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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this quantitative study was to deitee whether there are significant differences
among the five indicators of autonomy (assessneaipigctations, instruction, learning
environment, and relationships) based on schoel (gfementary or junior high) and if there are
differences among the indicators between Titlehbsts and non-Title | schools. This study also
examined if the five indicators of autonomy areeaiol predict academic achievement as
measured by ISTEP+ scores for mathematics and égegarts. Based on the findings, this
study determined instruction is an area of autontmaysignificantly impacts academic
performance as measured by language arts ISTEPmaitetmatics ISTEP+. Instruction is the
area of autonomy where a significant differenceveen elementary and middle/junior high

schools was found.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

School leaders across the nation are challengdédmaking sure their schools are
successful. This challenge is not unique to publitvate, or charter schools and has been a
challenge school leaders have faced for decadsgugt evermore present as schools must
ensure 100% of their students are meeting standgrd®14.

In 2002, President George W. Bush signed No Chelit Behind (NCLB) into law.
NCLB was enacted because the United States feltdr@ntinue its world success experienced
during the 1990s, students needed to be held teehgfandards of education in order to compete
in a global world (Kennedy, 2005). The goal of N&CWas to decrease the achievement gap
among subgroups of race, socioeconomic statusrstsiavith disabilities, and English language
learners. The law required all schools in allegdb meet the same standards of success and
required each state to design a plan to achiesestlicess by 2014 (Kennedy, 2005). Finding
the best way to conquer the educational challesgefrth in NCLB is a task that will never
disappear.

Some researchers have said charter schools weaaslaer to the educational challenges
school leaders face because they are “exempt figmifisant State or local rules that inhibit the
flexible operation and management of public scHa@gring, 2006, p. 168). Charter schools

are based on a mission and are originated on sieedéo provide an education for students that



was not otherwise available” (Stephens, 2008, jp. 88ron and Nelson (2002) believed staff
members who choose to work at the charter schabparents who choose to send their children
to the school truly believe in the mission of tieb@ol.

Other experts argue that typical public school$hwanctions lifted and greater
autonomy given to teachers, can survive in the agitiye market of education. “Increased
teacher autonomy is grounded in the conceptioheteéacher as expgHoxby & Muraka as
cited in Berends, Springer, & Walberg, 2008, p. M8Jhen teachers are given the autonomy to
develop curriculum based on student needs, acaderhievement increases (Bulkley &
Wohlstetter, 2004; Miron & Nelson, 2002). Teachetonomy is a powerful tool when used
correctly.

Effectively measuring student success has beerstiqn school leaders have tried to
answer throughout the history of education. Retehas indicated there is a relationship
between exit exams, school autonomy, and acaderhieseement (W6bmann, Ludemann,
Schutz, & West, 2007).

Cuypers (2009) defined autonomy as “a property eftal states and events: choices,
decisions, beliefs, desires, preferences, actian,léthese are autonomous, then a person, as a
whole, is” (p. 192). Giving teachers autonomy gaeatly improve morale (Cookson, 1994).
Improved teacher morale can be a great promotstudent success when schools are trying to
ensure that all students reach the goal establish&i{CLB.

Allowing educators to display autonomy can servetdivate them, but finding the key
to student motivation is much more difficult. Thacs may find it easier to assign pages to read
and give a worksheet to check for understandingumee this eliminates subjectivity when faced

with numerous state and national guidelines fodestti performance (Goodlad, 1984). However,



many students do not respond well to this type afivation.

Reeve and Deci are advocates for student autonBegve, 2006). However, teachers
and schools are reluctant to offer the level obaatny suggested because control is given to
students and it is, ultimately, the school’s resoifity to ensure student success (Niemiec &
Ryan, 2009). Self-determination theory contendsmatudents’ need for autonomy is met,
students are more engaged in their learning (Nie&iRyan, 2009).

“Self-determination theory based research has stargly demonstrated that more
autonomous forms of motivation are associated aitlost of positive outcomes from greater
academic performance, creativity, and persisteilocenhanced learner wellness” (Niemiec &
Ryan, 2009, p. 225). In an autonomy-supportivestiaom, students possess a greater self-
concept, are more creative, prefer challenge, perfietter academically, and are more
intrinsically motivated (Reeve, 2006).

In an autonomy-supportive classroom, using assegseffectively is key to academic
success. Formative assessment allows teachaptarsd adjust their teaching as instruction
unfolds. Formative assessment includes givingiBpemeaningful feedback to students in
order to improve academic performance (Reeves,)20@arzano and Pickering (2011) believe
that to increase student ownership in learningjestts should set goals and track their progress
at specific assessment windows by charting thefopaance.

A positive learning environment makes all studéeét welcome. Teachers can create
this environment by interacting with students eatlyhe year about rules and procedures.
Students have a voice in this process and theyualderstand each rule and its importance to the
learning environment (Marzano, 2007). Marzano Riettering (2011) also noted when teachers

provide choice through what to learn, how to le&ow to report learning, and which tasks



accomplish learning, students are more engaged.

“I realized that incentives and sanctions werethetright levers to improve education”
(Ravitch, 2010, p. 102). Marzano and Pickeringl@Melieve a teacher’s attitude is one of the
most important factors affecting student engagem&hey also noted to maintain student
engagement teachers should compare activitieseandihg outcomes to topics that are of
personal interest to students.

Effective instructional strategies are an integahponent of successful student learning.
Marzano and Pickering (2011) noted effective schoah make a difference by having “a well-
articulated curriculum and a safe and orderly legyenvironment” (p. 1). Pollack and Ford
(2009) noted identifying objectives at the begimgnaf a lesson sets a strong focus from the onset
of teaching and will engage students because thewy khe purpose for learning. Effective
transitions are also critical to reduce loss ofruntional time (Marzano & Pickering, 2011).

In order to build relationships with students, tears should “know about local events’
significance to students, know about rivalries le=w different groups of students, and know
popular terms and phrases used by students” (May2807, p. 155). Marzano (2007) believed
that to develop strong relationships with studemts must be able to put the actions of
individual students aside and to not take themquexiéy.

Offering effective feedback is another way to depelich relationships with students.
Marzano (2007) noted offering specific, focusedfi@icement to students allows students to
recognize the connection between learning andteftdsing verbal reinforcement correctly can
enhance the relationship among students and teaahdrcan have significant positive impacts

on student learning (Marzano, 2007).



Statement of the Problem

Every school in the United States is facing indrgaaccountability measures. School
leaders are looking for what can be done to iner@aademic achievement of their schools so
they can remain open for business (Rothstein, 280d)placing higher standards on schools and
increasing the number of testing instruments uses dothing to motivate schools to perform
better (Kohn, 1993).

In the wake of the measures placed on schoolsrforpg Ravitch (2010) noted, “It is
assumed that higher test scores on standardizsdfdsasic skills are synonymous with good
education” (p. 111). Marzano (2007) would argist seores do not make the difference in
school performance, but the teacher in the classwho relates with students every day that has
the greatest impact on performance does. Beindfoliof student interactions among each
other is just as important as the relationship agrgindents and teacher (Marzano & Pickering,
2011).

Albrecht, Haapanen, Hall, and Mantonya (2009) iathd when students are intrinsically
motivated, they will perform. There are two wagsnotivate people: intrinsic and extrinsic.

Pink (2009) noted, “Mechanisms designed to increasgvation can dampen it. Tactics aimed
at boosting creativity can reduce it. Programgrtonote good deeds can make them disappear”
(p. 33). Motivating student performance by offgram incentive if a certain level of
performance is attained will often cause studemtsnderperform because their autonomy is
reduced (Pink, 2009). In order to engage studartteeir learning, Kohn (1993) suggested
educators create a learning environment where stsidee inspired to learn. Allowing student
participation in classroom decisions will keep themgaged.

Meeting psychological needs through autonomy su@oteaching relates to a positive



school experience (Jang, Reeve, Ryan, & Kim, 2009ijson indicated power must be
equivalent to responsibility, or the amount of anaimy given must correlate to the level of
accountability to which one is held (Bulkley & Wealwtter, 2004).

Stephens (2008) stated, “Research into creatirepaimonment conducive to student
learning which supports a mission of high acadeanlievement would be interesting,” and
“What elements are most effective in creating émgironment” (p. 113)? Wohlstetter and Chau
found that schools with high levels of teacher aatay tend to use strategies that are linked to
student academic success (as cited in Bulkley, 200Bey also noted that additional studies
linking teacher autonomy and student success reled tonducted to determine the impact of
autonomy on academic performance (Bulkley, 2002).

Two hundred years ago the purpose of educatiortavesrve the needs of the local
communities and teach the ideals the local led@#ra/ere important to the progress of the area.
Education slowly evolved to educating youth to beedo compete in an everchanging America
during the era of World War | or Il where industtyminated our culture. The evolution of the
Cold War caused the purpose of education to chengeler to become more ready to compete
in a global world, which brings us to the purpo$education in the United States today: global
competition.

Competition and success among schools in the UBitaigs and other countries is
measured by academic performance on standardigtsdated is regulated by NCLB. Schools
and communities feel the growing pressure to bdo#st on the test and when scores fall short of
expected levels of performance, reform measuresarsidered.

Solutions proposed include alternative schoolsclieusystems, charter schools, and

innovative teaching methods. In an education watiére choices to succeed seem to be



limitless, school leaders are looking for the orethod where resources can be invested to
ensure academic performance and growth. Detergimimch indicators of autonomy impact
student achievement will help school leaders fahas resources for professional development
so that academic growth and success can be attained

Purpose of the Study

The success of schools has long depended on a noimiaetors: enrollment, academic
achievement, stakeholder satisfaction, or finarewélbility. Relationships between school and
teacher autonomy exist, but there is little redeacto which indicator of autonomy impacts
academic achievement. “Although autonomy-suppeii@aching has been linked with
increased student performance, this contentiombtget been explored in an experimental
study” (Furtak, 2012, p. 284 F-urtak (2012) further stated, “One might believat tthe more
autonomy given to students, the greater the levefuaent learning” (p. 285).

The purpose of this quantitative study was to deiteg whether there are significant
differences among the five indicators of autonoasséssment, expectations, instruction,
learning environment, and relationships) basedcbod type (elementary or junior high) and if
there are differences among the indicators betwg®oal public schools and charter schools.
This study also examined if the five indicatorsaafonomy are able to predict academic
achievement as measured by ISTEP+ scores for mdttaaguage arts. Being able to ascertain
this information will serve to inform school leadem effective ways to impact academic

achievement.



Limitations
The investigation was limited by whether particifsawere truthful in their responses.
Also, the study used Growth Model data from théestd Indiana. If these data were not
calculated correctly or not available, the stud \Wwaited.
Delimitations
The study used data from public schools housingi€sd, 5, 6, 7, or 8 and did not
consider other grade levels so that growth dataavadable. The study did not include data
from private or parochial schools. With havingaiquestions for each indicator of autonomy
within the survey design, a possible limitation Webbe the ability of these questions to
adequately inform autonomy in the classroom. @eission was made in order to make the
survey less cumbersome to respondents as an attesgture a higher return rate. Finally, the
study did not include data from my school distastan effort to limit bias.
Resear ch Questions
The research questions guiding this study werel&sifs:
1. Are there significant differences in the five inaliors of autonomy based on school
type (elementary or middle/junior high)?
2. Are there significant differences in the five inaliors of autonomy between Title |
and non-Title | schools?
3. Do the five areas of autonomy serve as predictbas@demic achievement as
measured by language arts ISTEP+?
4. Do the five areas of autonomy serve as predictbas@demic achievement as

measured by math ISTEP+?



