row. Of the students in Zone 
schools who initially scored in level 1, 71.7% remained in level 1 the following year, 23.8% 
improved one level to level 2, 4.3% improved two levels to level 3, 0.2% improved three levels 
to level 4, and none improved four levels to level 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Note. The cells of data used in the computation of achievement gains are shaded. Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding. 
a The number of students in a group (Zone vs. Control) or in a classification (gain vs. no gain) was less than five. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 84 

Table 33 
Comparison of  FCAT- SSS Mathematics Achievement Level Change 

        ALL GRADES       

 2006-07  
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 χ2 Φ 

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n %    

1 Zone 7155 39.6 5128 71.7 1701 23.8 310 4.3 16 0.2 0 0.0 9.6** -0.02 
 Control 6669 27.1 4603 69.0 1650 24.7 384 5.8 29 0.4 3 0.0   
2 Zone 5025 27.8 1454 28.9 2334 46.4 1180 23.5 55 1.1 2 0.0 10.2** -0.03 
 Control 6275 25.5 1641 26.2 2921 46.5 1617 25.8 94 1.5 2 0.0   
3 Zone 4121 22.8 229 5.6 1092 26.5 2320 56.3 463 11.2 17 0.4 36.2*** -0.05 
 Control 7178 29.2 344 4.8 1628 22.7 4095 57.0 1080 15.0 31 0.4   
4 Zone 1497 8.3 14 0.9 69 4.6 570 38.1 747 49.9 97 6.5 41.4*** -0.08 
 Control 3483 14.2 21 0.6 101 2.9 1009 29.0 1978 56.8 374 10.7   
5 Zone 275 1.5 1 0.4 0 0.0 15 5.5 143 52.0 116 42.2 8.7** -0.08 
 Control 995 4.0 0 0.0 2 0.2 39 3.9 414 41.6 540 54.3  

ALL Zone 18073 100.0 6827 37.8 5198 28.8 4398 24.3 1428 7.9 237 1.3  
 Control 24600 100.0 6609 26.9 6302 25.6 7144 29.0 3595 14.6 950 3.9  

        GRADE 3       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 129 55.4 36 27.9 41 31.8 46 35.7 6 4.7 0 0.0 0.5   0.04 
 Control 141 57.3 45 31.9 44 31.2 47 33.3 4 2.8 1 0.7    
2 Zone 76 32.6 5 6.6 17 22.4 40 52.6 13 17.1 1 1.3 2.3   -0.12 
 Control 76 30.9 1 1.3 13 17.1 50 65.8 12 15.8 0 0.0    
3 Zone 26 11.2 0 0.0 2 7.7 6 23.1 16 61.5 2 7.7 0.4   -0.08 
 Control 26 10.6 0 0.0 1 3.8 12 46.2 13 50.0 0 0.0    
4 Zone 2 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 1 50.0   
 Control 3 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 33.3 2 66.7    
5 Zone 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0  
 Control 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0    

ALL Zone 233 100.0 41 17.6 60 25.8 92 39.5 36 15.5 4 1.7     
 Control 246 100.0 46 18.7 58 23.6 109 44.3 30 12.2 3 1.2    

        GRADE 4       

 2006-07  
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 185 14.8 102 55.1 66 35.7 17 9.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1.6   0.06 
 Control 242 12.7 148 61.2 66 27.3 24 9.9 2 0.8 2 0.8    
2 Zone 270 21.6 61 22.6 120 44.4 82 30.4 7 2.6 0 0.0 1.4   0.05 
 Control 307 16.0 97 31.6 123 40.1 83 27.0 4 1.3 0 0.0    
3 Zone 516 41.3 33 6.4 133 25.8 298 57.8 46 8.9 6 1.2 5.6 * 0.07 
 Control 798 41.7 67 8.4 241 30.2 406 50.9 79 9.9 5 0.6    
4 Zone 235 18.8 3 1.3 8 3.4 115 48.9 94 40.0 15 6.4 0.7   -0.03 
 Control 458 23.9 4 0.9 25 5.5 201 43.9 196 42.8 32 7.0    
5 Zone 43 3.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 16.3 29 67.4 7 16.3 6.7 ** -0.21 
 Control 108 5.6 0 0.0 1 0.9 13 12.0 53 49.1 41 38.0    

ALL Zone 1249 100.0 199 15.9 327 26.2 519 41.6 176 14.1 28 2.2    
 Control 1913 100.0 316 16.5 456 23.8 727 38.0 334 17.5 80 4.2    



 

Note. The cells of data used in the computation of achievement gains are shaded. Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding. 
a The number of students in a group (Zone vs. Control) or in a classification (gain vs. no gain) was less than five. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 85 

Table 33, continued 
Comparison of  FCAT- SSS Mathematics Achievement Level Change 

        GRADE 5       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5   

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 282 23.0 193 68.4 74 26.2 12 4.3 3 1.1 0 0.0 1.2   -0.04 
 Control 344 18.0 221 64.2 103 29.9 14 4.1 6 1.7 0 0.0    
2 Zone 316 25.8 90 28.5 184 58.2 40 12.7 2 0.6 0 0.0 1.3   -0.04 
 Control 429 22.4 132 30.8 227 52.9 57 13.3 13 3.0 0 0.0    
3 Zone 434 35.5 35 8.1 179 41.2 181 41.7 39 9.0 0 0.0 12.9 *** -0.11 
 Control 709 37.0 36 5.1 237 33.4 314 44.3 114 16.1 8 1.1    
4 Zone 168 13.7 3 1.8 12 7.1 65 38.7 80 47.6 8 4.8 10.6 ** -0.14 
 Control 356 18.6 1 0.3 15 4.2 101 28.4 198 55.6 41 11.5    
5 Zone 24 2.0 1 4.2 0 0.0 2 8.3 18 75.0 3 12.5 21.2 *** -0.46 
 Control 77 4.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.6 24 31.2 51 66.2    

ALL Zone 1224 100.0 322 26.3 449 36.7 300 24.5 142 11.6 11 0.9    
 Control 1915 100.0 390 20.4 582 30.4 488 25.5 355 18.5 100 5.2    

        GRADE 6       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 861 31.0 784 91.1 66 7.7 10 1.2 1 0.1 0 0.0 8.6 ** -0.07 
 Control 947 25.4 821 86.7 107 11.3 18 1.9 1 0.1 0 0.0    
2 Zone 997 35.9 564 56.6 346 34.7 84 8.4 3 0.3 0 0.0 7.6 ** -0.06 
 Control 1205 32.4 622 51.6 434 36.0 147 12.2 2 0.2 0 0.0    
3 Zone 614 22.1 96 15.6 257 41.9 237 38.6 24 3.9 0 0.0 5.5 * -0.06 
 Control 907 24.4 132 14.6 334 36.8 404 44.5 36 4.0 1 0.1    
4 Zone 270 9.7 5 1.9 41 15.2 132 48.9 83 30.7 9 3.3 9.6 ** -0.11 
 Control 550 14.8 9 1.6 46 8.4 245 44.5 221 40.2 29 5.3    
5 Zone 33 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 12.1 17 51.5 12 36.4 1.3   -0.10 
 Control 113 3.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 8 7.1 50 44.2 54 47.8    

ALL Zone 2775 100.0 1449 52.2 710 25.6 467 16.8 128 4.6 21 0.8    
 Control 3722 100.0 1584 42.6 922 24.8 822 22.1 310 8.3 84 2.3    

        GRADE 7       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 1128 49.9 797 70.7 274 24.3 57 5.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 17.1 *** -0.09 
 Control 1056 32.7 658 62.3 299 28.3 96 9.1 3 0.3 0 0.0    
2 Zone 514 22.7 99 19.3 243 47.3 166 32.3 6 1.2 0 0.0 14.2 *** -0.11 
 Control 759 23.5 110 14.5 315 41.5 309 40.7 24 3.2 1 0.1    
3 Zone 441 19.5 7 1.6 88 20.0 296 67.1 48 10.9 2 0.5 2.5   -0.04 
 Control 865 26.7 20 2.3 135 15.6 537 62.1 170 19.7 3 0.3    
4 Zone 152 6.7 0 0.0 3 2.0 68 44.7 74 48.7 7 4.6 17.0 *** -0.17 
 Control 423 13.1 2 0.5 4 0.9 114 27.0 241 57.0 62 14.7    
5 Zone 25 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 16 64.0 9 36.0 3.5   -0.15 
 Control 131 4.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 2.3 54 41.2 74 56.5    

ALL Zone 2260 100.0 903 40.0 608 26.9 587 26.0 144 6.4 18 0.8    
 Control 3234 100.0 790 24.4 753 23.3 1059 32.7 492 15.2 140 4.3    



 

Note. The cells of data used in the computation of achievement gains are shaded. Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding. 
a The number of students in a group (Zone vs. Control) or in a classification (gain vs. no gain) was less than five. 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. 86 

Table 33, continued 
Comparison of  FCAT- SSS Mathematics Achievement Level Change 

        GRADE 8       

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 1492 46.7 1105 74.1 340 22.8 47 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 3.0   -0.03 
 Control 1321 32.9 940 71.2 323 24.5 57 4.3 1 0.1 0 0.0    
2 Zone 816 25.5 169 20.7 392 48.0 252 30.9 2 0.2 1 0.1 3.0   -0.04 
 Control 1002 25.0 185 18.5 465 46.4 347 34.6 4 0.4 1 0.1    
3 Zone 643 20.1 20 3.1 87 13.5 448 69.7 83 12.9 5 0.8 0.6   -0.02 
 Control 1075 26.8 24 2.2 140 13.0 732 68.1 168 15.6 11 1.0    
4 Zone 216 6.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 60 27.8 121 56.0 35 16.2 5.4 * -0.09 
 Control 484 12.1 2 0.4 3 0.6 91 18.8 266 55.0 122 25.2    
5 Zone 29 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.4 2 6.9 26 89.7 1.2   0.09 
 Control 132 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.5 23 17.4 107 81.1    

ALL Zone 3196 100.0 1294 40.5 819 25.6 808 25.3 208 6.5 67 2.1    
 Control 4014 100.0 1151 28.7 931 23.2 1229 30.6 462 11.5 241 6.0    

        GRADE 9       

2005-06 2006-07
 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 1716 47.5 1133 66.0 508 29.6 72 4.2 3 0.2 0 0.0 1.9   0.03 
 Control 1370 28.6 937 68.4 366 26.7 60 4.4 7 0.5 0 0.0    
2 Zone 935 25.9 181 19.4 488 52.2 257 27.5 9 1.0 0 0.0 10.0 ** 0.07 
 Control 1223 25.5 260 21.3 688 56.3 266 21.7 9 0.7 0 0.0    
3 Zone 746 20.6 15 2.0 162 21.7 478 64.1 89 11.9 2 0.3 0.1   -0.01 
 Control 1411 29.4 31 2.2 296 21.0 866 61.4 215 15.2 3 0.2    
4 Zone 170 4.7 2 1.2 0 0.0 50 29.4 102 60.0 16 9.4 1.1   -0.04 
 Control 572 11.9 1 0.2 6 1.0 145 25.3 360 62.9 60 10.5    
5 Zone 48 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.1 19 39.6 28 58.3 1.0   0.06 
 Control 219 4.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 4.1 100 45.7 110 50.2    

ALL Zone 3615 100.0 1331 36.8 1158 32.0 858 23.7 222 6.1 46 1.3    
 Control 4795 100.0 1229 25.6 1356 28.3 1346 28.1 691 14.4 173 3.6    

    GRADE 10    

 2006-07
2005-06 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5    

Level Group N % n % n % n % n % n % χ2  Φ 

1 Zone 1362 38.7 978 71.8 332 24.4 49 3.6 3 0.2 0 0.0 7.8 ** -0.05 
 Control 1248 26.2 833 66.7 342 27.4 68 5.4 5 0.4 0 0.0    
2 Zone 1101 31.3 285 25.9 544 49.4 259 23.5 13 1.2 0 0.0 8.7 ** -0.06 
 Control 1274 26.8 234 18.4 656 51.5 358 28.1 26 2.0 0 0.0    
3 Zone 701 19.9 23 3.3 184 26.2 376 53.6 118 16.8 0 0.0 23.5 *** -0.11 
 Control 1387 29.1 34 2.5 244 17.6 824 59.4 285 20.5 0 0.0    
4 Zone 284 8.1 1 0.4 5 1.8 80 28.2 192 67.6 6 2.1 16.7 *** -0.13 
 Control 637 13.4 2 0.3 2 0.3 112 17.6 495 77.7 26 4.1    
5 Zone 73 2.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 42 57.5 31 42.5 0.6   -0.05 
 Control 215 4.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 110 51.2 103 47.9    

ALL Zone 3521 100.0 1287 36.6 1065 30.2 764 21.7 368 10.5 37 1.1    
 Control 4761 100.0 1103 23.2 1244 26.1 1364 28.6 921 19.3 129 2.7    
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As can be seen in the second to the last column of the All Grades section of Table 33, the Chi-
square computation identified four statistically significant differences between Zone and control 
students in mathematics. These were in the shifts out of levels 1 through 4. The percentage of level 
1 Zone students who scored in level 2 or higher was smaller than that of the control students. 
Specifically, 71.7% of the Zone students initially scoring in level 1 remained in level 1, while only 
69.0% of the control students remained in level 1. Likewise, the percentage of Zone students who 
moved from level 2 to levels 3 and above, from level 3 to levels 3 and above, or from level 4 to 
levels 4 and 5 from 2005-06 to 2006-07 was significantly smaller than that of the control students. 
The significant differences were further analyzed using a Phi coefficient to determine the practical 
significance of the findings. As may be seen in the final column of Table 32, all of the comparisons 
indicate weak practical significance. Consequently, across all grade levels, the control students 
who originally scored in levels 1 through 4 in mathematics improved more than their counterparts 
in the Zone, but the differences were weak.  
 