Null Hypotheses
The following null hypotheses were generated thihaihg research questions:
1. There are no significant differences in the fivéigators of autonomy based on
school type (elementary or middle/junior high).
2. There are no significant differences in the fivdigators of autonomy between Title |
and non-Title | schools.
3. The five indicators of autonomy do not serve agligters of academic achievement
as measured by Language Arts ISTEP+.
4. The five indicators of autonomy do not serve asligters of academic achievement
as measured by Math ISTEP+.
Definition of Terms
The following terms are defined for clarificationunderstanding this study:
Academic achievemerstthe success of students as measured by té@ssingments in
the areas of reading and/or math.
Assessmenm$ goal setting and tracking progress at rega@isiirig intervals (Marzano &
Pickering, 2011).
Autonomyis “the capacity to govern oneself’ (Cuypers, 2009192).
Autonomy-supported teachimgwhere teachers facilitate student needs byhmrajc
student needs and interests to learning objectidegonomy-supported teaching also creates
opportunities for students to guide their own lgagr{Reeve, Jang, Carrell, Jeon, & Barch,
2004).
Charter schoolsre independent public schools designed and cgakbbat educators,

parents, community leaders, educational entreprenand others. They are sponsored by
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designated local or state educational organizatiwhe monitor their quality and effectiveness
but allow them to operate outside of the traditi@ystem of public schools (U.S. Department of
Education, n.d.).

Expectationsare clearly defined standards for learning andscteom management
(Balcikanli, 2010).

Indicators of autonomgire defined as assessment, expectations, instnutgarning
environment, and relationships among students eaxhers.

Instructionis defined as the effective use of wait time,aefiéintiated instructional
strategies, and meaningful opportunities for sttglempractice, apply, and demonstrate what
they are learning (Danielson, 2007).

Learning environmens a room arranged in such a way that lends iteatbllaboration
among students; students share responsibilityolatime operations and work together to
accomplish shared tasks (Danielson, 2007).

Relationshipsre found in classrooms where students are givgmostiand can support
each other in the learning process, academicsedebrated/praised, and the teacher shows
genuine interest in student opinions and thoudbésiglson, 2007).

School autonomig the freedom granted by a school district tatesl| with regard to
resource allocations, such as capital, financral, ljuman (Gross, 2011).

School types the classification given to a school based ugradles housed within the
building.

Self-determination theorg one where “students possess inherent growtteteries and
psychological needs that provide a motivationahftation for their optimal functioning,

academic engagement, constructive social developmed personal well-being” (Reeve, 2006,
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p. 226).

Student autonomig the freedom granted to students to develomiegrobjectives, have
control over classroom activities, and to haveraegral role in the development of classroom
rules and discipline (Balcikanli, 2010).

Teacher autonomig a teacher who has the freedom to develop amsess, curriculum,
and learning modalities and objectives based uparking knowledge of student needs (Hoxby
& Muraka as cited in Berends et al., 2008).

Typical public schoolsre schools managed by a public education augharridagency.

Summary and Organization of the Study

The ultimate goal of education is to provide studevith an education that best prepares
them for success in a global world. The NCLB desahe continued success of schools in the
United States and is directly dependent on theamadperformance of their students. Many
factors affect the success of students and finthagne method or teaching modality that
produces the most success is the question theft isnanswered.

Chapter 1 provided an introduction, statement efgioblem, stated the purpose of the
study, identified research questions and the ngdbthesis, and defined key terms. Chapter 2
presents a current review of literature. Chaptera¥ides information on the method of study,
the population sample, survey development and adtration, and methods of statistical
analysis. Chapter 4 presents findings througlatéstictal analysis of Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4.
Chapter 5 summarizes the findings, conclusionsligaifions for schools and recommendations

for further research.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Leaders of education at the national, state, diseind school levels are looking for ways
to support education efforts in the everchangingavolLeaders must determine the best way for
schools to effectively compete with education syst@around the world. Supporting school
reform efforts is one way, among many, to encouthgenation’s youngest people to outperform
the youth in other countries. Finding the besbmaf method is challenging and is the pinnacle
of the success of education in the United States.

Reform methods can be rooted in the classroom giiwthe utilization of different
teaching styles and intervention systems or byrthestigation of what great teachers do
differently and implement those techniques acrobsas. Student autonomy is one aspect of
teaching that varies from one classroom to the aedtis dependent on the teacher.

Regardless of school type, charter or typical musthool, school leaders seek to impact
the academic performance of students. A reviethefiterature will be presented in these
sections: review of education, types of schoolgrmamous learning, and measurements of
success.

History of Education
Prior to 1850, education was a function of the camity, and local schools were

operated by churches or lay people of the aredghditate 19th century, education moved from
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local to state control as a way to standardize &ilut for immigrants (Finn, Manno, &
Vanourek, 2000).

School reform continued to evolve over the next teoturies. Academies were first
created in the mid-19th century. The creationaaid@mies was opposed by many because they
were not promoting education as the public thotigéy should. Instead, academies were
developed to promote individualized special intereslevant to each community (Beadie &
Tolley, 2002). Academies were funded primarilytbiyion. The schools relied heavily upon the
approval of the community for continued success(B2& Tolley, 2002).

Education came under great fire from 1960 to ttke1870s. The United States was
trying to establish its position in the world akeader. During this time government and
education faced great public doubt (Goodlad, 1984e Civil Rights Act of 1964 ensured
desegregation occurred in schools. The Econompon@ynities Act offered tuition support to
those in need who sought higher education (Good@84). The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) was extended in 1965, andlentent programs were developed to
support numerous aspects of education ranging stgeporting low-income families to
professional development (Goodlad, 1984).

Additionally, the 1970s saw a great reduction i mumber of families that attended
church and “approximately 55% of all mothers ofaukage children held a job” (Goodlad,
1984, p. 7). Economic conveniences of supermagietalso noted by Goodlad (1984) as a
limiting factor on the support schools receivedrirbome. Gathering places, such as the local
gas station, beauty salon, and market, ceaseddbagx parents and community members had
less opportunity to interact.

This era also led to rise of contentious relatigpshbetween schools and teachers due to
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the rise of collective bargaining (Goodlad, 198%his was a time period when relationships
between schools and teachers were less about wyadgether for the benefit of students and
more about being an expert in a specified teachiag. Students were also being educated
outside of home, school, and church as technolegived and television use became more
predominant in all households (Goodlad, 1984). o8thnow not only faced the challenges of
educating children but also the added pressurnglatimg the wrongs in society. The disparity
about who was educating America’s youth led tohfeirchange in schools ranging from
increased private school attendance to, eventubkycharter school movement of the 21st
century.

The years between 1970 and the mid-1980s saw egase in private schools. Private
schools were based on community beliefs and id&aladie & Tolley, 2002).

The academy promotes the values, beliefs, andreudtthe local community. Because

the local community and institution share the saalaes, teachers and administrators

presumably have the support of parents in decisiror@ving policy, pedagogy, and

curriculum. (Beadie & Tolley, 2002, p. 4)
Charter schools rose out of the desire to creatdaol with a specific mission and were founded
on ideals of the organizing body. The first trbarter school was developed by Ray Budde in
the 1970s (Spring, 2006).

Types of Schools

Typical Public Schools

The purpose of education has always been deterrbynétke state. The founding fathers
of the United States did not include educatiorha €onstitution because the very reason for

coming to the United States was to experience fneedoth religiously and politically. By not
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including education in the Constitution, the 10tmé&ndment provides for anything not covered
in the document to be a function of the state (Bxin& Garfield, 2008). Therefore, each state
decides how to best educate its youth, thus cigg&bndifferent educational structures that are
similar but unique to each state’s needs.

The original function of education was based onpiteeluction of a work force.
Therefore, schools taught children basic skillsrgler to function in an industrial society
(Darling-Hammond, 2010). Kamal and Bener (2008)est, “Education is one of the main
foundations for the child’s development and alsonfational human resource development” (p.
212). Darling-Hammond (2010) stated the curremppse of education is “to establish a
purposeful, equitable education system that welpgaire all our children for success in a
knowledge-based society” (p. 2).

During the 2008-2009 school year, there were 49(Bbstudents enrolled in school in
the United States and they were served by 6,328&1@8ty (Sable & Plotts, 2010). As the
purpose of education evolved, schools became mnegponsible for teaching students more than
the basics. In 2006, Americans were surveyed teraene the importance of educational
activities. Rothstein (2004) determined the foilogvtopics, in order of importance: basic
skills, critical thinking skills, social skills angork ethic, citizenship, preparation for work,
physical health, and emotional health.

As the responsibility of schools to educate chiddrereased, so did governmental
requirements, many of which were not funded. Rudghools receive funding from taxes
(income, property, and sales), grants, lotteriggape foundations, and partnerships with
business (Brimley & Garfield, 2008). Because &f ittherent differences in funding due to

socioeconomic status, no two states receive eguadirig thus causing one state to have a
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resource advantage over other states.

School leaders know what their needs are. Fordasho be successful, Darling-
Hammond (2010) recommended giving schools greatenamy to allocate and spend funds to
best meet the unique needs of the school anddlisivlany of the societal problems, such as
unemployment and incarceration rates, the UnitateStfaces are blamed on poor education
(Brimley & Garfield, 2008). Now more than eveigtimportant for schools to educate their
students based on local needs to stave off funsts ¢o the public.

Kamal and Bener (2009) discovered certain homeifat¢hat affect poor academic
success: divorced parents, parents disinterestiinchild’s education, harsh discipline tactics,
and parents who spend an inordinate amount ofdimtie computer, playing video games, or
watching television. They also noted school fextdfecting academic performance. Students
with a strong dislike for a particular subject bss likely to be successful. Failing to complete
homework, hyperactivity, disliking school, and higttes of absenteeism also contribute to poor
school achievement. Whitted (2011) found thatti@teships between children and their parents
prior to attending school lay the foundation foingeable to learn. Poor relationships and social
interactions at home cause our youngest learnergstoout on learning at an early age. Kamal
and Bener discovered that school failure can besared by retention rates. They noted that “8
to 16% of school-age children repeat a grade in@tliKamal & Bener, 2009, p. 212). Left
unattended, these problems are likely to continue.

Finding the key to school success is a must inrdaleducate youth to compete globally.
Educational researchers worldwide designed schsihg) basic principles of authentic teaching
and assessment, application of learning throudimtdogy, and high-level thinking (Darling-

Hammond, 2010). Sunnyside High School, a highegwering, low socioeconomic school in
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Washington, developed a program focused on buildgtegionships, providing and developing
meaningful experiences allowing students to pgdia in their education (Shepard et al., 2012).
Roy and Kochan (2012) studied successful Alabarhads and found effective schools to
possess effective leadership at all levels, effeatelational skills, and a strong commitment to
the school and its purpose. Impoverished Canastibaols have also experienced great success.
Quality teaching, collaboration, and a high focadrestruction and community partnerships
proved successful in Ontario schools (Parker, Glen Flessa, 2011).

Many factors contribute to the demise of publicasith. Failing public schools are often
the result of poor leadership at the building aladsroom levels and poor management (Stein,
2012). Developing successful schools is also baseatkep relationships between staff members
and students and an engaging curriculum with higleetations and clearly articulated learning
objectives (Darling-Hammond, 2010). Whitted (20&f5o found strong school relationships
can help students overcome relational deficits stechfrom home.

Successful schools will rely not only on relatioipshbut data to help them close the gaps
in academic success. Stein (2012) noted succesdfabls used data to determine areas for
professional growth and focused on getting badkédobasics of reading and mathematics. Data
and high expectations seem to support each offeachers with high expectations for learning
outcomes can also help to overcome deficits froerhibme (Whitted, 2011).

Furthermore, Stein (2012) suggested when chanigemgent, school leaders need to
create a sense of urgency, take immediate chargetbyg clear objectives, be visible,
communicate clearly and often, and remove ineffecstaff. Darling-Hammond (2010) further
found schools that had achieved academic successnoeafraid to reapportion staff; alter

curriculum, assessment, and instruction; and reatétime and finances to meet student needs.
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Some school leaders would find these tasks toffieuli, but effecting change, in some way, is
a must for school success.

Typical public schools and charter schools bothwih regard to academic
performance. Walberg and Bast (2003) found thaegunent funded schools fail for eight
reasons: “lack of competition, ineffective schoollds, union opposition, conflicts of interest,
political interference, lack of standards, centedi control and funding, and anti-academic
classroom incentives” (p. 33). Success in chadieoals will also be explored so that
commonalities and differences can be explored.

Charter Schools

The U.S. Department of Education (n.d.) definetiater school as

an independent public school designed and opebgteducators, parents, community

leaders, educational entrepreneurs, and othersy dile sponsored by designated local or

state education organizations, who monitor theali(ypiand effectiveness by allow them

to operate outside of the traditional system ofligidchools. (para. 6)

Nathan (1996) defined charter schools as “pubbaisectarian schools that do not have
admissions tests but that operate under a writtetract, or charter, from a local school board or
some other organization, such as a state schoa’b@mp. xxvii-xxviii). A charter school is
organized around themes that are not normally sepited in typical public schools (Gouwens,
2009). Because of this unique structure, chadieoals are more autonomous. Because of the
degree of autonomy with which charter schools dperarsus public schools, attention will be
given to charter schools in this section. Chastéiools are also an option to traditional
education because they

1. Are exempt from significant state or local rutleat inhibit the flexible operation and
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management of public schools.

2. Operate in pursuit of a specific set of educeti@bjectives determined by the
school’'s developer and agreed to by the authoriguigic charter agency. (Spring,
2006, p. 168)

Budde “conceptualized charters as a way of encawyegnall groups of teachers to
explore alternate education models” (as cited ibienski & Weitzel, 2010, p. 4). Regarding the
inception of charter schools, Lipman (2004) stated,

The freedom of charter schools from many of tlgelaions placed on regular schools

raises questions over whether such regulations mesnt to improve public schools

(since they are being made optional for the chathkools) or to encourage the creation

of alternatives to public education. The simultgnef radical decentralization and

privatization, alongside increased regulationsegitar schools, suggest that indeed, the

larger purpose has been to undermine public edurcati along. (pp. 30-31)

The face of education changed during the lattergfahe 20th century. Finn et al.
(2000) defined five distinct shifts in educatiomatipaved the way for charter education. Those
were the “shift in focus from school inputs to autfy the setting of higher standards, excellence
movement, new school designs, and choice and ca@iop&{Finn et al., 2000, p. 61).

“Parents of students attending charter schoolsnare likely to approve of the policies
of their chosen school than are parents attendingrgment schools” (Walberg & Bast, 2003, p.
31). This ideal can be attributed to the factgheents have chosen the school for their children
to attend as opposed to residing in a specific@dbendance area and attending the
neighborhood school.

Charters are chosen by their various stakeholgariits, students, and teachers) for
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different reasons. Parents will choose a chadeoa because they believe the current school is
not adequately protecting their children, reachihmgr children academically, or believing
parents are left out of academic decisions impgathildren (Weil, 2000).

Teachers choose to work at a charter school agdonescape increasing governmental
guidelines and restrictions that increase papenaarkto experience freedom to try teaching
strategies they believe are more effective tharstiaegies being dictated (Weil, 2000). Most
teachers choose to work in charter schools to gefrom under bureaucratic restrictions. In a
charter school, the teacher can design his orweronirriculum or try new ideas that are
“outside the box” without repercussions (Finn et 2000). Students choose charter schools to
experience a more personal student/teacher rethijpifeel safer, and have a more personalized
educational experience (Weil, 2000).

Lubienski and Weitzel (2010) stated three goalskarter school reform: equity,
innovation, and competition. The authors beliegqdity should focus on what is right for each
child. Because charter schools are freed from ngamrgrnmental regulations, it is thought they
would produce higher academic results becausecdased autonomy.

Spring (2006) noted that some charter schoolsuardy management organizations and
have little autonomy because the management omg@mzwants a standardized approach to
education. Many of the schools run by the sameagment organization are designed so much
alike that the schools have the same building desigan effort to ensure high academic
achievement. Hoxby and Murarka (as cited in Besesidal., 2008) cautioned against using
achievement data to measure the success of chaheols because parents self-select the school
for their children. These authors also suggesteckmesearch is needed on academic

achievement and what factors impact achievemechanter schools.
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Measuring charter school effectiveness and acadeenformance is easier because more
data becomes available year after year as chahieoks are in operation longer. Charter schools
are also growing in student population, so the datalable is more representative of the larger
population (Miron as cited in Lubienski & Weitz€010). Miron (as cited in Lubienski &
Weitzel, 2010) also offered measuring charter sthoccess was easier because standardized
test are becoming a more consistent instrumentwihilch to measure success and more grades
are being given a standardized assessment.

Hoxby (as cited in Hill, 2006) found that there asveral factors that affect the success
of charter schools. They are “revenue (per pupdars since charter law passed, fiscal
autonomy, autonomy at start-up, legal/operationtr@omy, guaranteed full per-pupil funding,
and share of teachers who are union members” @ iai Hill, 2006, p. 31). Hoxby found that
revenue, years since charter law passed, fiscahanty, legal/operational autonomy, and
guaranteed full per-pupil funding were statistigalignificant effects on the student enrollment
in charter schools (Hill, 2006).

Miron (as cited in Lubienski & Weitzel, 2010) enuraed several reasons charter
schools may not be making the expected academms.g@iny combination of these factors can
be detrimental to the academic success of charteoss:

1. Lack of effective oversight and insufficient anatability.

2. Insufficient autonomy.

3. [Insufficient funding.

4. Privatization and pursuit of profit.

5. Strong and effective lobbying and advocacy gsoup

6. High attrition of teachers and administrators.
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7. Growth in school size and class size.

8. Rapid growth reforms. (Lubienski & Weitzel, 20p. 88-89)

Ineffective oversight can lead to immeasurable remt$ and vague goals. Lack of
appropriate autonomy can put pressure on chaeotcto outperform typical public schools
on state assessments, causing charters to losethativeness on which they were founded.

Stephens (2008) found a successful charter s¢tazolhe following characteristics:
“clear mission, community supported mission, acadejoals, rigorous curricula, effective
principal leadership, and collaborative professiatevelopment” (pp. 22-23). Gross (2011)
detailed a study conducted by the Center on RetmgeRublic Education. The study found that
the mission is critical to the success of chartéosls, and when principals and teachers were
empowered to lead, through the mission, schoolessca/as the result.

Finn et al. (20003uggested combating the problems of teacher buamaitompetition
with typical public schools in charter schools lmyrd) the following:

1. Develop a good relationship with the chartemsor.

2. Have strong, flexible legislation.

3. Procure technical assistance.

4. Develop capital.

5. Hire strong leaders.

6. Allow for adequate time to plan before opening.

Autonomous L earning
Autonomy
Being autonomous is “a property of mental stateseuents: choices, decisions, beliefs,

desires, preferences, action, etc. If these amnamous then a person, as a whole, is” (Cuypers,



23

2009, p. 192). One cannot be truly autonomousowitheflection on choices (Freidman, 2003).
Winch (2006) defined autonomy as “the ability afividuals to choose and follow their own
conception of a life that they deem to be suitébtehemselves” (p. 1). To be truly
autonomous, one must be able to make one’s owsidasiwithout the outside influence of
others and be able to reflect on the choices m@tament, 1996).

Autonomy in schools can be viewed in two ways:disnd operational (Hoxby as cited
in Hill, 2006). Fiscal autonomy can be describsdhee freedom to manage money as needed
and not needing to ask the local school districetease funds before expenditures can occur
(Hoxby as cited in Hill, 2006). The ability to @etmine curriculum, discipline, and initiate
contracts with vendors are examples of operatiansdinomy (Hoxby as cited in Hill, 2006). In
a study of countries around the world and the lef@utonomy observed within schools, it was
determined that “school systems that grant moreaaily to schools for student assessment,
courses, content, and textbooks have higher readioiggs” (Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development, 2011, p. 2).

Teacher morale improves when educators are giveautonomy to establish new
schools (Nathan as cited in Cookson, 1994). HaA0]) argued student autonomy should not
be taught or promoted in schools because teachetheexperts with regards to what students
need to learn. Others have argued that schoolgdskeach good moral character because with
character students can make good choices andtrefidbeir decisions (Swaine, 2012).
“Learning is influenced by social interaction, ingersonal relations, and communication with
others” (Danzing, Borman, Jones, & Wright, 20075 ).

School leaders have to be careful when promotingdestt autonomy if the school

community does not encourage autonomous learningofVV2006). Factors affecting student
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achievement in charters can include curriculumagedy, who works in the school, and how
the school is operated (Gross, 2011). Charterddsimanaged by an Educational Management
Organization are often at a disadvantage with gsgtr autonomous learning. Educational
Management Organizations often remove autonomyeas¢hool level as an effort to maintain
fidelity of curriculum delivery and promote qualitharter schools (Bulkley, 2002). Hoxby and
Murarka (as cited in Berends et al., 2008) stdtedreased levels of autonomy, flexibility, and
market-like competition among schools should praipein to operate more effectively” (p. 39).
Little research, however, has been conducted on mhige influences affect student learning in
charter schools (Gross, 2011).

Experimental studies have indicated that when taobffer students a more active role
in learning there are increased learning resulisték, 2012). The superintendent of public
instruction in Arizona believed that school leadans teachers should be allowed to teach what
they feel students need versus what the staterkeadg students need (Finn et al., 2000). A
study of high school students found that when stitglare intrinsically motivated academic
performance increases (Albrecht et al., 2009).afhang is enhanced when the learner has an
opportunity to interact and collaborate with othensmeaningful task” (Danzing et al., 2007, p.
5). There have been many studies on autonomy, ehegtich have studied the relationship
between teachers and students. These studiesbgheeted the relationship autonomy and the
learning process has on what is being learneddku2012).

Cookson (1994) stated, “Just as autonomy is a legent in creating accountable
schools, individuals have a need for autonomyaeitare to live responsible and accountable
lives” (p. 127). Reinders (2010) cited several poments as evidence of learner autonomy in

the classroom. In autonomous classrooms, stugaotdd be involved in goal setting,
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management of learning materials, selection ofuess, selection of learning strategies, control
of what is practiced and how it is practiced, setinitoring of academic progress, assessment
portfolio, and reflection over work completed.