Through continued examination of Table 33, it may be noted that in the Grade 3 section more than 
half of the students had scored in level 1 during the previous school year. This is because, as 
previously noted, the analysis was confined to students who had been retained in Grade 3. There 
were no statistically significant differences identified in the mathematics gains of the Zone and 
control students in Grade 3. In Grade 4, the results were mixed. At level 3, significant differences 
in favor of the Zone schools were found: 68.9% of the Zone students advanced to levels 3 and 
above as opposed to 61.4% of the students in the control schools. In contrast, at level 5, a 
significant difference in favor of the control students was seen. At Grade 5, statistically significant 
differences favoring the controls in the percentages of students maintaining/improving from levels 
3 and 4 were identified. In all instances, the Phi-coefficients yielded a weak effect.  
   
In the middle school grades of 6 through 8, the percentage of students who initially scored in level 
1 in mathematics ranged from a low of 25.4% of Grade 6 control students to a high of 49.9% of 
Grade 7 Zone students. More than one-third remained at that level in 2006-07. At Grade 6, 
statistically significant differences in the percentages of students improving from levels 1 and 2, 
and maintaining/improving from levels 3 and 4 were identified. At Grade 7, statistically significant 
differences in the percentages of students improving from levels 1 and 2, and 
maintaining/improving from level 4 were found. At Grade 8, statistically significant differences in 
the percentages of students maintaining/improving from level 4 was identified. In all cases, 
however, a weak advantage was found for the control schools. 
 
At the high school grades of 9 and 10, the differences between the percentages of Zone and control 
students who initially scored in level 1 were somewhat greater. At level 2 of Grade 9, significant 
differences in favor of the Zone schools were found: 28.5% of the Zone students advanced to 
levels 3 and above, as opposed to 22.4% of the students in the control schools. At levels 1 through 
4 of Grades 10, significant differences in favor of the control schools were found. In all cases, the 
effects were weak. No other significant differences were found. 
 
In summary, it may be seen that at all grade levels, higher percentages of the Zone students than   
control students initially scored in level 1 in both the reading and mathematics portion of the 
FCAT/SSS. This was the rationale for focusing on the proportions of students shifting from lower 
to higher levels of achievement. Higher percentages of control students shifted out of level 1 than 
did Zone students. Statistically significant differences as measured by Chi-square analyses were 
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found in a minority of cases in reading and in a majority of cases in mathematics. In reading, less 
than one-third of the by-grade comparisons in reading (11 of 36) resulted in statistically significant 
findings with none in favor of the Zone. Whereas, in mathematics nearly two-thirds of the by-grade 
comparisons (24 of 38) resulted in statistically significant findings, 8.3% (2 in 24) were in favor of 
the Zone. Nevertheless, effect size computations as measured by the Phi-coefficient revealed that 
all the significant differences were weak. 
 
Science 
 
A non-equivalent control group design was used to examine students’ performance on the science 
subtest of the FCAT-SSS and to compare the scores of students who attended Zone schools with 
those who did not. The design took the form of an analysis of covariance applied via multiple 
regression that adjusted students’ (2007) science scores to account for differences in their (2006) 
mathematics scores, which are associated with their performance in science. This was done in 
order to estimate the impact of the Zone on the students’ science scores controlling for students’ 
initial ability using mathematics as a proxy for science because a science pretest is not available. 
Multiple regression analysis is a statistical technique that represents an outcome variable (e.g., 
posttest) as a sum of a series of explanatory variables (e.g., pretest, age, and giftedness) in order to 
“predict” the value of the outcome variable under a variety of conditions. The analysis estimates 
the degree of influence (weight) of each explanatory variable (predictor) on the outcome. The 
weights produced by this analysis are those that maximize the variation in the outcome variable 
explained by the predictors. A special type of regression called logistic regression, specifically 
designed to analyze data with pass/fail outcomes, was used to examine students’ performance on 
the science subtest. A score of 3 and above on the science subtest, considered “proficient” by the 
state, represents the “passing” standard for this analysis. The predictor weights that result from 
logistic regression give the influence of the predictors on the outcome expressed as a change in the 
odds ratio (i.e., the likelihood of passing divided by the likelihood of failing). The logistic 
regression included the Zone (1=yes, 0=no) and Mathematics as predictors in the model. An 
interaction term Zone x Mathematics was also included to account for the possibility that the odds 
of passing were influenced by the students’ mathematics scores.  
 
Table 34 lists for each effect (i.e., Mathematics, Zone, and Zone x Mathematics) within each grade, 
the predictor weight (B) and its standard error (SE) followed by the Wald statistic (a measure of the 
statistical significance of the effect given by the square of the ratio of B to its standard error), and 
the change in the odds of passing due to the predictor. The effect size of the model (R2) for each 
grade is also included in the last column of the table. Practical significance for R2 has been 
classified by Cohen (1988) as .02 (weak), .13 (moderate), and .26 (strong). Table 34 shows that the 
odds of passing for Grade 5 students in the Zone and control group combined were 1 to 5 meaning 
one student passed for every five who failed. Each one point increase in the students’ prior (2006) 
mathematics scale score above the mean improved those odds by 4%. The odds of passing for 
students in the Zone were not significantly different from those of students in the control group. 
There also was a significant interaction, which means that the odds of passing were affected by the 
students’ prior mathematics score. Due to this interaction, 55.6% (679 of 1222) of fifth graders in 
Zone schools with the lowest pretest scores have significantly higher odds of passing than do 
control students, and 16.9% (323 of 1907) of fifth graders in the control schools with the highest 
pretest scores have higher odds of passing than do their students in the Zone. The model effect size 
of .39 indicates that the model has strong explanatory power. 
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Table 34 

Logistic Regression of Analysis of FCAT-SSS Science Results 
Effect B S.E. Wald Odds Ratio R2 

Grade 5    
 Intercept -1.65 0.06 768.84 *** 0.19 .39 
 Mathematics 0.04 0.00 556.82 *** 1.04  
 Zone 0.23 0.12 3.72  1.26  
 Zone x  Mathematics -0.01 0.00 11.28 *** 0.99  
Grade 8      
 Intercept -2.33 0.05 1875.21 *** 0.10 .52 
 Mathematics 0.05 0.00 1326.34 *** 1.05  
 Zone -0.15 0.11 1.97   0.86  
 Zone x  Mathematics 0.00 0.00 0.40   1.00  
Grade 11       
 Intercept -2.28 0.05 1739.82 *** 0.10 .45 
 Mathematics 0.06 0.00 1062.57 *** 1.07  
 Zone -0.23 0.11 4.30  * 0.79  
 Zone x  Mathematics 0.01 0.00 1.80  1.01  

Note. All predictors are grand-mean centered. B gives the predictor weight, which is the influence of the indicated effect on the 
outcome variable. Wald is a measure of statistical significance given by the square of the ratio of B to its standard error. The 
odds ratio is the probability of meeting the criterion divided by the probability of not meeting the criterion. R-square is an 
effect size, which indicates the proportion of variance accounted for by the model.  
** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

  
The odds of passing for Grade 8 students in the Zone and control group were 1 to 10 meaning one 
student passed for every 10 who failed. Each one point increase in the students’ prior mathematics 
scale score above the sample mean improved those odds by 5%. The odds of passing for students 
in the Zone relative to the control group were not statistically significant. The interaction was also 
not statistically significant. The model effect size of .52 indicates that the model has strong 
explanatory power. The odds of passing for Grade 11 students in the Zone and control group were 
also 1 to 10 meaning one student passed for every 10 who failed. Each one point increase in the 
students’ prior mathematics scale scores above the sample mean improved those odds by 7%. The 
odds of passing for students in the Zone relative to the control group (i.e., the program effect), were 
statistically significant. When their prior mathematics scores were equal to the sample mean, the 
odds of passing for students in control group were 25% higher than that of students in the Zone. 
The model effect size of .45 indicates that the model has strong explanatory power. 
 
In sum, the results for the FCAT Science subtest were mixed. For more than half of the fifth grade 
Zone students with the lowest prior mathematics scale scores, the odds of passing (i.e., a score of 3 
or above) were significantly higher than for students in the control group. Likewise, for the one-
sixth of fifth grade students in the control schools with the highest prior mathematics scale scores, 
the odds of passing were significantly higher than for students in the Zone. In grade 8, the odds of 
passing were comparable for students in the Zone and the control group. For the typical eleventh 
grade students (i.e. those with prior mathematics scores at the sample mean), the odds of passing 
for students in the control group were significantly higher than for students in the Zone. 

 
Student Performance on the FCAT Writing Assessment 

 
The third measure of achievement examined was student performance on the FCAT Writing 
Assessment (FWA). A non-equivalent control group design was used to examine students’ 
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performance on the FWA and to compare the scores of students who attended Zone schools with 
those who did not. The design took the form of an analysis of covariance applied via multiple 
regression that adjusted students’ (2007) writing scores to account for differences in their (2006) 
reading scores. This was done in order to estimate the impact of the Zone on the students’ writing e 
scores controlling for students’ initial ability using reading as a proxy for writing because a writing 
pretest is not available. Multiple regression analysis is a statistical technique that represents an 
outcome variable (e.g., posttest) as a sum of a series of explanatory variables (e.g., pretest, age, and 
giftedness) in order to “predict” the value of the outcome variable under a variety of conditions. 
The analysis estimates the degree of influence (weight) of each explanatory variable (predictor) on 
the outcome. The weights produced by this analysis are those that maximize the variation in the 
outcome variable explained by the predictors. A special type of regression called logistic 
regression, specifically designed to analyze data with pass/fail outcomes, was used to examine 
students’ performance on the writing assessment. A score of 3.5 and above on the FWA, 
considered “proficient” by the state, represents the “passing” standard for this analysis. The 
predictor weights that result from logistic regression give the influence of the predictors on the 
outcome expressed as a change in the odds ratio (i.e., the likelihood of passing divided by the 
likelihood of failing). The logistic regression included the Zone (1=yes, 0=no) and Reading as 
predictors in the model. An interaction term Zone x Reading was also included to account for the 
possibility that the odds of passing were influenced by the students’ reading scores.  
 
Table 35 lists for each effect (i.e., Reading, Zone, and Zone x Reading) within each grade, the 
predictor weight (B) and its standard error (SE) followed by the Wald statistic (a measure of the 
statistical significance of the effect given by the square of the ratio of B to its standard error), and 
the change in the odds of passing due to the predictor. The effect size of the model (R2) for each 
grade is also included in the last column of the table. Practical significance for R2 has been 
classified by Cohen (1988) as .02 (weak), .13 (moderate), and .26 (strong). 

 
Table 35 

Logistic Regression of Analysis of FCAT-Writing Results 
Effect B S.E. Wald Odds Ratio R2 

Grade 4  
 Intercept 1.51 0.05 866.05 *** 4.54 .15 
 Reading 0.03 0.00 276.78 *** 1.03  
 Zone 0.35 0.11 10.28 **  1.42  
 Zone x Reading 0.00 0.00 1.70   1.00  
Grade 8   
 Intercept 1.94 0.04 1991.82 *** 6.92 .26 
 Reading 0.04 0.00 873.75 *** 1.04  
 Zone -0.05 0.09 0.28   0.95  
 Zone x Reading 0.00 0.00 0.24   1.00  
Grade 10   
 Intercept 1.38 0.03 1852.90 *** 3.98 .28 
 Reading 0.03 0.00 1249.19 *** 1.03  
 Zone 0.08 0.07 1.40   1.08  
 Zone x Reading 0.01 0.00 10.12 ** 1.01  

Note. All predictors are grand-mean centered. B gives the predictor weight, which is the influence of the indicated effect on the 
outcome variable. Wald is a measure of statistical significance given by the square of the ratio of B to its standard error. The odds 
ratio is the probability of meeting the criterion divided by the probability of not meeting the criterion. R-square is an effect size, which 
indicates the proportion of variance accounted for by the model. 
** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Table 35 shows that the odds of passing for Grade 4 students in the Zone and control group were 
4.5 to 1 meaning that four and one-half students passed for each student who failed. Each one point 
increase in the students’ prior (2006) reading scale score above the sample mean improved those 
odds by 3%. The odds of passing for students in the Zone relative to the control group were also 
statistically significant. When the students’ initial reading scale scores were equal to the sample 
mean, the odds of passing for students in the Zone were 42% higher than were that of their 
counterparts in the control schools. The interaction was not statistically significant meaning that 
the relative odds of passing were unaffected by students’ prior reading scale scores. The model 
effect size of .15 indicates that the model has moderate explanatory power. 
 
The odds of passing for Grade 8 students in the Zone and control group combined were nearly 7 to 
1. Each one point increase in the students’ prior reading scale score above the sample mean 
improved those odds by 4%. The odds of passing for students in the Zone relative to the control 
group were not statistically significant. The interaction was also not statistically significant. The 
model effect size of .26 indicates that the model has strong explanatory power. 
 
The odds of passing for Grade 10 students in the Zone and control group combined were 4 to 1. 
Each one point increase in the students’ prior reading scale scores above the sample mean 
improved those odds by 3%. The odds of passing for students in the Zone relative to the control 
group were not statistically significant. There was also a statistically significant interaction 
meaning that the relative odds of passing for students in the Zone and the control group were 
affected by the students prior reading scale scores. Due to this interaction, 32.5% (1124 of 3458) of 
tenth graders in Zone schools with the highest pretest scores have significantly higher odds of 
passing than do control students, and 17.4% (835 of 4806) of tenth graders in the control schools 
with the lowest pretest scores have higher odds of passing than do their counterparts in the Zone 
schools. The model effect size of .28 indicates that the model has strong explanatory power. 
 