Promoting and fostering student autonomy with Esfglanguage learners is integral to
student success (Ebata, 2010). It is importantHaglish as second language students to create
their own learning plans, plan the way to acconmiese goals, and review and evaluate their
assumptions about their learning” (Ebata, 2013)p.In Sakai, Takagi, and Chu’s (2010) study,
students wanted to most be involved in the follayduring English class:

1. To decide your goal of study in one semester.

2. To decide the textbook and materials you use isscla

3. To check how much progress you make.

4. To decide the type of classroom activities, sucimdiwvidual, pair and group work.

5. To decide the amount, type and frequency of homlewor

6. To decide topics and activities you learn in class.

7. To evaluate the course. (p. 17)

Another study found schools that are held accolmiayp exit exams have positive relationships
among school autonomy, academic achievement, amiatability (Wobmann et al., 2007).

Cuypers (2009) questioned if a child could be tadyonomous, because a child does not
have the capacity to rationally reflect upon chsicAutonomy support can be broken down into
two categories: procedural and cognitive (Furt&d,2. Procedural autonomy allows students
to choose their own learning materials and cogmiiutonomy is present when teachers give
feedback to students so learners can reflect ondbaeisions (Furtak, 2012).

Balcikanli’'s (2010) study offered indicators of tear-originated learning which reflect
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increased student awareness and promote selfireflec

1. Student-developed learning objectives.

2. Student freedom to choose learning materials.

3. Pace of course determined by the student.

4. Student control over classroom activities.

5. Student-arranged room and student generatedgeasignments.

6. Student-developed rules and disciplinary prooesiu
One might think that promoting this much studertbaamy would increase student learning
levels, but the thought has yet to be tested irex@ntal studies (Furtak, 2012).
Autonomy-Supportive Teaching

Educators have difficult jobs. They are chargethwresenting information in such a
way students are motivated to learn (Kohn, 1993}oday’s world of education and
bureaucratic guidelines teachers must follow, d@ften easier to tell students to read pages from
a textbook and complete a worksheet, but when tsare new stimulation, learning is stagnant
(Goodlad, 1984). One way to introduce new thoughts offer students autonomy in the
classroom.

Ryan and Deci (2000) believed students possessdet@rmined level of autonomous
functioning and the classroom environment can su@ra grow these tendencies or it can
negatively impact students. Teachers reportdiffgcult to give students the autonomy they so
desperately need because of the outside presdacesipn schools and teachers to succeed.
Schools believe the way to control for academicess is to control all aspects of teaching and
learning so that uniformity is achieved when instian is delivered, thus reducing teacher

autonomy (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). Autonomous teagland leading is a change from
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traditional thinking and to achieve it, trust isnast (Gross, 2011).

Motivating and inspiring students to learn is one more difficult roles teachers have.
Kohn (1993) suggested students are inspired wrasiées “allow for active learning, give
reasons for assignments, elicit curiosity, setxamgle, and welcome mistakes” (pp. 211-212).
Reeve et al. (2004) found student engagement isesda direct relation to the motivation style
of the teacher. They also noted, “Engagement rtant both because it predicts important
outcomes (e.g., learning, development) and bedauseecals underlying motivation” (Reeve et
al., 2004, p. 148).

Deci and Ryan’s self-determination theory describedifferent ways people respond to
actions and why they do so (Ryan & Deci, 2000)isTheory applied in the classroom contends
when students’ need for autonomy is met in thesctasn, students are more likely to be
engaged in their learning (Niemiec & Ryan, 2008keve et al. (2004) conducted a study in
which teachers were offered training on measuresaitinomy-supportive teaching, but the
study did not identify which components, if anyaoftonomy-supportive teaching were more
effective with regards to increasing student engeage and student learning.

“Self-determination theory based research has stargly demonstrated that more
autonomous forms of motivation are associated aitlost of positive outcomes from greater
academic performance, creativity, and persisteiloocenhanced learner wellness” (Niemiec &
Ryan, 2009, p. 225). Students in autonomy-supgodiassrooms experience a greater self-
concept, are more creative, prefer challenge, parfeetter academically and are more
intrinsically motivated (Reeve, 2006). Reeve (208160 noted autonomy-supportive teachers
will

1. Facilitate learning.
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7.
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Learn about students’ interests and needs.

Provide classroom opportunities for interests m@eds to be met.

Avoid incentives, directives, and deadlines.

Use non-controlling language.

Explain the “why” behind a request or how studenill benefit from the task.

Accept negative responses from students antheseto adjust teaching.

Previous researchers found autonomy-supportivditeguhas benefits for students.

They are more likely to feel as if they perform deaically, prefer challenge, increase academic

levels, and cope with situations positively (Boza¢kga, McCaslin, & Good, 2008).

Researchers have identified a set of charactexisimmon to teachers that engage in autonomy-

supportive teaching. The following behaviors aeendnstrated by teachers who follow this style

of teaching:

1.

2.

Listen carefully,

Create opportunities for students to work inrtbevn way,

Provide opportunities for students to talk,

Arrange learning materials and seating patteonstudents can manipulate objects
and conversations rather than passively watchiateh]|

Encourage effort and persistence,

Praise signs of improvement and mastery,

Offer progress-enabling hints when students sstaok,

Are responsive to students’ questions and cortspand

Communicate a clear acknowledgement of studeetspectives. (Reeve, 2006, p.

231)
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Many may think autonomous support means studeatfee to act without limits. A
study conducted by Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri, anll 884) indicated that limits can, in fact,
be set without limiting intrinsic motivation, thgsipporting autonomous learning. Reeve and
Jang (2006) conducted a study to determine whi¢heohutonomy-supportive behaviors
affected students’ perceived level of autonomyeyitliscovered that all of the aforementioned
autonomous behaviors correlated significantly witidents’ levels of perceived autonomy. A
multiple regression study was then conducted terdehe which of the behaviors had the
greatest effect on perceived autonomy levels. Mifeencouragement, allowing students to
work in their own way and allowing them time toktatere found to be the behaviors that had
the greatest effect on students’ perceived leviedsaitonomy.

In contrast to autonomy-supportive teaching, teecban exhibit controlling behaviors.
Chall (2000) described teacher-centered or compbehaviors to be formal with a prescribed
curriculum specific to each grade and subject atteere testing is widely practiced. Reeve
(2006) indicated controlling teachers will operatea set schedule with little regard for student
interests and needs, use extrinsic rewards, peessutents to conform to their agenda, use
directives and criticisms, and argue with studerits offer contradictory responses.

Students may initially conform or comply quickeravhworking with a controlling
teacher to avoid consequences, but the overalbaiiaging effects in a controlling environment
are more negative than those in an autonomy-suppatassroom (Ryan & Weinstein, 2009).
Koestner et al. (1984) found controlling behavicas have significant negative effects on the
quality of student work and student creativity.

Chall (2000) conducted a review of previous redearcautonomy-supportive teaching

versus teacher-centered learning and found teasmtered learning to be more effective in
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impacting academic achievement when compared tiesttcentered learning in elementary
schools. It is noted this approach may be morelyidreferred among younger grades because
there is so much content to deliver. Teacher-cedtkearning was also found to be more
effective in schools where students were from ecooally disadvantaged homes. Chall
believed this to be the case because studentsiénwrsocioeconomic status homes typically
receive more directives at home. Ryan and Weimg2§09) noted that high-stakes testing
reinforces the pressure felt by teachers to “téathe test.” This approach further limits
autonomy-supportive teaching as teachers feelekd to follow a prescriptive curriculum and
deviation from the established guidelines is cosr®d taboo.

If controlling behaviors are more widely known t@@uce negative results, why do
educators still deliver instruction in this way?2lU€ators have cited not being able to manage
behavior any other way. They have also noted ild/take too much planning to offer more
student action in their education. Others hawedadmcreased accountability measures force
them to control the delivery of instruction to eresstudent learning (Kohn, 1993).

Cannon-Brooks, owner of Atlassian, stated, “If ylmn'’t pay people enough, you can
lose people. But beyond that, money is not a mtiiv (as cited in Pink, 2009, p. 93). So what
is it that motivates people to stay and compledd thhork? Ryan and Powelson (1991) found
when students felt interpersonally connected appatted, they were highly motivated to work.
That task is one that falls to teachers. “If edowsaare able to create the conditions under which
children can become engaged with academic wangdteisition of intellectual skills will
probably follow” (Kohn, 1993, p. 146). Fortier, N&and, and Guay (1995) concurred, “The
more students were motivated toward education torewmous fashion, the higher was their

school performance” (p. 267).
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Meeting autonomy needs of students is one of th& trasic things a teacher can do to
make a student feel valued. The basic needs opetance, autonomy, and relatedness are met
through intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000)The primary reason people persist with a
task is to connect with a group of people. Insilasms teachers can make students feel related
by ensuring each student feels respected and t@arbg the adults in the room (Ryan & Deci,
2000). Jang et al. (2009) conducted a study wéteisents identified positive learning
experiences as ones where they felt competenthanious, and related to one and another.
Niemiec and Ryan (2009) noted, “The way in whichcteers introduce learning tasks impacts
students satisfaction of the basic psychologicatlsdor autonomy and competence, thereby
either allowing intrinsic motivation to flourish drdeeper learning to occur or thwarting these
processes” (p. 136).

Many studies have been done on academic achievendmhotivation, though most is
correlational. However, there are data that suggese is an effect (Kohn, 1993). Motivating
children to learn is a large problem in today’s Ma@f education. Students used to be motivated
intrinsically. Now teachers must find the hookttivl get students to learn (Ryan & Powelson,
1991). The following indicators of autonomy wexplkered in this study: assessment, effective
instructional strategies, expectations for learnlagrning environment, and relationships.
Assessment

Assessment was the first indicator of autonomyrerad in this studyi-or students to be
active participants in their learning, transfettoé responsibility for learning from the teacher to
the student should be maximized (Wiliam, 2011)ackesrs noted in a study conducted by Ryan
and Powelson (1991) they felt the increased predsuperform well on standardized tests.

Teachers noted that students are not necessarilyateal by the controlling atmosphere the
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classroom takes on when standardized assessmernbedocus; they noted the difficult balance
between being autonomy-supportive and teachinghstery. A study conducted by Flink,
Boggiano, and Barrett (as cited in Ryan & Poweld®@81) noted when students were told what
to do, how to do it, and used criticism more thegige students performed lower than when an
autonomy-supportive approach was used.

Informal feedback, in the way of verbal commurimatis a way for teachers to offer
immediate assessment of learning to students. gugn-controlling language offering specific
instruction helps students comply with teacherdiom and make in-flight corrections to their
own learning (Reeve, 2006). Regardless of the odetti assessment, it must be tied to what
students have learned, not a blanket assessmeédiogmmeet each individual learner’s
outcomes (Reinders, 2010).

This study measured assessment to determine apateky what percentage of teachers
consistently allow students to assist in the dgwekent of grading criteria. The study checked
for understanding at higher levels by using perinscaffold questions that push thinking and
modify instruction to respond to misunderstandiwghout taking away from the flow of the
lesson (Danielson, 2007; Marzano, Pickering, & &ai| 2001).

Effective Instructional Strategies

Reeve (2006) notes that a classroom environmeueaging choice and challenge
serves to motivate students. Effective instru@imtrategies which engage the student are
another component impacting student achievementziia et al., 2001). Students’ inner
motivation is reached in an autonomy-supportivesraom when teachers offer choice, provide

students with challenges, and align activities witident interests (Reeve, 2006).
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Reinders (2010) noted that learner-centered dasss allow students to plan their own
learning by offering several activities to accoraplthe same learning goal, select and collect
resources for learning, and choose the appropratbod to learn by matching the task to the
outcome. Reinders also noted that autonomousdesmelow students to practice and apply
their learning in a variety of methods.

Effective instruction is measured by asking piats$ to determine approximately what
percentage of teachers use wait time effectivalgoiporate differentiated instructional
strategies in planning to reach every studentsaabhher level of understanding; and give
students meaningful opportunities to practice, ypgohd demonstrate what they are learning
(Danielson, 2007; Marzano et al., 2001).

Expectationsfor Learning

In an autonomous classroom, teachers and studenksogether to set clear
expectations for learning. The autonomy-suppott@asher continues to look for ways to excite
students about their learning and continually adjus lesson to engage students (Reeve, 2006).
Allowing students to participate in the developmeinlearning objectives has a significant effect
on student achievement (Marzano et al., 2001).v&®aad Jang (2006) conducted a study and
found that allowing students to work in their owaywvas a significant predictor of students’
perceived level of autonomy. The autonomy-suppetieacher also articulates the relevancy of
a task so that students can accurately apply ldegining (Reeve, 2006).

This indicator of autonomy was measured by asgnmripals to determine
approximately what percentage of teachers usedxghctations to motivate students, have

students who can explain what they are learningvangit is important, and explain the learning
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objective so that students understand why thejearaing what they are learning (Danielson,
2007) .
L earning Environment

A learning environment where students feel valisgget another indicator of autonomy;
“organizing students in cooperative learning grol@s a powerful effect on learning” (Marzano
et al., 2001, p. 87). Autonomy-supportive teaclaerange their classrooms so that they are
conducive to student dialogue and collaboratioreg¢iee Jang, 2006).

Teachers offer structure to classroom activities laarning. The structure can be
autonomy-supportive or controlling. The autonompysortive teacher offers students choice
and gives students a voice in classroom decisidhg. controlling teacher makes demands and
establishes rules without student input (Reeve6200

This indicator of autonomy was measured by asginipals to determine
approximately what percentage of teachers havesqesditioned in rows (Marzano et al., 2001);
have students share responsibility for operatiowsrautines; and have students working
together effectively to accomplish shared tasks(&son, 2007).

Relationships

A classroom that structures learning around studeeds and offers students an
opportunity to be a part of their learning is atoaomy-supportive classroom (Reeve, 2006).
Offering effective praise and allowing studentsviark together have a positive effect on the
academic success of individual students (Marzatm.,€2001). Reeve (2006) also noted that the
autonomy-supportive teacher encourages studestsmionunicate negative feelings about the
teacher, other students, or the lesson. This caorwation helps avoid future, larger conflicts

and the expression builds bonds among teacherstadents. Students experience positive
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motivation and a high level of engagement whenheescare attuned to student needs,
understand student needs, offer support, and ugkegguiding discipline (Reeve, 2006).

Learning diaries or online blogs can be a waytdachers to provide effective feedback
to students or for students to offer feedback t® amother (Reinders, 2010). This type of
communication can be observed in an autonomy-stigpalassroom. The diaries or blogs help
students to realize errors and track progress wioiting success (Reinders, 2010).
Relationships were measured by asking principatetermine approximately what percentage
of teachers give students opportunities to collateoand support each other in the learning
process, celebrate and praise academic work, aredehgood rapport with students by showing
genuine interest in student opinions and thoudbésiglson, 2007).

M easur ements of Success

Effective organizations have a caring climate, pessan outcome-oriented structure with
clearly defined roles, and share a culture whdre@lk toward a shared goal (Bolman & Deal as
cited in Deal et al., 2004). Several researchersd the 1980s concluded effective schools do
not necessarily spend more time or money but havaear, focused mission, a core curriculum
with high expectations for all students and teashan organizational climate that supports
school's mission and expectations, and strong ksag® (Finn et al., 2000, p. 63).

Countries around the world are faced with the iasieg pressure of schools to produce
students that can compete in a global world. Tdt®n of Singapore is no different. The reform
movement in Singapore is structured around greatiemomy at the school level and greater
diversity with regards to educational choice (T2008). Reformers in this Asian nation believe
that schools will own more of the responsibility success and the success of each individual

school will breed competition among all schoolsistiereating better schools overall (Tan,
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2008). Grissmer and Flanagan'’s (as cited in Ray2601) study found that with the greatest

academic gains on the National Assessment of EidnedtProgress were states that had

implemented statewide reforms. The reform measnchsded

1.

2.

Developing standards by grade level;

Strong data management systems;

Assessments linked to standards;

Desegregation of the teaching environment; and

Development of accountability measures. (Griss$nElanagan as cited in Ravitch,

2001)

However, Grissmer and Flanagan noted more reseasmmeeded to determine which of the

above measures is most effective.

Varying opinions exist on what impacts academideacgment most. Cookson (1994)

intimated it is a stretch to indicate there isatistical relationship between the way a school is

managed and student success. Chubb and MoeddsrciDeal et al., 2004) identified three

factors that accelerated student learning the $atjlools are “involvement of parents, autonomy

for the local site to respond to its clientele withbureaucratic interference from above, and a

sense of cohesion and shared focus among admiarstreeachers, and staff” (p. 255).

The increased pressures placed on teachers sincB A€ creating classrooms focused

less on the student and more about achievemengh-stakes testing environments promote a

climate that encourages short-term academic ga@slong-term intrinsic motivation” (Jones,

Jones, & Hargrove, 2003, p. 99). One Arizona sthiaampe Preparatory Academy,

consistently rises to the challenge of 100% o$iitelents passing all sections of the Arizona state

assessment (Schmoker, 2007). How can this belpe3si
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Ryan and Weinstein (2009) believed that the presstinigh-stakes testing is motivating
because performance is recognized at the schaall bgvpositive and negative consequences.
Kohn (1993) disagreed, “The evidence strongly sstgginat tighter standards, additional testing,
tougher grading, or more incentives will do morenm#éhan good” (p. 151). Turnaman (2011)
also believed that for true school reform to octigh stakes testing needs to be eliminated and
a greater focus needs to be placed on high qualityculum and instruction.

Just as money does not motivate those in the asinerld, high-stakes testing will not
motivate students to succeed. Students and bgsimasike are motivated by the what, how,
when, and with whom they work (Pink, 2009). Scherg2007) contended that a simple
demanding curriculum where students are requiredad, write, and discuss current issues two
to three hours a day is the reason the Arizonadcuzceeds.

A simple and demanding curriculum can meet the sieéthany students, but not those
of students with language or special needs. Nttresurriculum challenging enough or
individualized for gifted students (Ryan & Weinste2009). Schmoker (2007) contended that
when students are engaged through a high-qualiticalum including interesting texts and
deeper questioning, achievement will occur. A savgnd demanding curriculum is developed
by explicitly defining what will be taught and mamiing the effectiveness through regular
teacher meetings following assessment windows aadnounced administrative walk-throughs.

A study conducted by Jang et al. (2009) predictedreomy-supportive teaching
positively correlates to perceived student autonteugls and student competence. They also
found satisfying psychological needs is related pmsitive school experience. Hardre and
Reeve (as cited in Reeve et al., 2004) also fowngpetence to be a significant predictor of

academic performance. Fortier et al. (1995) foamthnomy, in addition to competence, to be a
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significant predictor of academic achievement.

In a study of college students, Lowe (1997) foumeté was a significant correlation
between autonomy and grade point average. Therpasitive relationship between autonomy-
supportive teaching and student learning (Reewaé ,2004). This relationship was supported in
another study that found autonomy support wasomgtpredictor of how students believed they
would perform academically (Kenny, Walsh-Blair, Biein, Bempechat, & Seltzer, 2010).

Black and Deci (2000) determined autonomy suppaatsignificant predictor of a student’s final
grade in a study conducted with a college orgah@astry class. Reeve et al. (2004) noted
significant gaps in research still exist in ordebe able to effectively determine if autonomy-
supported teaching increases engagement whictripibcreases academic achievement.

The greatest difference between charter schoolsygnchl public schools lies in the
degree of autonomy a school leader possesses aathttunt of bureaucratic freedom the school
leader has. Both schools are similar in that lao¢hrooted within communities and adapt to
create solutions to the educational needs of stadémn et al., 2004). Regardless of the type of
school, understanding autonomy is integral to ti®sl’s success. “Educators need to know
about the organizational dynamics autonomy cre#itegpeople who end up working in
autonomous schools, and the academic programsho®gse to employ” (Gross, 2011, p. 1).

Charter schools and typical public schools opextitiifferent levels of autonomy, and it
is because of the loosened governmental guidelircharter schools are expected to perform
better even though autonomy exists to determirférgiacurriculum, and interventions (Miron
& Nelson as cited in Lubienski & Weitzel, 2010).n&wving the level of autonomy at which a
charter school operates can aid the school leadenworking with stakeholders. “That info is

critical to helping the charter school sector gaovd mature effectively, as well as helping
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policymakers understand how school autonomy candeegsed as a tool for improving
academic achievement” (Gross, 2011, p. 1).

Maintaining student engagement is critical for stutdsuccess (Reglin, 1993). “The
emotional climate of the classroom is an importspgect of the learning climate” (Reglin, 1993,
p. 94). Some question the freedom of chartersfahe increased educational options do little
more than to promote movement from one schoolém#xt for those who are financially able
to provide transportation (Cookson, 1994). Gramfeaice schools, such as charters, tend to
adopt the ideals of the community in which theysteated. Parents choose to send their
children to these schools and parent support @éndfigher, an added benefit (Cookson, 1994).
However, one has to question if the choices ofrgareause the very barriers (racial segregation,
culture differences, and socioeconomic status)ip@oucation underwent to have risen again
(Cookson, 1994).

Measuring academic achievement of schools sincatleption of NCLB is a main focus
of state and local school boards. Every studediteery subgroup must be proficient in reading
and math by 2014 (Rothstein, 2004). Finding th&t @y to maximize learning is at the center
of all school improvement plans. This study souglexamine how autonomy impacts the
academic achievement of students in typical pugaiols and charter schools in the state of

Indiana.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this quantitative study was to aeitee whether there are significant
differences among the five indicators of autonoasséssment, expectations, instruction,
learning environment, and relationships) basedcbod type (elementary or junior high) and if
there are differences among the indicators betwg®oal public schools and charter schools.
This study also examined if the five indicatorsaafonomy are able to predict academic
achievement as measured by ISTEP+ scores for mdttaaguage arts. Being able to ascertain
this information will serve to inform school leadein effective ways to impact academic
achievement.