In sum, in grades 4 and 8, the conditional odds of passing the FWA were comparable for students 
in the Zone and the control group. For nearly half of the tenth-grade students, there was also no 
significant difference between the groups in the odds of passing. However, for the third of tenth-
grade students in the Zone schools with the highest prior reading scale scores, the odds of passing 
were significantly higher than that of students in the control group. Likewise, for the sixth of tenth-
grade students in the control group with the lowest prior reading scale scores, the odds of passing 
were significantly higher than that of students in the Zone. 
 

School Accountability Grades 
 

School accountability grades provide a composite measure of performance on all of the state’s 
criterion referenced tests that takes into consideration both the current status and growth in student 
achievement. The measure incorporates eight data points: the percentage of students who achieve 
proficiency in reading, mathematics, science, and writing; the percentage of students who make 
progress in reading and mathematics; and, the percentage of the school’s lowest achieving students 
in reading and mathematics who make progress. The analysis of school accountability grades that 
compared the change in school grades from 2005-06 to 2006-07 was examined for schools in the 
Zone and the control group. 
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Table 36 separately lists for each 2005-06 school grade (i.e., A, B, C, D, and F), the total number 
and percent of schools within each group (i.e., Zone, control, and overall) followed by the number 
and percent of schools assigned each 2006-07 school grade (i.e., A, B, C, D, and F).  
 

Table 36 
Change in School Accountability Grades from 2005-06 to 2006-07 by Group 

    2006-07 
2005-06 F D C B A 

Grade Group N % n % n % n % n % n %
F Zone 3 8.3 1 33.3 2 66.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
  Control 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

D Zone 6 16.7 4 66.7 1 16.7 1 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
  Control 5 13.5 5 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

C Zone 19 52.8 5 26.3 8 42.1 5 26.3 0 0.0 1 5.3
  Control 10 27.0 1 10.0 4 40.0 5 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

B Zone 6 16.7 0 0 1 16.7 3 50.0 1 16.7 1 16.7
  Control 10 27.0 0 0 1 10.0 8 80.0 1 10.0 0 0.0

A Zone 2 5.5 0 0 0 0 1 50.0 0 0.0 1 50.0
 Control 12 32.4 0 0 0 0 3 25.0 4 33.3 5 41.7

ALL Zone 36 100.0 10 27.8 12 33.3 10 27.8 1 2.7 3 8.3
 Control 37 100.0 6 16.2 5 13.5 16 43.2 5 13.5 5 13.5

Note. Shaded cells represent schools that performed “adequately” defined for the purposes of this analysis as those with 2005-06 
grades of D or F who earned a higher grade during 2006-07, and those with 2005-06 grades of C or higher who maintained their 
standing or earned a higher grade during 2006-07. 

 
The third and fourth columns of Table 36 give the number and percentage of each groups’ (i.e., 
Zone and control) schools that earned each of the five possible school grades during 2005-06. Of 
the 36 Zone schools that received grades, 5.5 % earned an A, 16.7% earned a B, 52.8% earned a C, 
8.3% earned a D, and 8.3% earned an F. During 2005-06, the percentage of schools in the control 
group that earned grades of A or B was higher and the percentage of schools that earned C or F 
was lower than that of schools in the Zone. Of the 37 schools in the control group that received 
grades, 32.4 % earned an A, 27.0% earned a B, 13.5% earned a C, 13.5% earned a D, and none 
earned an F. The two bottom rows of the Table 36 give the number and percentage of each groups’ 
(i.e., Zone and control) schools that earned each of the five possible school grades during 2006-07. 
Of the 36 Zone schools that received grades, 8.3 % earned an A, 2.7% earned a B, 27.8% earned a 
C, 33.3% earned a D, and 27.8% earned an F. Of the 37 schools in the control group that received 
grades, 13.5 % earned an A, 13.5% earned a B, 43.2% earned a C, 13.5% earned a D, and 16.2% 
earned an F. Thus, while the distribution of grades remained similar from year to year, the grades 
of schools in the Zone appear to have worsened. To explore this contention further, the change in 
school grades was examined. For the purposes of this evaluation, a school with a grade of D or F 
during 2005-06 was assumed to have performed “adequately” if it earned a higher grade during 
2006-07. A school with a 2005-06 grade of C or higher was assumed to have performed 
“adequately” if it maintained its standing or earned a higher grade during 2006-07. Cells that met 
these criteria are shaded in gray. Examination of the shaded cells shows that at all 2005-06 school 
grades, except C, a higher percentage of schools in the Zone performed adequately than did their 
counterparts in the control group.      
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Other Indicators Associated with Student Achievement 
 

School Characteristics 
 
Several process indicators were examined for this evaluation because of their demonstrated 
association with student achievement and the learning environment. These included the pupil-
teacher ratio, teacher indicators (i.e., average years teaching, percent of beginning teachers, and 
percent teacher attendance), and student indicators (i.e., suspensions, percent student attendance, 
and the mobility indicator). The data were obtained from the archives maintained on the District’s 
computer systems. The actual value and change from 2005-06 to 2006-07 were examined for 
each of the indicators. Table 37 lists the results of these analyses.  
 
Except for pupil-teacher ratio, all the indicators listed in Table 37 for 2006-07 are less favorable 
for the Zone schools than are those of the control schools. The greatest differences were seen for 
the percent of outdoor suspensions and the mobility indicator for both 2005-06 and the 2006-07 
school years. The Mobility Indicator, computed separately for each school, is equivalent to the 
number of students who attend a given school for less than an entire school year, expressed as a 
percentage of that school’s aggregate membership (i.e., the number of students who attend that 
school for one or more days). Accordingly, the large value for this metric is an area of concern. 
Examination of the entry and withdrawal patterns of students who attended Zone schools during 
the 2006-07 school year shows that of the 44,103 students who represented the sum of the 
aggregate memberships of the schools in the Zone schools, 8,313 entered or withdrew during the 
extended school year. This finding indicates that the extended school year program (especially the 
early start) may not have been an efficient use of resources (e.g., maintenance, physical plant, 
teaching salaries, etc.) because nearly one-fifth of the students who attended the Zone schools did 
not fully avail themselves of that component. The actual percentage varied between sites ranging 
from a low of 9.9% (Florida City Elementary) to a high of 29.4% (Miami Central Senior).    

 
Table 37 

Selected School Level Indicators 
 Zone Control   
  2005-06 2006-07 2005-06 2006-07   Difference 
 n M M Change n M M Change  df t d
Pupil-Teacher Ratio 38 14.9 13.7 -1.2 37 17.7 16.8 -0.9  73 -1.0  0.23
Teacher Indicators               
    Average Years Teaching 38 9.2 8.9 -0.3 37 9.8 9.7 -0.2  73 -0.7 0.18
    % Beginning Teachers 37 14.0 12.9 -1.1 36 9.8 11.3 1.5  71 -1.5 0.36
    % Teacher Attendance 38 95.0 95.1 0.1 37 95.6 95.8 0.2  73 -0.7 0.16
Student Indicators               
    Suspensions               
        % Outdoor Suspensions 38 13.3 10.5 -2.8 37 8.5 7.3 -1.2  73 -1.7 0.41
        % Indoor Suspensions 38 10.6 9.7 -0.9 37 10.4 9.2 -1.2  73 0.3 0.08
    % Student Attendance 38 92.2 93.7 1.6 37 94.0 94.9 0.9  60 3.0** 0.68
    Mobility Indicator 38 54.8 52.4 -2.4 38 29.8 30.7 0.9  74 -4.5*** 0.73

Note. Counts indicate the number of schools for which data were available. 
Source: Assessment and Data Analysis  
* p < .05. 
 
Substantive improvements are evident. Other than Average Years Teaching, all of the indicators 
appear to be moving in the “right” direction for the Zone schools. In addition, except for Percent 
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of Outdoor Suspensions, the improvements exceed those of the control schools with the  greatest 
amount of improvement (i.e., moderate to strong effect size) seen for Percent Student Attendance 
and the Mobility Indicator. 

 
Teacher Movement 

 
Another important factor associated with student achievement is the stability of the teaching staff. 
Professional assignments must be of sufficient duration to afford teachers the opportunity to attain 
proficiency in delivering the program. Data to address this issue were gathered from archival 
records maintained on the District’s computer systems. Table 38 lists the mean percentages of 
teacher appointments, leaves, resignations, retirements, separations, and transfers for the Zone and 
control schools.  

Table 38 
Instructional Staff Movement 

  Zone  Control  Difference 
Personnel Action  n M SD  n M SD  df t  d 
Appointments  38 14.1 5.8  37 15.0 6.6  73 -0.58  -0.13 
Leaves  38 4.5 2.1  37 4.7 3.5  58 -0.24  -0.06 
Resignations  38 6.1 4.1  37 6.6 3.6  73 -0.53  -0.12 
Retirements  38 1.5 1.8  37 1.6 1.3  73 -0.33  -0.15 
Separations  38 0.1 0.3  37 0.1 0.3  73 -0.65  -0.08 
Transfers              
    In  38 6.5 3.9  37 5.1 3.0  73 1.66  0.38 
    Out  38 8.0 4.5  37 8.2 3.8  73 -0.20  -0.05 

 
The results of independent sample t-tests and effect-size calculations, which indicate respectively 
the statistical and practical significance of differences between the groups, are displayed in the last 
two columns of the table. All instructional staff members who were assigned to the school for one 
or more days were included in the calculation.  
 
Table 38 shows that the largest source of teacher movement for schools in the Zone was 
appointments (14.1%), followed by transfers out (8.0%), transfers out (6.5%), resignations (6.1%), 
leaves (4.5%), and retirements (1.5%). The pattern of teacher movement at the control schools was 
nearly identical. Although the percentage of transfers into Zone schools was somewhat larger than 
seen in the control schools, no significant differences were found.  

 
Pupil Progression 

 
The rate of pupil progression across the grades was also examined due to its importance as a 
measure of student learning. Only those students who were enrolled in the same school during 
October 2006 and February 2007 were included in the evaluation. Separate analyses were made for 
each grade. Chi-Square (χ2) analyses were performed to compare the percentages of Zone and 
control students who were promoted. To determine the practical significance of any differences, 
the effect size Phi-coefficient was computed. The results for twelfth grade constitute a comparison 
of high school completion rates. Table 39 shows the results of these analyses and lists for each 
group the number and percentage of students who were promoted and retained for each grade.  
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Table 39 
Student Promotion, Retention, and Completion Rates 

 Zone Control Difference 
Grade a N Promoted (%) Retained (%) N Promoted (%) Retained (%) χ2  φ 

K 1,373 94.6 5.4 2,050 94.7 5.3 0.0   -0.00 
1 1,368 93.4 6.6 2,040 94.9 5.1 3.3   -0.03 
2 1,441 92.9 7.1 2,145 94.8 5.2 5.6 * -0.04 
3 1,485 79.1 20.9 2,325 84.7 15.3 19.8 *** -0.07 
4  1,349 99.0 1.0 2,090 97.4 2.6 10.6 ** 0.06 
5  1,342 98.8 1.2 2,062 99.3 0.7 2.5   -0.03 
6  3,024 95.0 5.0 4,040 95.5 4.5 1.0   -0.01 
7  2,553 95.4 4.6 3,521 95.5 4.5 0.0   -0.00 
8  3,561 95.5 4.5 4,360 96.3 3.7 2.8   -0.02 
9  4,241 89.1 10.9 5,512 90.9 9.1 9.0 ** -0.03 
10  4,125 83.3 16.7 5,606 90.3 9.7 105.1 *** -0.10 
11  3,218 90.8 9.2 4,385 93.9 6.1 26.7 *** -0.06 
12b  2,998 78.3 21.7 4,348 78.6 21.4 0.1  -0.00 

Note. Only students who were enrolled in the same school during October 2006 and February 2007 are included.   
Source: Student counts are based on data drawn from the student database system with grade levels defined on March 
1, 2007. Promotion status is based on course file information effective August 5, 2007.  
a Grades K-11 excludes students whose promotion status is unknown. b Values for “Promoted” represent high school 
completion rate for twelfth graders. Values for “Retained” represent all twelfth grade students who did not complete 
high school, based on withdrawal codes maintained on the district’s mainframe computer system.  
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
 
Retention rates in the Zone schools ranged from a low of 1.0% in grade 4 to a high of 20.9% in 
grade 3. At the control schools, the rates were generally lower and ranged from a low of 0.7% in 
grade 5 to a high of 15.3% in grade 3. The median grade level retention rate for the sample was 
5.3%, which represents an increase over the rates observed when social promotion was still 
considered acceptable. Retention rates were highest in third grade, reached a nadir in fourth and 
fifth grades, rose to average levels in the middle grades, and increased to above average levels in 
the senior high grades. Retention rates at Zone and control schools were comparable in 
kindergarten through grade eight except at grades 2 through 4, where the retention rate at the Zone 
schools was significantly higher. For grades 9 and above, retention rates at the Zone schools were 
significantly higher than in the control schools. Finally, the twelfth-grade high school completion 
rate in the Zone schools, at 78.3%, was comparable to that of the control schools, at 78.6%. All 
observed differences fell in the weak range. 
 