The first indicator of autonomy that was examinethis study was assessment. In order
for students to take an active part in their leagnstudents should be given the opportunity to
set goals and track progress at regular assessviretdw by charting performance (Marzano &
Pickering, 2011). A survey was developed (Apperixo measure assessment by asking
principals to determine approximately what percgataf teachers consistently allow students to
assist in the development of grading criteria;iteak for understanding at higher levels by using
pertinent, scaffold questions that push thinkirmg] o ask if teachers were able to modify

instruction to respond to misunderstandings withaking away from the flow of the lesson.
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In an autonomous classrooms, teachers and studlerkgogether to set clear
expectations. Doing so is important to creatingavironment of autonomy (Balcikanli, 2010).
This indicator of autonomy was measured on theeguby asking principals to determine
approximately what percentage of teachers useddxphctations to motivate students, asked
students who could explain what they were learaimgy why it was important, and explained the
learning objective so that students understood tvby were learning what they were learning.

Effective instruction that engages the studenhatlzer indicator of autonomous teaching
(Reeve et al., 2004). Effective instruction wasamweed by asking principals to determine
approximately what percentage of teachers usedtiwvagteffectively; incorporated differentiated
instructional strategies in planning to reach ewtuglent at his or her level of understanding;
and gave students meaningful opportunities to macapply, and demonstrate what they were
learning.

When students are given more active roles in teaining, increases in learning are
found (Furtak, 2012). A learning environment whettedents feel valued is another indicator of
autonomy. This indicator of autonomy was measbsedsking principals to determine
approximately what percentage of teachers had gesisoned in row, had students share
responsibility for operations and routines, and stadients working together effectively to
accomplish shared tasks.

Developing a strong, positive relationship withd&uots is another indicator of autonomy
(Reeve, 2006). Relationships were measured byggkincipals to determine approximately
what percentage of teachers gave students oppegito collaborate and support each other in
the learning process, celebrated/praised acadeorig and had a good rapport with students by

showing genuine interest in student opinions andghts.
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Resear ch Questions
The research questions for this study were asvistio
1. Are there significant differences in the fivelicators of autonomy based on school
type?
2. Are there significant differences in the fimglicators of autonomy between Title | and
non-Title | schools?
3. Do the five areas of autonomy serve as prediabstudent achievement as
measured by ISTEP+ Language Arts?
4. Do the five areas of autonomy serve as predicibstudent achievement as
measured by ISTEP+ Math?
Null Hypotheses
The following null hypotheses were generated thihahg research questions:
Hol. There are no significant differences in the findicators of autonomy based on
school type.
Ho2. There are no significant differences in the findicators of autonomy between
Title I and non-Title | schools.
Ho3. The five areas of autonomy do not serve asiggaed of academic achievement as
measured by ISTEP+ Language Arts.
Ho4. The five areas of autonomy do not serve asiggaed of academic achievement as
measured by ISTEP+ Math.
Description of the Sample
The study consisted of all typical public schoaid all charter schools in the state of

Indiana housing any of the following grades: 4657, or 8. Any school with growth model
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scores available housing any of the aforementigmades were used in this study. Principals of
these schools were surveyed on the indicatorstohamy. Indiana ISTEP+ growth model data
were used to determine academic achievement oéistsid

Typical public school and charter school principaigll genders, ages, and ethnic
groups were considered in this study. The onlgdgfce given to school composition was the
grades housed in the building. Principals workimthe district where | am employed were
excluded from the study in order to minimize bias.

Data Sour ces

This study used a survey approach to collect dath® five indicators of autonomy.
Indiana school principals were asked to completestirvey (Appendix A). Principals were
asked to complete the brief survey and select @epége of classrooms where each indicator
was visible. Indiana ISTEP+ growth model data werkected from the Indiana Department of
Education and used to determine the academic peafuze of the school.

The survey was sent to a selection of colleagudsanD. cohort members consisting of
practitioners as a way to validate the survey. dRenendations for change from colleagues
were taken under advisement. Additionally, theseyresults were tested using Cronbach’s
alpha. This statistical test indicated a meastirel@bility. A Cronbach’s alpha of .7 indicated
an acceptable level of internal consistency.

Data Collection Procedures

The Indiana Department of Education and the IndRunalic Charter Schools websites

indicated a total of 1,481 typical public schoatsl &4 charter schools housing at least one

section of Grades 4, 5, 6, 7, or 8 for the 2012328dhool year.
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All typical public schools and all charter schoaisre included in the sample. Each
school principal was asked to complete a surveggahe approximate level of autonomy the
school displays in the areas of assessment, exjpastainstruction, learning environment, and
relationships. The survey scores from each indicatea were combined to attain a
comprehensive autonomy score.

The Indiana Department of Education and the Indi&ssociation of Charter Schools
maintain databases of current school administratiedscontact information. The databases were
the primary method used to locate participantd.séthool principals contained within the
databases received a letter of explanation andwaation to participate in the study via email.
Follow-up contact was made through a variety of mmmication methods.

As an extension of recruitment efforts, an adventisnt for participants using the Indiana
Association of School Principals and Indiana Asatien of Charter Schools was sought. This
method further served to notify and cultivate ap&ants.

Each school principal was asked to complete a guating the approximate level of
autonomy the school displays in the areas of aswegs expectations, instruction, learning
environment, and relationships. The survey wagyded so that three questions were asked for
each indicator of autonomy. The three survey scitan each autonomy indicator area were
averaged to attain an overall composite scoredoh éndicator of autonomy, resulting in five
overall composite scores.

A two-year average of growth model data was usetyfocal public and charter schools.
If a typical public school or charter school haétén existence for less than two years, then the

data available, based on one year of performaneers used.
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No individual schools or districts were identifigdthis study. School names and district
names were collected for purposes of matching dsttodhe appropriate growth model data.
Any school not completing the entire survey hadléta deleted from the study.

Method of Analysis

The research questions were tested using multidiependent samplégests and
multiple regressions. All appropriate assumptiamese tested prior to testing the research
guestions. Independence, normality, and homogeogtitariance were tested prior to
completing the independent sampidssts. Prior to completing the multiple regressijo
independence, normality, homogeneity of varianadtioollinearity, and linearity were tested.

The first null hypothesis examined whether theresvgggnificant differences in the five
indicators of autonomy based on school type. Midtindependent samplesests were
conducted to determine if there are significanfedé&nces among the indicators of autonomy.
The Bonferroni correction was used to restrictdlpda in order to reduce the chances of
committing a Type-I error. A Type-I error conclubigtne means were different in the population
when they were not. The alpha was restricted f@rto .01 by dividing the alpha by the
number oft-tests that were conducted.

The second null hypothesis examined whether there differences between Title | and
non-Title | schools in each of the five indicatofsautonomy. Multiple independent samptes
tests were used to ascertain if there were sigmifidifferences among the indicators of
autonomy between typical public schools and chabools. The Bonferroni correction was
again used to restrict the alpha in order to rediiedikelinood of a Type-I error. Committing a

Type-I error concluded the means were differerthenpopulation, when in fact, they were not.
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The alpha was divided by the number of autonomicatdrs resulting in a restricted alpha of
.01.

The third null hypothesis examined if the five icatiors of autonomy could predict
achievement on ISTEP+ language arts. In ordeeterthine which predictor variables
(indicators of autonomy) explained a significantiaace in the criterion variable (academic
achievement) as measured by ISTEP+ language arglti@le regression test was conducted.
Multiple regression allowed for the discovery oé thest linear combination of predictor
variables that best predicted the criterion vadabl

A stepwise regression was conducted with the indicaf autonomy that had the
strongest linear relationship with academic suctesietermine whether the relationship was
significant. If the relationship was significattie predictor variable with the next strongest
relationship to academic success was tested. pfacess occurred until introducing an indicator
of autonomy did not explain significant variancehe overall prediction model.

The fourth null hypothesis determined if the fivg@omy indicators predict student
achievement on ISTEP+ math. A multiple regressésh determined if the five autonomy
indicators could predict academic achievement assared by ISTEP+ math. A multiple
regression test allowed for the examination ofrélationship between one criterion variable
(academic achievement) and more than one prediat@ble (indicators of autonomy).
Stepwise regression was again conducted to exantiieh indicator of autonomy had the
strongest effect on the overall prediction model.

Summary
Ensuring that all students are proficient by schyaalr 2013-14 is a matter of dire need

for schools to remain in business and be highlgatife. Determining the best way to help
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students be successful is at the forefront of eedncator’'s mind each day. This study
examined if the five indicators of autonomy aredictors of academic achievement and if so,
which one(s) are more significant. This study jules teachers and administrators with an

effective way to reach students to achieve acadsutcess.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA
Findings of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine whetiere were significant differences
among the five indicators of autonomy for studeamd teachers (assessment, expectations,
instruction, learning environment, and relationshipased on school type (elementary or junior
high) and if there were differences among the imtics between Title | schools and non-Title |
schools. This study also examined if the five gatibrs of autonomy, as mentioned, were able to
predict academic achievement as measured by ISTEbres for language arts and math.

This study used survey methodology to gather data §chool principals regarding what
percentage of classroom teachers housed in thiggiirigs displayed the five factors of
autonomy. Growth model data from the Indiana Depant of Education was utilized to
compare academic performance of schools basedhooldype and Title | status to the five
indicators of autonomy.

The first three survey questions (Appendix A) retato assessment. Each successive
group of three questions addressed each indichtartonomy in the following order:
expectations, instruction, learning environmend eaglationships. Principals were asked to rate
the percentage of teachers in their buildings wibpldyed each of the listed characteristics.

Possible choices for percentages ranged from 0@86lin increments of 10. The average of
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each of the three questions for each indicatorcabésilated to achieve a composite score for
each indicator of autonomy.

Sampling protocol, as described in Chapter 3, whsvwed. The survey was sent via
email to 1,140 Indiana schools housing at leastgrade in Grades 4 to 8. Nine schools were
excluded as they belonged to the district of tiseaecher. Fifty-three surveys were
undeliverable, allowing for 1,078 possible valigpenses. Ninety-nine surveys were returned,
fully completed, yielding a 9% rate of return.

Resear ch Questions

1. Are there significant differences in the fivelicators of autonomy based on school

type?

2. Are there significant differences in the fivdirators of autonomy between Title |

and non-Title | schools?

3. Do the five areas of autonomy serve as predicibstudent achievement as

measured by ISTEP+ Language Arts?

4. Do the five areas of autonomy serve as predicibstudent achievement as

measured by ISTEP+ Math?
Presentation of Data
Descriptive Statistics

Of the 99 surveys returned, 77 (78%) were fromgppals of elementary schools and 22

(22%) were from middle school/junior high principalSixty (61%) of respondents were

principals of Title | schools and 39 (39%) werenpipals of non-Title | schools.
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Of the elementary principals surveyed, 54 weredesadf Title | schools (70%) and 30%
(n = 23) were principals of non-Title | schools. $&¢%) of the middle school leaders surveyed
were principals in a Title | school and 16 (73%Yevprincipals in non-Title | buildings.

The ages of principals in the sample ranged fror630/ears of ageM = 48.45,SD=
9.42). The mean years of service in the educéitdsh was 24.38%D = 9.49) and ranged from
7-42 years of service. School leaders in theirecuirpositions ranged from 1-32 yedvb<
8.07,SD= 7.23).