Transitions 
 

A central premise of the Zone is that the achievement deficits of struggling schools are the result of 
accumulated neglect. Therefore, all schools within a feeder pattern in which persistently poor 
performance was found were placed under the auspices of the Zone in order to bolster their 
achievement throughout their academic careers. For this strategy to achieve maximum benefits, 
students must continue within the structure of the Zone throughout as much of their elementary and 
secondary education as possible. In an effort to gauge this continuous exposure, the evaluation 
examined the extent to which students at the highest grade of a particular school level tended to 
remain within the Zone upon promotion to the next grade (i.e., from elementary school to middle 
school and from middle school to senior high school).  
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Table 40 lists for each reading and mathematics achievement level on the FCAT-SSS, the number 
and percent of students at the terminal grades of Zone schools who continue on to another Zone 
school upon promotion to the next grade. Chi-square tests that gauge the statistical significance of 
differences in continuation rate by achievement level follow with practical significance shown in 
the last column of the table. Separate listings are provided for transitions from elementary to 
middle or K-8 and from middle and K-8 to senior high school.   
 

Table 40 
Number and Percent of Students at Terminal Grades Remaining within the Zone 

by Achievement Level and Subject Area 
 Achievement Level  
 1 2 3 4 5 Differencea 

School Type n % n % n % n % n % Χ2 Φ
Elementary (n = 1,119) 

    Reading 179 66.1 158 62.9 228 57.7 57 50.9 5 55.6 9.8 * .10
    Mathematics 197 69.1 227 62.2 137 52.7 59 51.3 5 45.5 21.0 *** .14

Middle/K-8  (n = 3,349) 

    Reading 1,143 78.2 678 66.0 293 50.3 50 35.7 2 22.2 227.1 *** .27
    Mathematics 1,045 78.6 569 70.9 449 55.6 77 38.3 19 26.4 263.2 *** .29

Overall (n = 4,468) 

    Reading 1,322 76.3 836 65.4 521 53.3 107 42.5 7 38.9 218.3 *** .23
    Mathematics 1,242 77.0 796 68.2 586 54.9 136 43.0 24 28.9 270.0 *** .25
Note. The percentage of students within each achievement level who transition out of the Zone (not shown) is 100 minus the percentage who remain 
within the Zone. Statistics are based on students who were active in June and October 2007. 
a Difference statistics have four degrees of freedom and use Cohen’s (1988) classification for the practical significance for the effect size φ: .10 (weak), 
.30 (moderate), and .50 (strong).  
* p < .05. *** p < .001. 
 
 
Table 40 shows that the percentage of students that remain in the Zone varies with achievement 
with students at the lower levels of achievement more likely to continue and the students at the 
higher levels of achievement less likely to continue. While this pattern is present at each grade 
organization, it is far more pronounced at the upper grades. For example, while 78.2% of middle 
school students who score at level 1 in reading remain in the Zone, only 22% of level 5 students 
do. This attrition by the highest achieving student has the effect of lowering the achievement level 
at Zone schools.   
 

Home, School, and Community Relations 
 
Parents are student’s first teachers and therefore it is not surprising that parent involvement in the 
schools and with their child’s education has been shown to correlate with academic success. For 
example, (Izzo, Weissberg, Kasprow & Fendrich, 1999) analyzed parental involvement data and 
achievement data provided by teachers on over 1,200 children in an urban school setting. The 
researchers found that the number of parent-teacher interactions, the quality of the interactions, and 
participation in home and school educational activities was related to academic success.  
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Parental participation is most effective when schools, parents, and community organizations work 
together to provide for the education of the students. In order to promote these comprehensive 
partnerships, schools must provide a variety of opportunities for schools, families, and 
communities to work together (Rutherford & Billing as cited in Blazer, 2005).  
 
These programs must be based upon "mutual respect and interdependence of home, school, and 
community" (McAfee as cited in Blazer, 2005). Miami-Dade County Public Schools has 
highlighted the need for parental involvement in the schools by providing parents with a Parent 
Academy and a dedicated informational website for parents in response to this research.  
 
Results from the Miami-Dade County Public Schools School Climate Survey Parent Form were 
used to gauge parents’ perceptions of their treatment by school staff, the extent to which schools 
have involved them in the education of their children, and the schools’ responsiveness to parents’ 
needs. Table 41 separately lists the total number and percentage of respondents who agreed or 
strongly agreed to items on the School Climate Survey Parent Form concerning the relationship 
between home and school for the Zone and the control group. 
 
Little differences were seen among the responses of parents with children in the Zone schools and 
parents with children in the control schools. In general, parents reported positive perceptions of 
being treated with respect, the availability of teachers, and being involved in matters affecting their 
child’s progress in school. Parents of students that attended Zone schools had lower percentages of 
agreement (agree and strongly agree) than did control school parents regarding whether the 
principal and/or school staff respond to their needs and concerns in a timely manner. In marked 
contrast (not shown on the table), 74.8% of Zone and 63.5% of control school teachers agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement on the School Climate Survey Staff Form “I am limited by lack 
of concern/support from parents”.  

 
Table 41 

Responses to School Climate Survey Items Addressing Home, School, and Community 
Relations 

 Zone Control 
Items N % N %
Teachers do their best to include parents in matters directly affecting my 
child’s progress in school

3,836 76.4 3,716 77.0

Parents consider teachers to be friendly and easy to talk to 3,839 81.6 3,714 82.4
Staff in the principal’s office treat parents with respect when they 
contact the school 3,759 82.8 3,653 84.7

  School staff respond to parents needs and concerns in a reasonable 
period of time 3,735 74.5 3,636 76.0

The principal is available and easy to talk to 3,753 63.7 3,642 66.4
 
Although parents perceived their relationship with the school as positive, teachers perceived 
parental support of teachers to be wanting. Perhaps the difference in perspective is related to 
differences in how parents and teachers view concern and support. For example, school personnel 
may not have been trained to work with parents or school requests were vague and not specific 
(Blazer, 2005).  
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Finally, a parallel survey was administered only to parents in Zone schools. On the Zone Parent 
Survey, 81.7% of the responding parents agreed or strongly agreed that they were regularly 
informed about what was going on in their child’s school, felt welcomed in the school (85.7%) and 
knew that they (86.8%) were expected to participate in their child’s education.  
 

Program Effectiveness 
 
This portion of the evaluation is designed to assess stakeholders’ impressions of the overall 
effectiveness of the program. These include perceptions of programmatic impact and impressions 
of major benefits and detriments associated with implementation. Data were drawn from 
interviews with principals, reading coaches, EESAC chairpersons, and teachers conducted by 
evaluators at selected Zone elementary schools and surveys of stakeholders within the Zone 
schools. Table 42 lists the number and percentage of respondents who agreed or strongly agreed to 
parallel items on surveys administered to stakeholders within the Zone schools.  
 
As seen in Table 42, nearly all administrators (97.2%) agreed or strongly agreed that the Zone 
program was an effective means of improving student achievement, that the student development 
teams were effective at helping students (91.2%), and that the differentiated instruction was 
effective at promoting student learning (91.7%). 

 
Table 42 

Perceptions of the Program’s Effectiveness 
 Admin. Parents Students 

Items n % n % n % 

The strategies designed by the student development teams at this school 
are effective at helping students in need of assistance 34 91.2 --- --- --- ---

The longer school day is beneficial  --- --- 271 67.5 --- ---

The differentiated instruction prescribed by the Zone is effective at 
promoting student learning 36 91.7 --- --- --- ---

This school is better since becoming a Zone school 36 91.7 266 63.9 598 44.8

Time is utilized effectively in the extended-day program offered at this 
school  36 94.4 --- --- --- ---

Overall, the Zone program is an effective means of improving student 
achievement 36 97.2 --- --- --- ---

 
Furthermore, almost every administrator (94.4%) also agreed or strongly agreed that time was 
utilized effectively in the extended day program that operated in their school. Parents were more 
reticent regarding this latter issue. Although they were not specifically asked whether time was 
used effectively during the extended day, parents were asked if the longer school day was 
beneficial. Only 67.5% of the responding parents agreed or strongly agreed that it was. When 
asked if the school was better since becoming a Zone school, almost all of the administrators 
(91.7%) agreed and/or strongly agreed that the school was better, and only 63.9% of the parents 
concurred with their assessment.  
 
The opinions of school staff members were also solicited through site visits to selected elementary 
schools during which EESAC chairpersons, principals, reading coaches, and teachers were 
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interviewed. Reactions to the program were generally quite positive with benefits outweighing 
detriments. One EESAC chairperson notes, 

I think that we are able to reach the kids that [we] haven’t been able to reach through a 
regular school day, now you’re getting [an] extra hour to work with a child who maybe, in 
school, is struggling at a level 1, and was placed in the lower 25%ile of students. Now with 
the extended hour, they are able to achieve more and build their confidence up and that 
hopefully will raise their test scores. 

 
Another EESAC chairperson continues, 

We have been given a lot of additional support from the district or curriculum people from 
the district. . . . We also get additional training, professional development, and also they 
[come to visit] me in my school. I’ve seen a plethora of new materials and supplemental 
materials being offered to the children. [There is] extra tutoring [and] guided [reading]. . . . 
The curriculum has been very structured and I think that [was] really needed. 

 
One teacher cites the benefit of shared responsibility,  

Everyone is [held] accountable. . . . I feel like as a teacher I’m being held accountable for 
making sure that I’m teaching the things that children need. The children are being 
accountable for what their learning. [It is evident that] they are learning. . . . Everyone 
seems to be more focused and on target. . . . Learning is really taking place [everywhere] 
and I see that all across each grade level everybody is working very hard to achieve. 

 
A reading coach notes the benefits of the extended school day and year,  

If [kids are] not in school [then] they’re just doing nothing in the street [instead] . . . they’re 
busy doing something. . . . They spend more time [and]  . . . they stay [for] . . . a longer 
school year [so] there is more time to cover the material, to go over the things, and for the 
kids to [do things] that [are] actually constructive for them. 
 

These comments stand in marked contrast to the generally negative statements made during earlier 
evaluations of the program and may reflect that the Zone has finally gained widespread acceptance 
subsequent to earlier resistance. Adopters learn about an innovation during a knowledge phase, 
form an impression of it during a persuasion phase, commit to its adoption during a decision phase, 
and implement it during actual use. The final phase involves institutionalization within the 
organization. Stakeholders’ decisions to embrace an innovation are also influenced by benefits 
associated with adoption, compatibility with current practices, complexity, trialability, and 
visibility. Characteristics of the adopter also affect the rate of the adoption (Rogers as cited in 
Surry & Ely, 2001).  
 
When asked about major detriments associated with the Zone an interview participant noted few if 
any. One EESAC chairperson states, “I really haven’t had any problems with it, because, you 
know, basically I’m here till like 6 o’clock anyway.” A reading coach notes, “No it was basically 
clear in the beginning. You had to do your 56 hours of professional development.” The major 
detriment cited was the long day. An EESAC chairperson explains, “The only detriment that I have 
is that [the] extra hour just wears me out but that’s, other then that [there are] no problems.” A 
reading coach echoes this concern, “The only thing I would say and maybe . . . I am . . . 
contradicting myself, but the extra hour even though it is good and they are getting more help . . . is 
a long day.” 
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Returning to Table 41, one sees that the students had a less favorable impression of the program. 
Only 44.8% of the students agreed or strongly agreed that the school was better since becoming a 
Zone school. Perhaps the difference in rate of agreement among the groups is due to differences in 
their perceptions and expectations for the school. One item (not shown) with which the students 
were presented stated, “I am doing better in school since this school became a Zone school.” Only 
52.5% of the students agreed or strongly agreed with that statement.  
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DISCUSSION 

 
In August 2004, the School Improvement Zone (Zone) was approved by the School Board for 
implementation in 39 of the Miami-Dade County Public Schools’ lowest performing schools. The 
groundwork was laid in the early months of the 2004-05 school year and the major components of 
the program were put in place by January 2005. Primary aspects of the initiative include (a) a core 
literacy program that extends from prekindergarten through grade 12, (b) a structured curriculum 
with instructional strategies that build across grade and school levels, (c) an extended day and 
school year to provide additional instructional time, and (d) enhanced professional development 
opportunities for teachers. In order to administer the program consistently across the various 
administrative regions of the District, schools in the Zone are overseen by the Associate 
Superintendent of the School Improvement Zone (School Improvement Zone, 2007). The 
evaluation of the program employed a mixed-methods design, which drew on qualitative and 
quantitative data collection methodologies. 
 

Summary 
 
An evaluation of the Zone program was conducted for the baseline year (2004-05) to be followed 
annually thereafter for the first three years of full implementation. This report addresses the second 
full year of operation (i.e., 2006-07). The evaluation activities were conducted primarily during the 
spring of 2007. The specific focus of the evaluation was defined by a series of questions, derived 
from the stated objectives of the program that can now be addressed.  
 
1. Is the Zone being implemented according to program design? 

 
Implementation was examined through a synthesis of largely descriptive qualitative and 
quantitative research methodologies and found to be adequate. Data sources utilized to assess 
implementation included a) district publications; b) archival student and personnel records 
maintained on the district’s mainframe computer system; c) students’ demographic and 
academic achievement data from the student database system; d) climate surveys 
administered to school staff, students, and parents; e) surveys of students, and parents; f) a 
survey of elementary reading teachers in the Zone and control schools; g) interviews with 
school administrators, EESAC chairpersons, reading coaches, and elementary reading 
teachers; and, h) observations of selected elementary classrooms in the Zone which were 
conducted by trained observers.  
 
Results indicate that the support was provided for the program’s implementation in the form 
of materials, curricular support, and instructional planning. Mostly, support was provided in 
the form of curriculum specialists who primarily worked full-time with teachers to develop 
strategies for teaching reading. Support for benchmarking, planning, and the use of 
manipulatives was also provided. Most of the responding teachers reported that they used the 
books and materials prescribed by the program, that those materials were geared to students’ 
reading level rather than their grade level, and that the students had the materials to work 
independently. But teachers in the Zone were less likely than those in comparison schools 
were to report that they had sufficient time to develop the skills needed to use the materials 
properly. Teachers interviewed reported that each student received a minimum of two and 
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one- half hours of contiguous reading instruction that featured a warm-up activity, a whole 
class lesson, and differentiated instruction with two or more mostly homogenous groups 
rotating through activities that varied somewhat between the classrooms. Instruction was 
supplemented by an extended day program comprised of an intervention process for students 
reading below grade level and enrichment activities for those who were proficient. 
Responding administrators and parents largely concurred that the teachers had appropriate 
materials prescribed by the program and that an early literacy program was in place at the 
school. By and large, the pattern of responses suggests that the core instructional components 
were perceived to have operated according to program specifications. Participants’ reactions 
to the extended day program were mixed. Although the extended day was generally seen as 
academically beneficial to students, the additional hour was viewed by participants as tiring to 
both students and staff. Nearly all responding administrators agreed or strongly agreed that 
Student Development Teams at their school met regularly but seemed unclear when asked 
about the composition and functioning of the team. The subject-area delivery model varied 
from school to school with some sites using a self-contained model while other sites used a 
departmentalized model. In some grades all subjects are taught by one teacher while in other 
grades, teachers specialized and only taught reading and writing. Formal and informal 
assessments of student mastery guided instruction throughout the year. These tests were also 
relied upon heavily to organize students within the classroom.   
 
Nearly all administrators agreed or strongly agreed that teachers at their schools were 
encouraged to pursue professional development and that on-site professional development 
was offered at their school with over three-quarters of teachers affirming this latter contention 
suggesting that efforts have been made to improve access to relevant job embedded 
professional development. Teachers in the Zone were less likely to rate training as appropriate 
than were their counterparts at the Reading First schools but more likely to than their peers in 
the control schools. A minority of Zone teachers indicated that training was frequently 
designed to incorporate sufficient time for reflection and practice of the strategies that they 
learned during training.  
 
Classroom observations at eight sites by trained observers showed that the instructional 
outcomes of Raising Expectations, Curricular Challenges, and Connecting Across the 
Curriculum were general areas of strength while Engaging Instruction was less positive. The 
dominant strategy observed during thee observers’ walkthrough was Teacher as Coach 
followed by Reading to Learn; whereas, Project Based Learning and High Level Questioning 
were hardly seen by less than one-sixth of the observers. No dominant pattern for student 
work was seen although student discussion and drill/book work was seen by half of the 
observers.  
 
An analysis of the variance in master plan points by group and teaching assignment revealed 
that on average, teachers in the Zone schools earned significantly more master plan points 
than did their counterparts in the other groups with both the highest and lowest average 
number of master plan points earned by teachers assigned to ESOL/BCC with no significant 
difference between job assignments found. Professional development strategies varied 
considerably across the groups. Teachers interviewed felt that professional development 
offerings were geared to the needs of the students and the schools as opposed to the needs of 
specific teachers. Strategy development with reflective practice and classroom based in-
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service workshops are the techniques used most often on-site. Professional development is far 
more ubiquitous at Zone schools than at schools in the control group. However, at schools 
that implemented the Reading First program, professional development activities were rated 
more favorably. Reading was the primary focus in each of the groups’ schools with Current 
Issues and Strategies in Reading completed by the most teachers. The second most common 
coursework, in each group, involved training in Creating Independence through Student 
Owned Strategies (CRISS). The second most common coursework category for the sample 
was Special Education, and for the Zone, Technology comprised of coursework with specific 
application to the program. The percentage of coursework accounted for by reading tended to 
decline outside of the primary language arts assignments but the degree of decline was less at 
schools in the Zone. The third most common coursework category was science on an overall 
basis with greater emphasis seen in the non-primary grades.  
 
The majority of responding teachers in each group indicated that they taught each of the 
foundational skills (i.e., phonics and decoding/phonemic manipulation) on at least a daily 
basis with more than one-seventh of Zone teachers reporting teaching the skills more often. 
The fact that more than seven percent of the teachers in the Reading First schools and more 
than five percent of the teachers in the control schools also stress the skills as frequently 
indicates that schools are finding a way to provide students with extra reading instruction 
during the regular school day. Each group’s teachers also reported using “textbooks with 
patterned or predictable language” with similar rates of regularity. Teachers also reported on 
how often they taught each of a series of “general reading skills” arranged to form a hierarchy 
of objectives with listed skills that ranged from basic to more difficult. Very little difference 
was seen among the groups regarding how often each listed skill was taught. When the rate of 
instruction of these skills was examined by grade, elemental skills were found to peak in 
frequency in kindergarten and first grade and decline by half by fifth grade, while the rate of 
instruction for general reading skills appeared to vary little across the grades.  
 
Most principals interviewed adopted an increasingly hands-on approach to leadership 
featuring frequent monitoring of student and teacher performance to become more closely in 
tune with the needs of these key stakeholders. School improvement inextricably linked with 
performance on standardized test scores was a main focus of their job. A definite hierarchy 
was evident in the typical school with school level planning restricted to the principal and the 
leadership team and instructional decisions placed in the purview of the teachers and  
specialists as revealed by teacher interviews. The results of surveys indicated that leaders in 
Zone schools were seen as micromanaging somewhat less often than the other groups and 
exercising authority more often. Furthermore, leaders in Zone schools were also seen as 
exhibiting supportive behaviors less often than did their counterparts assigned to schools in 
the control groups. The vast majority of respondents to the School Climate Survey reported 
having a positive perception of their principal with the distribution of responses remarkably 
consistent across items. Positive effects of the Zone included levels of tangible and intangible 
resources and support. Negative effects included fatigue and mobility. Most responding 
teachers did not perceive anything unexpected to have occurred with regard to the program in 
contrast to earlier evaluations.  
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2. What is the impact of the Zone on the students’ learning environment? 
 
Aspects of the learning environment (i.e., safety and discipline, high expectations and caring, 
instruction and services, and staff cohesion and morale) were described through analysis of 
data drawn from interviews of key stakeholders at Zone schools and a comparison of School 
Climate Survey responses from stakeholders at the Zone and control schools. Overall 
measures of climate were generally positive in both groups with perceptions of Zone schools 
somewhat less favorable than that of comparison sites.  
 
Regarding safety and discipline, a majority of parents and staff surveyed felt that their schools 
were safe with staff members responding the most positively and less favorable results seen 
for schools in the Zone. Discipline and violence were also seen as greater problems by parents 
and staff in the Zone schools than in the control group. Most parents and staff perceived their 
schools as clean while students tended to disagree on that issue.  
 
Regarding high expectations and caring, two thirds of stakeholders in the Zone and control 
schools agreed that teachers “assign meaningful homework,” have an interest in students and 
their progress and/or “motivate students to learn,” while over four-fifths of responding staff in 
the Zone and control schools also concurred that their schools “maintain high academic 
standards” with less positive impressions of the latter point seen for the parents of students 
that attended Zone schools. A supermajority of students in both groups agreed that adults 
were available at the school to give students help when they needed it but, only a bare 
majority of students in both groups perceived that they were cared about.  

 
Regarding staff cohesion, a majority of staff in both the Zone and control group affirmed that 
their ideas were listened to and that personnel worked together as a team with somewhat less 
favorable responses obtained from staff in the Zone. Perceptions of morale were somewhat 
muted in both groups, although staff in the Zone were less likely to rate morale as high.  
 
Collaboration was examined through interviews with staff and determined to consist mainly 
of scheduled planning within grade levels and less frequently across grade levels involving 
the development of lesson plans and interventions with workload reduction sometimes a 
motive. 

 
3. What is the impact of the Zone on the students’ academic achievement? 

 
Three sources of data were used to conduct a controlled comparison of the academic 
achievement of Zone students and students in a control group. The three sources consisted of 
the results of the administration of:  (a) Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test-Norm 
Referenced Test (FCAT-NRT); (b) FCAT-Sunshine State Standards (FCAT-SSS); and, (c) 
FCAT Writing. The three sources of data served as complementary measures of the students’ 
academic performance.  
 
Program impact on the FCAT-NRT was analyzed using Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) 
to account for differences in students’ characteristics and initial ability The HLM analysis 
examined students’ 2005, 2006, and 2007 FCAT-NRT scale scores. In reading, it revealed 
that the adjusted annual growth rates for fourth and fifth grade students in the Zone and 
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Reading First schools were significantly higher than that of students in the control schools; 
but there were no significant differences between the growth rates of students in the Zone and 
the Reading First schools. In mathematics, the growth rates for fourth and fifth grade students 
in the Zone and fourth grade students in the Reading First schools were significantly higher 
than that of students in the control schools; but there were no significant differences between 
the growth rates of fifth grade students in the Reading First and the control schools. No 
significant differences between the growth rates of eighth grade students in the Zone and 
control schools were found in either reading or mathematics. 
  
With regard to the FCAT-SSS, the evaluation of achievement in reading and mathematics 
examined the shift in the students’ performance from the 2005-06 and 2006-07 school years. 
Controlled comparisons of the shift from lower to higher levels of achievement in both 
subjects were conducted. In reading, statistically significant differences were found for 11 of 
36 comparisons with all of the outcomes in favor of the control group. In mathematics, 
statistically significant differences were found for 24 of 38 comparisons with two outcomes in 
favor of the Zone and 22 in favor of the control group. Nevertheless, in every case, the 
magnitude of the difference was small.  
 
In science, the odds of passing the (2007) science test given the students’ (2006) mathematics 
scores, which are related to students’ science ability, were predicted for students in the Zone 
and the control group in grades 5, 8, and 11 using a statistical procedure called logistic 
regression where passing was defined as a score of 3 or higher. Odds represent the likelihood 
of passing relative to the likelihood of failing. In the grade 5, the odds of passing were 
significantly higher for the half of students in the Zone with the lowest prior mathematics 
scores and for the sixth of students in the control group with the highest prior mathematics 
scores. In grade 11, the odds of passing for students in the control group were significantly 
higher than for students in the Zone. No other significant differences were found.  
 
With regard to the FCAT Writing assessment (FWA), the odds of passing the (2007) writing 
test given the students’ (2006) reading scores, which are related to students’ writing ability, 
were predicted for students in the Zone and the control group in grades 4, 8, and 10 using a 
statistical procedure called logistic regression where passing was defined as a score of 3.5 or 
higher. Odds represent the likelihood of passing relative to the likelihood of failing. In grade 
4, the odds of passing for students in the Zone were significantly higher than for students in 
the control group. In grade 10, the odds of passing were significantly higher for the third of 
students in the Zone with the highest prior reading scores and the sixth of students in the 
control group with the lowest prior reading scores. No other significant differences were 
found.  
 
School accountability grades were also (cross) tabulated. The results show that while the 
percentage of schools in the Zone that earned grades of A or B, was lower and the percentage 
of schools that earned C or F was higher than that of schools in the control group, the 
percentage of Zone schools with grades C or higher that maintained or increased their grades 
from 2005-06 to 2006-07 was higher than that of their counterparts in the control group.  
 
The extended year drove sharp increases in the mobility rate in comparison to control sites as 
nearly one-fifth of the students who entered or withdrew during that time Other indicators 
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associated with student achievement also examined included student attendance, and 
incidence of students referred to indoor and outdoor suspensions. These indicators were 
generally less favorable in Zone schools than in control schools. Teacher movement at the 
Zone schools was nearly identical to that of comparison sites with the percentage of transfers 
into Zone schools somewhat larger than seen in the control schools, but no significant 
differences were found.  
 
Pupil progression was also examined as an indicator of effective educational progress. 
Retention and promotion rates at Zone and control schools were generally comparable in 
kindergarten through grade six. For grades seven and above, retention rates at the Zone 
schools were significantly higher. An analysis examining the extent that students at the 
highest grades in elementary and middle schools in the Zone schools tend to remain within 
the Zone upon promotion to middle and high school shows that the students at the lower 
levels of achievement are more likely to continue in the Zone and the students at the higher 
levels of achievement are less likely to continue in the Zone with the greatest differences seen 
at the secondary grades.  

 
4. What is the impact of the Zone on parental and community relations? 
 

Parents’ perceptions of their treatment by school staff, the extent to which schools’ have 
involved them in the education of their children, and the schools’ responsiveness to parents’ 
needs were compared for schools in the Zone and the control group through an analysis of 
parents’ responses to the School Climate Survey. Parents generally reported positive 
perceptions of being treated with respect, the availability of teachers, and being involved in 
matters affecting their child’s progress in school with few differences found between the Zone 
and control groups. Parents of students at Zone schools had lower rates of agreement than did 
control school parents regarding whether the principal and/or school staff respond to their 
needs and concerns in a timely manner. However, over 60% of teachers in both groups agreed 
with the statement “I am limited by lack of concern/support from parents,” with higher rates 
of agreement seen for teachers in the Zone.   