English/language arts scores, as reported by thetigrmodel for the state of Indiana,
ranged from 26—71M = 48.28,SD 10.13). The minimum score of 26 indicated the iared
score for students within that school at the 2@tttentile when the students were compared to
their academic peer group. Approximately halfre schools in the sample achieved a median
growth score above the 50th percentile in Englsiglage arts.

Math scores ranged from 18—M8 € 48.39,SD= 12.71). A minimum score of 18
indicated the median score for students within sicAbol at the 18th percentile when the
students were compare to their academic peer grAupaximum score of 78 represented the
median score for students within that school af7@th percentile when the students were
compared to their academic peer group.

Responses from the survey ranged from 1-11. Aesaioone corresponded with 0% and
an 11 represented 100%. The principals rated tjwestions higher than the other questions.
“Approximately what percentage of teachers hasagapport with students by showing
genuine interest in student opinions and thoughtg?= 9.51,SD= 1.36). “Approximately

what percentage of teachers creates a welcomisgrolam by praising academic work®1 €
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9.46,SD= 1.78), and “Approximately what percentage okstaoms gives students meaningful
opportunities to practice, apply, and demonstrdtatuhey are learning?M= 9.01,SD= 1.93).

Three questions were rated lower than other sujuegtions. “Approximately what
percentage of teachers allows students to asdis¢ idevelopment of grading criteria™ €
3.23,SD= 2.36); “Approximately what percentage of teashehreck for understanding at higher
levels by using pertinent, scaffold questions theth thinking, even if doing so is not part of the
prescribed curriculum?M = 7.27,SD= 2.07); and “Approximately what percentage otteas
ensures that students can explain what they ameimggand why it is important?M = 7.42,SD
=1.97).

Questions on the survey were grouped togetheraatlestions 1 through 3 addressed
the autonomy indicator of assessment. Questidhsodigh 6 dealt with expectations.
Instruction was addressed when respondents answeestions 7 through 9. The indicator of
learning environment was addressed in questiontbrbOgh 12. Questions 13 through 15
sought responses for the autonomy indicator oficglahips.

Scores from each group of three questions wereagedrto obtain an overall composite
score for each autonomy indicator. Scores forssssent ranged from 1.67-9.38 € 6.24,SD
=1.62). Scores for expectations ranged from ZM.£ 7.87,SD= 1.70). Instruction ranged
from 2.67-11 = 8.47,SD= 1 .63). The overall composite score for leagrenvironment
ranged from 2.67-9.6 M= 7.11,SD= 1.30). The highest composite score came from
relationships which ranged from 4-1M € 9.23,SD= 1.44). Table 1 contains the
demographics for elementary principals who parstsg.

A total of 77 elementary school principals partatgd in the survey. As presented in

Table 1, the mean age of elementary principalssivagar to the mean age of the entire sample
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of 48.45. The elementary principals surveyed Hamen working slightly longer in the education
field (M = 24.58,SD= 9.19) compared to the entire sample mean o8fears. Elementary
principals have been in their current positiongtgly longer than the whole sample mean of
8.07 years.

Elementary schools had mean growth scores in Brilglieguage arts slightly higher than
the entire sample mean of 48.28. The mean groediedor elementary schools in mathematics
was higher than the entire sample mean of 48.39@sn in Table 1.

Table 1

Elementary School Growth Scores

Subject Minimum  Maximum  Mean SD
English/language arts score  29.00 71.00 49.32 9.53
Math score 20.00 78.00 50.21 11.78

As presented in Table 2, elementary school pringipad the greatest difference from the
whole sample in the areas of modifying instructidifferentiated instruction, opportunities to
practice and apply, and shared responsibility doitines. All of these areas were higher than the
whole sample mean. Elementary schools reportemhgdewer classrooms with desks in rows

than the whole sample mean of 3.97.
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Table 2

Elementary Principal Responses

Statement Mean SD

Students assist in the development of gradingraite 3.21 2.43
Check for understanding by using pertinent, scdftplestions that push thinking 7.40 1.99
Modifies instruction to respond to misunderstanding 8.56 1.90
Uses high expectations to motivate students ta dgdin if not great 8.27 1.86
Ensures that students can explain what they areifgpand why it is important  7.61 1.85

Explains the learning objective so that studentteustand what they are learning 8.25 1.73
and why

Builds respect by using wait time effectively 8.35 1.74
Incorporates differentiated instructional strategreplanning 8.48 1.83

Gives students meaningful opportunities to practgply, and demonstrate what 9.31  1.65
they are learning

Desks in rows 3.38 2.35
Share responsibility for operations and routines 9.21 1.90
Students working together effectively to accompgblred tasks 891 1.73

Student opportunities to collaborate and suppar @ther in the learning process8.96 1.85
Creates a welcoming classroom by praising acaderik 9.65 1.64

Good rapport with students by showing genuine @#ein student opinions and 9.71 1.12
thoughts

Elementary school principals rated their classrobmgker than the sample for all

indicators of autonomy. Learning environment wesdlosest to the sample mean with only a
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difference of .06 above the sample. Instructionedithe greatest from the sample mean with a
difference of .25 above the sample as reflectethinie 3.
Table 3

Composite Elementary Autonomy Scores

Area Minimum  Maximum Mean SD
Assessment 3.33 9.33 6.39 148
Expectations 3.67 11.00 8.04 149
Instruction 4.67 11.00 8.71 142
Learning environment 4.00 9.67 7.16 1.14
Relationships 6.00 11.00 944 1.19

Twenty-two of the respondents were middle schoaiduhigh school principals. The
mean age of middle school/junior high principalswhaghtly lower than the mean age of the
entire sample of 48.45. The principals surveyacet®een working in the education field an
average of 23.68, which is a year and one-halftless the entire sample. Middle school/junior
high principals have been in their current posgiéor a shorter period of time when compared to

the whole sample mean of 8.07 years. These datetected in Table 4.
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Table 4

Demographics for Middle School/Junior High Principa

Demographics Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Age 31.00 63.00 48.00 10.61
Years in education 9.00 42.00 23.68 10.68

Years in current position ~ 1.00 28.00 7.23 5.77

Middle school/junior high schools had mean growdbrss in English/language arts
lower than the entire sample mean of 48.28. Thamngeowth score for middle school/junior

high schools in mathematics was lower than theeesimple mean of 48.39 as shown in Table

5.
Table 5

Middle School/Junior High Growth Scores

Subject Minimum  Maximum Mean SD
English/language arts score  26.00 70.00 4466 11.53
Math score 18.00 60.00 42.02 14.02

Middle school/junior high principals had more dla®ms with desks in rows than the
whole sample mean of 3.97 as shown in Table 6. ofiheother question where middle
school/junior high principals rated their schodlgher than the sample mean was in the area of
having students develop grading criteria. Middleaol/junior high leaders rated this indicator

.09 above the sample. Middle school/junior highdiog leaders rated their schools with the
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greatest difference below the sample mean in tsasaof using high expectations, incorporating
differentiated instructional strategies, giving miegful opportunities to practice, apply, and
demonstrate learning, and allowing students toestemponsibility for learning.

Table 6

Middle School/Junior High Principals Responses

Statement Mean SD

Students assist in the development of gradingraite 3.32 2.17
Check for understanding by using pertinent, scdftplestions that push thinking 6.82 2.32
Modifies instruction to respond to misunderstanding 7.05 2.42
Uses high expectations to motivate students td dgdin if not great 7.14 261
Ensures that students can explain what they areifgpand why it is important ~ 6.77 2.27

Explains the learning objective so that studenttetstand what they are learning 7.82 2.34
and why

Builds respect by using wait time effectively 7.68 1.94
Incorporates differentiated instructional stratsgreplanning 7.18 2.28

Gives students meaningful opportunities to practgply, and demonstrate what 7.95 2.46
they are learning

Desks in rows 6.05 3.02
Share responsibility for operations and routines 6.68 2.71
Students working together effectively to accompgblred tasks 8.00 2.53

Student opportunities to collaborate and suppar @ther in the learning process7.91 2.36
Creates a welcoming classroom by praising acaderik 8.82 211

Good rapport with students by showing genuine @#ein student opinions and 8.77 1.82
thoughts
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Middle school/junior high principals rated theiassrooms lower than the sample for all
indicators of autonomy. Instruction varied theagest from the sample mean with a difference
of .86. Learning environment in the middle schawés the closest to the sample varying only
.20. These results are presented in Table 7.

Table 7

Composite Middle School/Junior High Autonomy Scores

Area Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Assessment 1.67 9.33 5.73 2.00
Expectations 2.00 10.67 7.24 224
Instruction 2.67 10.67 7.61 2.06
Learning environment 2.67 9.33 6.91 1.77
Relationships 4.00 10.67 8.50 1.97

Sixty of the respondents were principals in aeTlitbuilding. The mean age of Title |
principals was slightly less than the mean agéefintire sample of 48.45. The Title |
principals surveyed had been working in the edoaodield for slightly less time than the entire
sample average of 24.38 years. Title | principad been in their current positions longer than

the sample average of 8.07 years. More detaifetinfgs appear in Table 8.



58

Table 8

Demographics for Title | Principals

Demographics Minimum  Maximum  Mean SD
Age 30.00 67.00 47.80 9.29
Years in education 7.00 42.00 2425 9.30
Years in current position 1.00 32.00 8.27 7.44

The Title | school mean English/language arts se@® slightly higher than the entire
sample mean of 48.28. The Title | median mathersattore is slightly higher than the whole
sample mean of 48.39. Findings in more detail appeTable 9.

Table 9

Title I School Growth Scores

Subject Minimum Maximum  Mean SD
English/language arts score 29.00 71.00 48.64 10.15
Math score 25.00 78.00 49.96 11.90

Title I schools demonstrated the highest gaireitonomy indicators when compared to
the whole sample in the areas of using wait timeuitd respect, giving students meaningful
opportunities to demonstrate learning, sharingsctasm operations with students, and praising
academic work as presented in Table 10. Titldosts had fewer classrooms with desks in
rows than the sample mean of 3.97. Principalsitté Tschools also rated their schools lower

than the sample mean in the areas of checkingfdenstanding by using pertinent, scaffolding
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guestions that push thinking and using high expiects to motivate students to do it again, if
not great.
Table 10

Title | Principal Responses

Statement Mean SD
Students assist in the development of gradingraite 3.27 2.40
Check for understanding by using pertinent, scdftplestions that push 7.25 1.93
thinking

Modifies instruction to respond to misunderstanding 8.45 1.81
Uses high expectations to motivate students td dgdin if not great 8.28 1.78

Ensures that students can explain what they areifgpand why it is important 7.55 1.93

Explains the learning objective so that studentteustand what they are 8.18 1.93
learning and why

Builds respect by using wait time effectively 8.52 1.57
Incorporates differentiated instructional stratsgreplanning 8.27 1.89

Gives students meaningful opportunities to practgply, and demonstrate  9.25 1.63
what they are learning

Desks in rows 3.52 232
Share responsibility for operations and routines 9.07 2.03
Students working together effectively to accompgblared tasks 8.80 1.82
Student opportunities to collaborate and suppart @ther in the learning 8.82 1.88
process

Creates a welcoming classroom by praising acaderik 9.73 1.27

Good rapport with students by showing genuine @#ein student opinions and9.63 1.06
thoughts
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Table 11 shows that Title | school principals rateeir classrooms higher than the
sample for all indicators of autonomy. Instructi@ried the greatest from the sample mean with
a difference of .21. Learning environment varieel least. Learning environment was closest to
the sample mean with a difference of .02 abovesémeple.