 
5. What are stakeholders’ perceptions of the effectiveness of the Zone program? 
 

Stakeholders’ impressions of the overall effectiveness of the program, including perceptions 
of programmatic impact, impressions of major benefits, and detriments associated with its 
implementation, and a comparison of the cost and benefits of the innovation’s operation, was 
gauged through a descriptive analysis of data drawn from interviews of principals, EESAC 
chairpersons, reading coaches and teachers at selected Zone elementary schools supplemented 
by surveys of stakeholders within all Zone schools. Nearly all administrators agreed that the 
Zone program was an effective means of improving student achievement, that the student 
development teams were effective at helping students, that the differentiated instruction was 
effective at promoting student learning, and that time was utilized effectively in the extended 
day program that operated in their school with parents more skeptical regarding whether the 
extended time was worthwhile 
 
Almost all of the administrators and over 60% of the parents agreed that their school was 
better since the Zone was implemented. Teachers who were interviewed converged in 
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supporting the program citing benefits that included additional time to work with 
academically needy students, ample support form the district and curriculum specialists, and 
shared responsibility and accountability for students and teachers. These comments stand in 
marked contrast to the generally negative statements made during earlier evaluations of the 
program and may reflect that the Zone has finally gained widespread acceptance subsequent 
to earlier resistance. No major detriments were cited, although some teachers found the long 
hours to be somewhat taxing. A bare majority of students disagreed that the school was better 
since becoming a Zone school, but a similar percentage acknowledged that they were doing 
better in school. Perhaps the difference in rate of agreement among the groups is due to 
differences in their perceptions and expectations for the school. 

 
Conclusions 

 
The results from the evaluation of the School Improvement Zone in its second full year of 
operation are mixed. Findings indicate that the programs’ elements were put in place as planned, 
that materials and support have been provided to facilitate implementation and program diffusion, 
and that specified levels of professional development were provided. Teachers showed evidence of 
working collaboratively and caring about and having high expectations for students with morale 
that was comparable to that of other schools.  
 
The primary goal of the Zone is to improve student achievement. As such, achievement was the 
central focus of the evaluation. Controlled comparisons examining the achievement of students 
in the Zone on the FCAT-SSS and Writing Assessment relative to their peers in the control 
schools showed few significant differences that were weak in magnitude. Although the annual 
growth rate (AGR) on the FCAT-NRT adjusted for demographic differences exceeded that of 
controls in four of four comparisons at the elementary grades, in only one instance did the AGR 
also exceed that of the Reading First program. No differences in the adjusted AGR were found for 
the middle grades. The analysis of indicators associated with achievement rendered a less favorable 
picture of the Zone schools than the control schools with mobility representing a particular area of 
concern as nearly one-fifth of the students entered or withdrew during the extended year program. 
Teacher movement was comparable. Retention rates in the Zone were also significantly higher 
than in the control group. The attrition of students at terminal grades varied with achievement with 
students at the lower levels of achievement more likely to remain in the Zone and students at the 
higher levels of achievement less likely to remain in the Zone with the greatest differences seen at 
the secondary grades. Other indicators (i.e., pupil-teacher ratio) improved in Zone schools, but not 
to a greater extent than in other, similar schools.  
 
The utility of the extended day and year, a key component of the Zone initiative, was questionable 
given non-significant differential impact between the Zone and Reading First schools as the two 
programs are nearly identical except for the extended day present only in the Zone. Additionally, 
fatigue from the long hours continues to be reported during interviews. Furthermore, entries and 
withdrawals during the extended school year continued to drive sharp increases in student mobility, 
indicating that large numbers of students are not participating in this component. Nevertheless, 
teachers interviewed appear to strongly support the program citing benefits that include additional 
time to work with academically needy students, ample support form the district and curriculum 
specialists, and shared responsibility and accountability for students and teachers. This support 
stands in marked contrast to the generally negative statements made during earlier evaluations of 
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the program and may reflect that the Zone has finally gained widespread acceptance subsequent to 
earlier resistance.  
 
As the Zone is based upon programs that have demonstrated success in the past, there is no 
particular reason why the particular components should not work together to produce the desired 
outcomes. Factors associated with implementation (i.e., the manner in which an innovation is 
actually used in the field and how actual use differs from the specifications and plans of 
developers) are the principal reason why programs fail to show an impact (Chen, 1998). 
Attitudes toward the program, stakeholder receptivity, leadership, incentives, and sufficient time 
each affect successful adoption (Ensminger, Porter, Surry, & Wright, 2004). However, in this 
instance, poor differentiation is likely a causal factor. As elements of the Zone are present in 
program schools, as well as in the Reading First schools, and in other schools that have chosen, 
through innovation diffusion, or through directive, to adopt various aspects of the program, the 
differential effect of the strategies is reduced. Based on these conclusions, the following 
recommendations are made. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1) Consider changing the structure and delivery of the extended day program given the dearth of 

evidence for its effectiveness and the fiscal and other resources required for its continuation 
and/or consider making the program voluntary to students who are not in need of assistance. 

2) Develop a process for codifying the monitoring of specific aspects of program 
implementation including monitoring and feedback augmenting data collected through 
existing instrumentation, such as walkthrough observations, for use in district wide 
knowledge management. 

3) Develop strategies to encourage students in the Zone at all levels of proficiency to continue 
to attend program schools as their academic careers progress to maximize the benefits of the 
protective factors provided by the initiative. 
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Miami-Dade County Public Schools 
Office of Program Evaluation 

 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ZONE EVALUATION 

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW GUIDE 
Spring 2007 

 
1.  How do you support improvement efforts at this school? 
 
 
 
2. How do you make the teachers accountable for their improvement efforts? 
 
 
 
3.   Do you use faculty student groups or teams to address individual components of the school 

improvement plan?  
 
 
 
4. How are you involved in improving teaching and learning? 
 
 
 
5. How do you use data to evaluate the school’s academic programs? 
 
 
 
6. How do you provide time for teachers to understand the different kinds of data? 
 
 
 
7. How has staff development changed instruction? 
 
 
 
8. Do you follow up on staff development to see if the strategies have been translated to 

changes in instruction? 
 
 
9. What major challenges do you and the school face? 
 
 
10.. Is there anything else that you want to tell me? 



 1

Miami-Dade County Public Schools 
Office of Program Evaluation 

 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ZONE EVALUATION 

TEACHER INTERVIEW GUIDE 
Spring 2007 

  
1 Tell me about the reading program at your school. 

a. Describe the model that is used. 
b. Describe the way students are grouped for instruction (ESE) (ESOL). 
c. Describe the timing and scheduling of instruction. 

2 Tell me about the technology resources and materials available in your school that relate to the reading 
program. 

a. Describe how technology is employed in the classroom. 
b. Describe how materials and supplies are distributed to the classrooms 
c. Describe how teachers access technical assistance from administrators and district specialists. 
d. Describe how, with whom, and how often long-term strategies are planned to assist students with 

academic difficulties that are unresponsive to classroom intervention.  
3 Tell me about the supplemental activities and services offered to students. 

a. Describe how students are assigned to classrooms for supplementary instruction. 
b. Describe how students’ need for supplementary instruction is determined. 
c. Describe how student performance is monitored during supplementary instruction. 

4 Tell me about training and professional development offered to teachers at your school. 
a. Describe the schoolwide training initiatives you have had. 
b. Describe how teachers access professional development.  
c. Describe when and where training is offered. 

5 Tell me about your school 
a. Describe how decision making at this school is shared between administrators and teachers. 
b. Describe the structure of the leadership team at your school 
c. Describe how instruction is organized into subjects (departmentalized). 
d. Describe how lessons are planned within and coordinated across grade levels 
e. Describe the extent to which teachers collaborate in order to solve problems. 
f. Describe the way discipline is maintained. 
g. Describe the extent of parent participation and outline the strategies used to promote it. 
h. Describe how (if) decision making at this school is shared between staff and parents. 

6 Tell me about the Zone (if applicable) 
a. Describe the greatest benefits and detriments of being a Zone school. 
b. Describe any unintended consequences of being a Zone school. 
c. Describe the extent to which this school has changed (for better or worse) since becoming a Zone 

school. 
7 Tell me anything else you would like to discuss. 
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Miami-Dade County Public Schools 

 Evaluation 
ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY 

2006-07 
This survey is being conducted as part of an evaluation of the School Improvement Zone. Your opinions are an 
important part of this evaluation. It should take about 15 minutes to complete the survey form.  Your identity will 
be kept confidential.  Please return the completed form in the envelope provided by April 23, 2007.  If you have 
any questions, please contact Mr. Steven M. Urdegar at 305-995-7538. 
 

  

     

 
 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Not  

Applicable 

1. Teachers in this school are encouraged to pursue professional development. 1 2 3 4 0 

2. On-site professional development for teachers is made available in this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

3. Classes at this school are homogenously grouped by achievement level. 1 2 3 4 0 

4. Teachers have the books and materials prescribed by the Zone for their 
students. 

1 2 3 4 0 

5. Teachers have sufficient books and materials for all their students. 1 2 3 4 0 

6. Student development teams at this school meet regularly to plan strategies for
students in need of academic assistance. 

1 2 3 4 0 

7. There is an early literacy program in place at this school to help preschoolers 
develop beginning reading skills. 

1 2 3 4 0 

8. The students in this school are capable of meeting high standards. 1 2 3 4 0 

9. After-school tutoring is offered at this school for students in need of assistance. 1 2 3 4 0 

10. There is a concerted attempt by the staff at this school to improve
communication with parents. 

1 2 3 4 0 

11. All of the components of the Zone program are operational in this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

12. Teachers work collaboratively at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

13. The teachers in this school take a personal interest in the students they teach. 1 2 3 4 0 

14. Staff members take pride in this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

       

INSTRUCTIONS 
Please read each of the following items.  Based on your experience in this school, fill in the circle corresponding 
to your response to each item using the following scale.  Please respond to every item to the best of your ability. 
         1        2        3           4        0 
 Strongly   Disagree    Agree  Strongly      Not 
 Disagree       Agree  Applicable 
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  Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Not  

Applicable 

15. There is good communication between staff members in this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

16. Teachers in this school can rely on their colleagues for support and assistance
when needed. 

1 2 3 4 0 

17. District office personnel are responsive to the needs of teachers at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

18. Teachers at this school are encouraged to provide feedback to school and 
district administrators. 

1 2 3 4 0 

19. Staff morale is high in this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

20. There is an agreed upon philosophy on discipline at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 
 21. The strategies designed by the student development teams at this school are 

effective at helping students in need of assistance. 
1 2 3 4 0 

22. The differentiated instruction prescribed by the Zone is effective at promoting 
student learning. 

1 2 3 4 0 

23. Time is utilized effectively in the extended-day program offered at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 
 24. This school is better since becoming a Zone school. 1 2 3 4 0 
25. Overall, The Zone program is an effective means of improving student 

achievement. 
1 2 3 4 0 

 
Thank you for completing this survey. 

 
Please return this form in the enclosed envelope via school mail to: 

Mr. Steven M. Urdegar, Office of Program Evaluation - Location Code 9020 

INSTRUCTIONS 
Please read each of the following items.  Based on your experience, in this school, fill in the circle corresponding 
to your response to each item using the following scale.  Please respond to every item to the best of your ability. 
         1        2        3            4         0 
 Strongly   Disagree    Agree  Strongly      Not 
 Disagree       Agree  Applicable 
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 Miami-Dade County Public Schools 

 Evaluation 
PARENT SURVEY 

2006-07 
This survey is being conducted as part of an evaluation of the School Improvement Zone. Your opinions are an 
important part of this evaluation.  It should take about 5 minutes to complete the survey form.  Please return the 
completed form to your child’s teacher by April 25, 2007.  If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Steven 
M. Urdegar at 305-995-7538. 
 

  

     

 
 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Not  

Applicable 

1. I am regularly informed about what is happening at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

2. I feel welcome at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

3. I feel as though the teachers and administrators at this school respect my 
opinions and me. 

1 2 3 4 0 

4. This school has services available that address the needs of my child and
family (for example, before/after school care, health/counseling services). 

1 2 3 4 0 

5. I am expected to participate in my child’s education. 1 2 3 4 0 

6. I believe my child is safe at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

7. The discipline policy at this school is fair and consistent. 1 2 3 4 0 

8. After-school tutoring is available for my child if he or she needs it. 1 2 3 4 0 

9. The longer school day is beneficial to my child. 1 2 3 4 0 

10. This school is better since becoming a Zone school. 1 2 3 4 0 

11. I believe my child gets a good education at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 
 

Thank you for completing this survey. 
 

Please return this form in the enclosed envelope via school mail to: 
Mr. Steven M. Urdegar, Office of Program Evaluation - Location Code 9020 

INSTRUCTIONS 
Please read each of the following items.  Based on your experience in this school, fill in the circle under the 
answer that best reflects your feelings about each item using the following scale.  Please respond to every item 
to the best of your ability. 
         1        2        3           4        0 
 Strongly   Disagree    Agree  Strongly      Not 
 Disagree       Agree  Applicable 
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Escuelas Publicas del Condado de Miami-Dade 

 Evaluacion 
ENCUESTA PARA PADRES 

2006-07 
 

Esta encuesta se lleva a cabo como parte de una evaluación de la Zona de Mejoramiento Escolar. Sus opiniones 
son una parte importante de dicha evaluación. Llenar el formulario de la encuesta debe de tomarle unos cinco 
minutos. Por favor, devuelva el formulario lleno al/a la maestro/a de su hijo/a antes del 25 de Abril de 2007. Si 
tuviese alguna pregunta, por favor, comuníquese con el Sr. Steven M. Urdegar, llamando al 305-995-7538. 
 

  

     

 
 
 

 
Firmemente en 

desacuerdo 
En 

desacuerdo 
De 

acuerdo 
Firmemente 
en acuerdo 

 
No aplica a 

mi caso  
 

1. Se me informa regularmente de lo que sucede en la escuela.  1 2 3 4 0 

2. Me siento bienvenido/a en esta escuela. 1 2 3 4 0 

3. Siento que los maestros y administradores de esta escuela me respetan y 
respetan mis opiniones.   

1 2 3 4 0 

4. La escuela tiene servicios disponibles que satisfacen las necesidades de
mi hijo/a y las de mi familia (por ejemplo, cuidado de niños después de las
horas de clase, servicios de cuidado de la salud y de consejeros.   

1 2 3 4 0 

5. Se espera de mí que participe en la educación de mi hijo/a. 1 2 3 4 0 

6. Creo que mi hijo/a está seguro/a en esta escuela.  1 2 3 4 0 

7. La política en cuanto a la disciplina de esta escuela es justa y coherente. 1 2 3 4 0 

8. Existen  servicios de instructores individuales que están a la disposición
de mi hijo/a después de las horas de clase si los necesita. 

1 2 3 4 0 

9. La jornada escolar prolongada es beneficiosa para mi hijo/a. 1 2 3 4 0 

10. La escuela está mejor desde que se convirtió en una escuela de la Zona. 1 2 3 4 0 

11. Creo que mi hijo/a está recibiendo una buena educación en esta escuela. 1 2 3 4 0 
 

Gracias por responder a esta encuesta. 
 

Por favor, devuelva este formulario en el sobre adjunto, por correo escolar a: 
Sr. Steven M. Urdegar, Oficina de la Evaluacion de Programas -  Codigo de local 9020 

 

INSTRUCCIONES 
Por favor, lea cada uno de los artículos siguientes. Basándose en su experiencia en esta escuela, rellene el 
círculo bajo la respuesta que mejor refleje sus sentimientos empleando la siguiente escala. Le rogamos que 
responda a todos los artículos lo mejor posible. 
         1               2                3            4   0 
 Firmemente   En desacuerdo            De acuerdo     Firmemente       No aplica 
 en descacuerdo        en acuerdo      a mi caso
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1

Lekòl Leta Miami-Dade County 

 Evalyasyon 
SONDAJ POU PARAN YO 

2006-07 
 
Sondaj sa a se yon pati evalyasyon Zòn pou Amelyore Lekòl la.  Opinyon ou se yon pati enpòtan nan evalyasyon 
sa a.  Ou dwe pran 5 minit konsa pou ranpli fòm sondaj sa a.  Silvouplè retounen fòm ou fin ranpli a bay pwofesè 
pitit ou a nan yon semèn apre ou resevwa li.  Si w gen kesyon, silvouplè konkakte Mesye Steven M. Urdegar nan 
305-995-7538. 
  

ENSTRIKSYON 
Silvouplè li chak bagay k ap suiv yo.  Baze sou eksperyans ou fè avèk lekòl sa a, ranpli sèk ki anba respons ki pi 
byen reflete santiman ou sou chak sijè yo nan sèvi ak balans k ap suiv la.  Silvouplè reponn chak sijè meyè fason 
 ou kapab. 

                         1                         2                         3                         4                            0   
                    Pa Dakò              Pa Dakò              Dakò                  Trè                        Pa   
                     Ditou                                                                       Dakò                    Aplike  

 
 

Pa Dakò  Pa Dakò  Dakò   Trè      Pa 
  Ditou                                Dakò   Aplike 

1. Yo fè m konnen regilyèman sa k ap pase nan lekòl la. 

2. Mwen santi yo byen resevwa m lè m ale nan lekòl sa a. 

3. Mwen santi pwofesè ak administratè yo nan lekòl sa a respekte 
mwen ak opinyon mwen yo. 

4. Lekòl sa a genyen sèvis disponib pou adrese bezwen pitit mwen 
ak fanmi m (pa egzanp, gadri anvan/apre lekòl, sèvis 
sante/konseye). 

5. Y ap atann pou m patisipe nan edikasyon pitit mwen. 

    1  2  3  4  0 
    1  2  3  4  0 
    1  2  3  4  0 
    1  2  3  4  0 
    1  2  3  4  0 
 
    1  2  3  4  0 

6. Mwen kwè pitit mwen ansekirite nan lekòl sa a. 
7. Mezi disiplin ki etabli nan lekòl sa a jis e menm bagay pou tout 

moun. 
8. Leson an patikilye apre lekòl disponib pou pitit mwen sil bezwen 

li. 

9. Jounen pi long la pi bon pou pitit mwen. 
10. Lekòl sa a pi bon depi lè li vin yon lekòl Zòn. 
11. Mwen kwè pitit mwen jwenn yon bon edikasyon nan lekòl sa a. 

    1  2  3  4  0 
    1  2  3  4  0 
  
    1  2  3  4  0 
 
    1  2  3  4  0 
    1  2  3  4  0 
    1  2  3  4  0 

Mèsi dèske w ranpli sondaj sa a. 

Silvouplè retounen fòm sa a nan anvlòp ki tache a nan postaj lekòl la: 
Mr. Steven M. Urdegar, Office of Program Evaluation – Location Code 9020 
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Miami-Dade County Public Schools 

 Evaluation 
STUDENT SURVEY 

2006-07 
This survey is part of a study about your school.  We’d like to know how you about your school.  Your opinions are 
important to us.  Please complete this form and turn it in to your teacher. 

  

     

 
 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Not  

Applicable 

1. In my classes, the work is hard to do. 1 2 3 4 0 

2. I have homework to do every night. 1 2 3 4 0 

3. My teachers want me to do well in school. 1 2 3 4 0 

4. There are people at this school to give me help with school work. 1 2 3 4 0 

5. I know what the school rules are and what will happen if I break them. 1 2 3 4 0 

6. Parents are often invited to come to this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

7. I feel safe at this school. 1 2 3 4 0 

8. I am doing better in school since this school became a Zone school. 1 2 3 4 0 

9. This school is better since it became a Zone school. 1 2 3 4 0 

10. Are you are boy or a girl?  (Fill in one box). 
      Boy      Girl      

11. What grade are you in?  (Fill in one box) 
  2  3      4      5      6  7     8      9      10      11     12    

12. How old are you?  (Fill in one box) 
  7  8      9      10      11      12      13      14  15     16      17      18+      

 
Thank you for completing this survey. 

 
Please return it to your teacher. 

INSTRUCTIONS 
Please read each of the following sentences and fill in the circle under the answer that is closest to the way you 
feel.  Answer every question as best as you can. 
         1        2        3           4        0 
 Strongly   Disagree    Agree  Strongly      Not 
 Disagree       Agree  Applicable 
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Miami-Dade County Public Schools 
Office of Program Evaluation 

 
READING INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP TEACHER SURVEY 

2006-07 
This survey is being conducted to examine the relationship between educational practices and leadership actions as part of an 
evaluation contrasting schools implementing selected district reform initiatives with matched comparisons. Your candid responses are 
an essential part of this study. Please carefully choose the answer that most closely addresses each item according to the response 
options provided. It should take about 30 minutes to complete the survey form. Your identity will be kept confidential. Please return the 
completed form in the envelope provided by April 23, 2007. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Steven M. Urdegar at 305-
995-7538. 
 
Tell us about yourself. 

1. What grade(s) do you teach? (Check all that apply.) 
   K      1      2      3      4      5      6     7    8   9     10    11     12 
 
2. What subject(s) do you teach? (Check all that apply.) 
  Reading/Language Arts       ESE/ESOL       Mathematics     Science       Other 
 
Tell us about the reading class(es)/group(s) that you teach. 
3. Indicate the maximum number of classrooms, including your own,  

from which students are drawn 
1 2 3 4 5 

    

1 - 3   
times 

a  year 

1 – 3  
times 
a term 

1 - 3  
times  

 a month 

 
More than 

Weekly 

4. How often do(es) the composition of the group(s) change?  

 
 1 2 3 4 

 
 5.  How often do you use the following grouping strategies to organize students for reading instruction?  
 
    1 - 3  

times 
a  year 

1 – 3   
times  
a term 

1 - 3  
times 

 a month 

 
More than 

Weekly 

 Whole class grouping   1 2 3 4 
 Homogeneous or similar levels of ability   1 2 3 4 
 Individualized instruction   1 2 3 4 

 
6. 

 
How often do you use the following strategies during reading instruction? 
 

  Less than 
once 

a month 

1 – 3 
times 

A month 

1 – 2 
times 

a week 

3 – 4 
times 

a week 

 
 
Daily 

More 
than  
Daily 

 Reciprocal teaching 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Peer tutoring 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Cooperative learning 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Reading aloud to students 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Guided reading 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Rotation of small groups of students through different 

sets of activities 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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7. 

 
How often do you focus on the following skills during reading instruction? 
 

  Less than 
once 

a month 

1 – 3 
times 

a month 

1 – 2 
times 

a week 

3 – 4 
times 

a week 

 
 
Daily 

More 
than  
Daily 

 Blending, segmenting, or otherwise manipulating the 
individual sounds in words 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Using phonics or letter-sound relationships to read 
words in sentences 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Using context cues, pictures, or sentence meaning and 

structure to read words 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Reading fluency 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Reading comprehension 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Vocabulary development 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Making predictions, surveying, or previewing text 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Summarizing important or critical details about text 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Identifying author's purpose 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Having students explain how they applied a skill or 

strategy 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
8. 

 
How often do you use technology for the following purposes? 
 

 To engage students in their learning 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 To help students create their own knowledge 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 To orient the curriculum toward real-world applications 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 To help students select their own tools for researching 

information 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

9. 
 
How often do you use the following types of materials during reading instruction? 
 

 A basal reading series  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Textbooks with patterned or predictable language 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Textbooks with controlled vocabulary 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Story or literature books without vocabulary control 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Computerized software that monitors students’ 

performance and provides feedback to them 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

10. 
 
How often do the following statements describe how you use materials for reading instruction? 
 

  Almost 
Never 

 
Occasionally 

 
Sometimes 

 
Frequently 

Almost 
Always 

 
Always 

 I use instructional materials that are geared to 
students’ reading levels as opposed to students' grade 
levels. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 I use only the books and materials prescribed by the 
reading program in use at my school.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 I have sufficient books, curricular materials, and 
workbooks to permit each student to work 
independently. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 I am sufficiently skilled in the use of the materials to 
apply the prescribed lesson content appropriately to 
the groups of students in my class(es).  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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11. 

 
How often are your students’ skills measured for the following reasons? 
 

   
1 - 3 

times 
a  year 

 

1 – 3 
times 
a term 

 

1 - 3 
times 

a month 
 

 
 

Weekly 
 

More 
than 

Weekly 
  To regroup students for instruction  1 2 3 4 5 

 To determine skills that need to be taught  1 2 3 4 5 
 To gauge progress toward meeting district, state,  or 

federal standards 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 To develop customized educational plans  1 2 3 4 5 
 

12. 
 
How often are your students’ skills measured with the following instruments? 

 
 Teacher-made tests  1 2 3 4 5 
 Individually-administered standardized tests  1 2 3 4 5 
 Group-administered standardized tests  1 2 3 4 5 
 Benchmark assessments  1 2 3 4 5 
 

13. 
 
How often do the following statements describe the outcomes of formal meetings held to plan for the needs of 
students with academic difficulties who are unresponsive to classroom intervention? 
 

 Strategies are developed collaboratively with an 
administrator, reading coach, and/or education 
specialist 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 Strategies are developed using a database or 
intervention manual 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Strategies are developed cooperatively with a school 

psychologist 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 
14. 

 
How often do students who experience academic difficulties receive extra help that focuses on the following topics? 
 

  Less than 
once 

a month 

1 – 3 
times 

a month 

1 – 2 
times 

a week 

3 – 4 
times 

a week 

 
 
Daily 

More 
than  
Daily 

 Reinforcement of skills learned in the classroom 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Test preparation and or student benchmarks 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

15. 
 
What is the total amount of time that the following services are provided to the following groups of students? 
 

   
One week 

or less 

 
2 -3 

weeks 

 
1 – 2 

months 

 
2 - 3 

months 

 
One 
term  

More 
than one 

term 
 Tutoring services for students who are in need of 

academic assistance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Enrichment activities for students who are at or above 
grade level 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

16. 
 
How often are the following professional development opportunities offered to you in support of the reading 
program at your school? 
 

   1 - 3 
times 

a  year 
 

1 – 3 
times 
a term 

 

1 - 3 
times 

a month 
 

 
 

Weekly 
 

More 
than 

Weekly 
  In-class demonstration lessons  1 2 3 4 5 

 Strategy development with reflective practice  1 2 3 4 5 
 Classroom-based inservice workshops  1 2 3 4 5 
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17. 

 
How often are professional development opportunities in support of the reading program at your school . . .  
 

  Almost 
Never 

 
Occasionally 

 
Sometimes 

 
Frequently 

Almost 
Always 

 
Always 

 driven your needs and/or skill level 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 driven by the needs of the students or the school 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 available 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 offered on-site 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 sufficient to meet your training needs 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Tell us about your school. 
 

 
18. 

 
Complete the following prompt to indicate how often the following statements apply to leadership actions in your 
school. The leader(s) at my school . . .    
 

   Almost 
Never 

 
Occasionally 

 
Sometimes 

 
Frequently 

Almost 
Always 

 Challenges our beliefs and assumptions.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Establishes and emphasizes day to day priorities.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Decides which issues are truly important and cannot 

be compromised. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Makes promises that s/he can keep.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Prepares us for change.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Establishes and emphasizes formal and informal 

policies. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Is honest.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Develops relationships which help to get the job done.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Effectively communicates a compelling vision through 

persuasive stories. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Provides us with the necessary resources to properly 
implement a project. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Stands firm on correct decisions and actions.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Develops external alliances.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Interprets events and shapes meaning for us.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Decides how things are to be done.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Is objective.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Generates support from people with influence and 

power. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Encourages self management based on our vision.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Holds us accountable for results.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Ensures that we act within ethical practices.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Comes up with compromises in everybody’s best 

interest. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Lets us take the initiative in defining and solving 
problems. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Sets time lines for our work.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Treats us with respect and dignity.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Tells us what to do if we want to be rewarded.  1 2 3 4 5 
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19. Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about coordination and planning in your 
school. 
 

    Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 You can see real continuity from one program to 
another at this school. 

  1 2 3 4 
 Many special programs come and go in this school.   1 2 3 4 
 Once we start a new program, we follow up to make 

sure it’s working. 
  1 2 3 4 

 We have so many programs at this school that I can’t 
keep track of them all. 

  1 2 3 4 
 Curriculum, instruction, and learning materials are well 

coordinated across the different grade levels at this 
school. 

  1 2 3 4 

 There is consistency in curriculum, instruction, and 
learning materials among teachers in the same grade 
level at this school. 

  1 2 3 4 

 Most changes introduced at this school have little 
relation to teachers’ and students’ real needs and 
interests. 

  1 2 3 4 

 Most changes introduced at this school help promote 
the school’s goals for learning. 

  1 2 3 4 
 

20. 
 
Complete the following prompt to indicate how often the following statements apply to additional leadership actions 
in your school. The leader(s) at my school . . .    

 
   Almost 

Never 
 

Occasionally 
 

Sometimes 
 

Frequently 
Almost 
Always 

 Models organizational aspirations and values.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Monitors our work to ensure that we keep focused on 

priorities. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Inserts agreed upon values into our deliberations.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Makes friends by doing favors.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Develops us into leaders.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Reviews our individual performance.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Cares about us.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Provides us with inside information when appropriate.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Makes learning a priority for everyone.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Motivates us to do things right.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Performs his/her job ethically.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Makes promises that s/he cannot keep  1 2 3 4 5 
 Creates a personal bond with us.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Creates an environment where we are encouraged to 

learn and grow. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Demands compliance when necessary.  1 2 3 4 5 
 Is subjective  1 2 3 4 5 
 Complies with all relevant policies relating to his/her 

job. 
 1 2 3 4 5 

 Attempts to maneuver around barriers in order to 
achieve our goals. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Thank you for completing this survey 

Please return this form in the enclosed envelope via school mail to 
Mr. Steven M. Urdegar, Office of Program Evaluation  

 Location Code 9020 

( 
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Hierarchical Linear Model Analysis 
 
A quasi-experiment was conducted to gauge the students’ performance on the FCAT-NRT. The 
specific quasi-experimental design used in this evaluation was the multiple time series design. This 
involved using series of scores collected over time to compare the performance of a group of 
subjects who were exposed to an experimental treatment with that of a group who were not. In 
applying the multiple time series design in this evaluation, the students’ SAT (grade 2) and FCAT-
NRT (grades 3-10) scores served as the series of scores, and the Zone program represented the 
experimental treatment. A control group from the previously defined comparison schools was also 
defined. All students who attended the Zone and control schools were included in the quasi-
experiment, if they had valid baseline (2005), Year 1 (2006), and Year 2 (2007) scores and were 
enrolled in the same school  during March of the baseline year and during October and February of 
Years 1 and 2. 
 
Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) was used to estimate the students’ scale scores over the 
course of the program’s implementation for each group. HLM is a type of multiple regression 
analysis specifically designed to analyze data in research problems where the subjects are nested 
(contained) in higher level units, such as students within schools (Raudenbusch & Bryk, 2002). 
Multiple regression analysis is a statistical technique for estimating the relationships among a 
series of variables by predicting the value of one variable (criterion) given the values of the other 
variables (predictors). The analysis yields predictor weights that produce the weighted sum that 
most closely approximates the criterion and indicate the influence of the predictors on the criterion 
(Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1998). Also defined for each regression equation is an intercept, 
which is a constant that represents the value assumed by the criterion when all the predictors are 
equal to zero.  
 
HLM extends this concept by simultaneously conducting separate regression analyses at each level 
of the model. The intercept and predictor weights estimated at one level of the model are then 
treated as criterion variables at the next higher level of the model. For example, in the evaluation of 
the Zone, the students’ FCAT-NRT scale scores were analyzed as test administrations nested 
within students who are nested within school. Students’ scale scores over time (criterion) are 
represented by an initial status (intercept) and a growth rate over time (predictor). HLM computes 
separate intercepts and growth terms for each student and then estimates the value of each as a 
weighted sum of a student level intercept and student-level predictors such as gender, ethnicity, 
limited English proficiency, and disability. Thus, predictor variables defined at the test 
administration level become criterion variables at the student level As such, students’ initial scores 
and growth rates are modeled as varying based on student level factors. Similarly, the student level 
intercept and each student level predictor are estimated as a weighted sum of school level variables 
such as program type (Zone vs. Control) and initial school accountability grade. As such, the 
influence of the various student level predictors is modeled as varying according to school level 
factors.  
 
Equation 1 describes the mathematical relationship between the criterion and predictor variables at 
the test administration level. The criterion variable SCORE is the individual students’ SAT (grade 
2) and FCAT-NRT (grades 3 – 10) score in the appropriate content domain (i.e., reading or 
mathematics) and is modeled as varying from test administration to test administration. The 
predictor variable TIME gives the fractional number of years from the inception of the Zone 
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program to each test administration period. As such, TIME has three data points, 0.00 (2005), 
1.00 (2006), and 2.00 (2006) and assumes a value of zero in March 2005. 
  
The value of SCORE at a given value of TIME is determined by adding the initial status 
represented by the symbol π0 to the growth rate represented by the symbol π1 multiplied by the 
TIME since program inception. Initial status is the value of SCORE when TIME equals zero. 
The symbols are the predictor weights, which represent the influence of the predictors on the 
criterion. An error term e is also defined to account for the difference between the predicted and 
actual values of the criterion.   
  

SCORE = π0 + π1 * TIME + e (D1) 
 

The values for initial status π0 and rate of growth π1 are conceptualized in the HLM as varying 
according to student level characteristics. Thus, the intercept and predictor weights defined at the 
test administration level become criterion variables at the student level. The following student 
demographic factors, which have historically been associated with differences in achievement, 
were used as predictors at the student level: gender, ethnicity, Free/Reduced Price Lunch (FRL) 
eligibility, English language learner (ELL) status, and Special Education (SPED) classification. 
Each demographic predictor is represented by a series of dichotomously coded numbers (0 or 1), 
and is listed in Table F1.  
 

Table F1 
Predictors defined at the Student-Level of the HLM 

Predictor Definition/Values Code 

Gender Student Gender  

  Male 1 

  Female 0 

Ethnicity Ethnic Classification  

  Black 10 

  Hispanic 01 
  White/Other 00 
FRL Free/reduced priced lunch program  

  Eligible  1 

  Not Eligible 0 

ELL English Language Learner status  

  Current  10 

  Former  01 

  Non-ELL 00 

SPED Student Education classification  

  Student with Disability 10 

  Gifted  01 

  Non-Gifted, Non-Disabled 00 

OVERAGE Overage for Grade  
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Equations D2 and D3 describe the mathematical relationship between the criterion and predictor 
variables at the student level. The criterion variable for initial status π0 was determined by adding 
the intercept β00 to the deviation scores represented by the product of each student demographic 
predictor (MALE, BLACK, HISPANIC, etc.) and its predictor weight (β01, β02, β03, etc.). The 
criterion variable for growth π1 is determined by adding the intercept β10 to the product of each 
student demographic predictor (MALE, BLACK, HISPANIC, etc.) and its predictor weight (β11, 
β12, β13, etc.). Separate error terms r0 and r1 were also defined to account for the difference 
between the predicted and actual values of the criterion variables. 
 
Grand-mean centering was used to express all student and school level predictors as deviations 
from their sample means, a process that equates the intercept to the value assumed by the criterion 
variable when all the predictors are equal to their sample means. At the student level, the intercept 
represented the value of the criterion variables for those values of the predictors that represent the 
typical student. At the school level, the intercept represented the value of the criterion variables for 
those values of the predictors that represented the typical school (Raudenbusch & Bryk, 2002). 
 
 π0 = β00 + β01*MALE + β02*BLACK + β03*HISPANIC+ β04*FRL+ β05*CUR       (D2) 
  + β06*FMR+ β07*DISABLED+ β08*GIFTED + β09*OVER AGE + r0 
 
 π1 = β10 + β11*MALE + β12*BLACK + β13*HISPANIC+ β14*FRL+ β15*CUR       (D3) 
  + β16*FMR+ β17*DISABLED+ β18*GIFTED + β19*OVERAGE + r1 
 
Each of predictors β00… β09 defined for initial status π0 and each predictor β10… β19 defined for 
rate of growth π1 was conceptualized in the HLM as varying according to school level variables. 
Therefore, the intercept and predictor weights defined at the student level become criterion 
variables at the school level. The primary predictors defined for the school level are two 
dichotomous variables, ZONE and RDGFRST, which represents the implementation of the 
Zone and Reading First programs, respectively. The value of the predictor weight for each variable 
gives the influence of that program on the students’ initial status and annual growth rate, 
respectively. Examined for the initial status and growth rate was the effect of the Zone (Reading 
First) program on the typical student and the extent to which the differential demographic effects 
of gender, ethnicity, free and reduced price lunch eligibility, English proficiency, and disability 
were moderated by the presence of the programs. Two additional predictors were also included as 
covariates in the prediction equation for the intercept β00 to control for school level differences in 
student socioeconomic status and achievement between students attending the groups’ schools that 
existed at the time of the programs’ inception. The first covariate used was LUN, the school level 
percentage of students who were eligible for the free and reduced price lunch program. It was 
computed by aggregating the corresponding student level variable to the school level. The second 
covariate was POINTS, the “points earned” which underlie the computation of school 
accountability grades under the state of Florida’s A-Plus Plan for Education.   
 
Equations D4 through D23 describe the mathematical relationship between the criterions, the 
intercepts, and the predictors at the school level. Each criterion variable is determined by adding an 
intercept to the product of the predictor and weight for each of the school level characteristics for 
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initial status (γ000 through γ090) and rate of growth (γ100 through γ190). Separate error terms u00 
through u09 and u10 through u19 are also defined to account for the difference between the 
predicted and actual values of the criterion variables. 
 
 β00 = γ000 + γ001*ZONE + γ002*RDGFRST + γ003*LUN +   (D4) 
    + γ004*POINTS + u00  
 β01 = γ010 + γ011*ZONE + γ012*RDGFRST + u01 (D5) 
 β02 = γ020 + γ021*ZONE + γ022*RDGFRST + u02 (D6) 
 β03 = γ030 + γ031*ZONE + γ032*RDGFRST + u03 (D7) 
 β04 = γ040 + γ041*ZONE + γ042*RDGFRST + u04 (D8) 
 β05 = γ050 + γ051*ZONE + γ052*RDGFRST + u05 (D9) 
 β06 = γ060 + γ061*ZONE + γ062*RDGFRST + u06 (D10) 
 β07 = γ070 + γ071*ZONE + γ072*RDGFRST + u07 (D11) 
 β08 = γ080+ γ081*ZONE + γ082*RDGFRST + u08 (D12) 
 β09 = γ090+ γ091*ZONE + γ092*RDGFRST + u08 (D13) 
 β10 = γ100 + γ101*ZONE + γ102*RDGFRST + u10 (D14) 
 β11 = γ110 + γ111*ZONE + γ112*RDGFRST + u11 (D15) 
 β12 = γ120 + γ121*ZONE + γ122*RDGFRST + u12 (D16) 
 β13 = γ130 + γ131*ZONE + γ132*RDGFRST + u13 (D17) 
 β14 = γ140 + γ141*ZONE + γ142*RDGFRST + u14 (D18) 
 β15 = γ150 + γ151*ZONE + γ152*RDGFRST + u15 (D19) 
 β16 = γ160 + γ161*ZONE + γ162*RDGFRST + u16 (D20) 
 β17 = γ170 + γ171*ZONE + γ172*RDGFRST + u17 (D21) 
 β18 = γ180+ γ181*ZONE + γ182*RDGFRST + u18 (D22) 
 β19 = γ190+ γ191*ZONE + γ192*RDGFRST + u19 (D23) 
 
Equation D14 bears particular scrutiny as it predicts the growth rate for the typical student in the 
sample. A statistically significant positive value for the predictor weight γ101 would indicate that the 
Zone program is having a beneficial effect on the achievement of participating students, while a 
statistically significant negative value would indicate that it is having a deleterious effect. A value for 
the predictor weight γ101 that is not statistically significant would indicate that the Zone program is not 
having an effect on the achievement of participating students. A statistically significant positive value 
for the predictor weight γ102 would indicate that the Reading First program is having a beneficial effect 
on the achievement of participating students, while a statistically significant negative value would 
indicate that it is having a deleterious effect. A value for the predictor weight γ102 that is not statistically 
significant would indicate that the Reading First program is not having an effect on the achievement of 
participating students. The final step in the HLM analysis involved a comparison of adjusted posttest 
(2007) scores of students attending the Zone and comparison schools. The scores were corrected for 
demographic differences between the groups by applying Equation 1 to both groups for a hypothetical 
group of students imbued with the demographic characteristics seen for the overall sample. Adjusted 
posttest scores were computed for each group by adding the initial status to the product of the growth 
rate and the number of years since baseline.  