Table 11

Composite Title | Autonomy Scores

Area Minimum  Maximum  Mean SD
Assessment 3.33 9.33 6.32 1.41
Expectations 3.67 10.67 8.00 1.58
Instruction 4.67 11.00 8.68 1.45
Learning environment  4.00 9.67 7.13 1.11
Relationships 5.67 11.00 9.39 1.21

Thirty-nine of the respondents were principals afi{Title | schools. The age of non-
Title | principals was slightly higher than the weample mean of 48.45. The non-Title |
principals surveyed had been working in the edoodield slightly longer than the entire
sample of 24.38 years. Non-Title | principals lh@en in their current positions slightly less
time than the whole sample mean of 8.07 years.itiddd! details for non-Title | principals

appear in Table 12.
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Table 12

Demographics for Non-Title | Principals

Demographics Minimum Maximum  Mean SD
Age 31.00 63.00 49.46 9.64
Years in education 9.00 42.00 2459  9.90
Years in current position 1.00 28.00 777 6.99

Non-Title I schools, when compared to the overathgle mean, had median growth
scores in English/language arts less than theeesdimple mean of 48.28. The median growth
score for non-Title | schools in Mathematics wasdéss than the entire sample mean of 48.39
as shown in Table 13.

Table 13

Non-Title | School Growth Scores

Score Minimum  Maximum  Mean SD
English/language arts score 26.00 70.00 47.73 10.21
Math score 18.00 75.00 4599 13.67

Non-Title | schools demonstrated the greatest agee in the areas of: using high
expectations, effectively using wait time, arramggdesks in rows, sharing responsibilities for
classroom operations, and praising academic woskaan in Table 14. Non-Title | schools
scored lower than the sample in the areas of chgdkr understanding and having a good

rapport with students by showing a genuine intarestudent thoughts and opinions. The
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greatest difference between non-Title | schoolstardsample mean occurred in the area of
arranging desks in rows with a decrease from thepkaof .70.
Table 14

Non-Title | Principal Responses

Statement Mean SD
Students assist in the development of gradingraite 3.18 2.34
Check for understanding by using pertinent, scdftplestions that push 7.31 2.30
thinking

Modifies instruction to respond to misunderstanding 7.87 2.49
Uses high expectations to motivate students td dgdin if not great 7.62 2.47

Ensures that students can explain what they areifgpand why it is important 7.23 2.05

Explains the learning objective so that studentteustand what they are 8.10 1.83
learning and why

Builds respect by using wait time effectively 7.72 2.03
Incorporates differentiated instructional strategreplanning 8.08 2.18

Gives students meaningful opportunities to practgply, and demonstrate  8.64 2.29
what they are learning

Desks in rows 4.67 3.17
Share responsibility for operations and routines 8.00 2.66
Students working together effectively to accompsblared tasks 8.56 2.16
Student opportunities to collaborate and suppart @ther in the learning 8.59 2.22
process

Creates a welcoming classroom by praising acaderik 9.05 2.32

Good rapport with students by showing genuine @#ein student opinions and9.31 1.72
thoughts
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Non-Title I school principals rated their classraogher than the sample in the
following indicators of autonomy: assessment amadnieg environment (Table 15). The sample
mean was higher than non-Title | principals in éineas of expectations, instruction, and
relationships. The greatest difference betweenTitha | principals and the sample mean
occurred in the area of instruction with a differerof .32.

Table 15

Composite Non-Title | Autonomy Scores

Area Minimum  Maximum Mean SD
Assessment 1.67 9.33 6.12 1.92
Expectations 2.00 11.00 7.65 1.88
Instruction 2.67 11.00 8.15 1.87
Learning environment 2.67 9.33 7.08 1.55
Relationships 4.00 11.00 8.98 1.73

Inferential Statistics

The first null hypothesis examined if there wagngicant differences among the five
indicators of autonomy based on school type. Midtindependent samplesests were
conducted and the Bonferroni correction was usedsdtrict the alpha in order to reduce the
chances of committing a Type-I error. The alpha vestricted from .05 to .01.

The assumptions for independent samplests were examined to determine the validity
of the inferential results. The assumption of nality was tested using the Shapiro-Wilk test.
The assumption was met because all tests wereigoifiant withp > .05. The assumption of

homogeneity of variance was tested using Levemsisdf equality of variance. This assumption
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was violated for three of the independent samiptests. It was not met in the areas of
expectations, learning environment, and relatigrshhese indicators hgd< .05. The
assumption of homogeneity of variance was met$eessment and instruction wih» .05. For
the three tests where the assumption of homogeokigriance was violated, the independent
sampleg-test reduced the degrees of freedom to correchfswiolation. The assumption of
independence was met for all indicators of autonamthe dependent variable scores were not
repeated in both groups.

Based on school type, elementary or middle schowtj high, there was only one
indicator of autonomy that was significantly diet. Elementary schools scored significantly
higher in the area of instructioM(= 8.71,SD = 1.42) than middle school/junior high schod (
=7.61,SD= 2.06),t(97) = 2.90p = .005, two-tailed.

The mean score for the autonomy indicator of &ssest in elementary schoold €
6.39,SD= 1.48) was not significantly different than middichool/junior high school8/(=
5.73,SD=2.00),t(97) = 1.71p = .091, two-tailed. The mean score in elemendahpols K=
8.04,SD 1.49) were not significantly different than middlehool/junior high schoold$ = 7.24,
SD=2.24) in the area of expectatiot(9,7) = 1.58p = .127, two-tailed.

The autonomy indicator of learning environment wassignificantly different between
elementary school leaded € 7.16,SD = 1.14) and middle school/junior high principais €
6.91,SD=1.77),t(97) = .641p = .527, two-tailed. There was no significant elifnce between
elementary school principals’ rating in the areaedditionships with a mean score of 9.&DE
1.19) and middle school/junior high principals telaships ratinglil = 8.50,SD= 1.97),t(97) =
2.13,p = .043, two-tailed. The four tests above do Bptresent a significant difference in the

area of relationships based on school type.
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The second null hypothesis examined if there wageificant differences among the five
indicators of autonomy based on Title | status.Itidie independent samplédests were
conducted and the Bonferroni correction was utiliagain to limit the possibility of making a
Type | error.

The assumptions for independents samiptests were conducted to determine the
validity of the inferential results. The assumptaf normality was tested using the Shapiro-
Wilk test. The assumption was met because aB tgste non-significant with > .05. The
assumption of homogeneity of variance was testéiding a Levene’s test. This assumption
was violated on two of the independent samplests. It was not met in the areas of assessment
and learning environment wifn<.05. For the two tests where the assumptioroofdgeneity
of variance was violated, the independent santpiest reduced the degrees of freedom to
correct for this violation. The assumption of h@mapeity of variance was met for expectations,
instruction, and relationships with non-significhetvene’s tests. The assumption of
independence was met for all indicators of autonsmge the dependent variable scores were
not repeated in both groups.

Based on Title | status, there were mean diffexsraanong the indicators of autonomy.
However, significant differences did not occur betw Title | and non-Title | schools. The
autonomy indicator of assessment was not a sigmifidifference between Title | school
principals M = 9.40,SD= 1.21) and non-Title | school principaM € 8.98,SD= 1.73),t(97) =
.61,p = .546, two-tailed. Title | school principalsedtexpectations with a mean score of 8.00
(SD= 1.58) whereas non-Title | school principals dag&pectations loweM = 7.65,SD= 1.88)
but not significantly lowert(97) = 1.02p = .312, two-tailed. The autonomy indicator of

instruction was not a significant difference amdiitie | principals M = 8.68,SD= 1.44) and
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non-Title | school principald = 8.15,SD= 1.87),t(97) = 1.59p = .115, two-tailed. Title |
school principals rated learning environment withean score of 7.13D= 1.11) whereas
non-Title | school principals rated learning enwineent lower 1 = 7.08,SD= 1.55) but not
significantly lowert(97) = .18,p = .860, two-tailed. The autonomy indicator oft&nships
was not a significant difference between TitleH@al principals M = 9.39,SD= 1.21) and non-
Title | school principalsNl = 8.98,SD= 1.73),t(97) = 1.39p = .167, two-tailed.

The third null hypothesis examined if the five gictors of autonomy could serve as
predictors of achievement on ISTEP+ language dnt®rder to determine if any of the predictor
variables (assessment, expectations, instrucganning environment, and relationships)
explained a significant amount of variance in laaggiarts academic achievement, a multiple
regression was conducted. A stepwise regressigrcaraducted with the indicator of autonomy
that had the strongest linear relationship witlglaage arts academic success entered first to
determine whether the relationship was significahit.other predictor variables were then
entered based on amount of variance each explairibé criterion variable. This process
continued until the addition of another predictariable did not explain a significant amount of
variance within language arts academic success.

The following assumptions were tested: indepeng@hobservation, linearity,
multicollinearity, normality of residuals, and hosoedasticity. Independence of observation
was tested using the Durbin-Watson test. Thisraption was met because the Durbin-Watson
value was close to 2 (1.81).

Linearity was tested by plotting the studentizesiduals against the unstandardized
predicted values. This test allowed for the line@nposite all five predictor variables to be

tested against the criterion variable. The assiamptas met because the plot formed a
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horizontal band, thus indicating a linear relatlupsoetween the predictor variables and the
criterion variable. Linearity was also tested gsanpartial regression plot where each predictor
variable was tested against the criterion variaBlee partial regression plot determined that a
linear relationship existed between each prediaoiable and the criterion variable, thus
meeting this assumption.

The assumption of multicollinearity was condudiedetermine if the predictor variables
were correlated with each other. This assumptias met because the tolerance levels of each
of the predictor variables were above the recommeémelvel of .2. The assumption of normality
of residuals was tested using normal Q-Q plot edehtized residuals. This assumption was met
as all data points on the plot were aligned withdiagonal line. The assumption of
homoscedasticity was tested by plotting the studettesiduals against the unstandardized
predicted values. This assumption was met asgidual distance neither increased nor
decreased along the predicted values of the aitesriable.

In Table 16, the multiple correlation coefficieR) describes the relationship between
the linear combination of predictors (assessmeapig@ations, instruction, learning environment,
and relationships) and the criterion variable, Eshglanguage arts academic achievement. A
small correlation (.16) exists between the predicéwiables and the criterion variable.

The multiple coefficient of determinatioR%) represents the amount of variance in the
criterion variable that can be explained by thedmter variables. Within this model, 2.6% of
the variance in English/language arts scores doelleixplained by the set of predictor variables.
The adjusted multiple coefficient of determinat{@wj. R%) is the amount of variance within the
criterion variable that can be explained by thedjpter variables when adjusted for sample size

and number of predictors. After this correctiorswaade virtually no variance in the criterion
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variable ccould be explained by the linear comlamedf the predictor variables. The standard
error of the estimate is the amount of variabifithin the regression model; it represents how
far the residuals varied from the prediction lis¢ablished within the model. The standard error
of the estimate in this model was 10.27.

The five predictor variables within the null hypesis did not serve as significant
predictors of English/language arts scores asatefliein Table 16. None of the scores of the
predictor variables (assessment, expectationsusisin, learning environment, and
relationships) explained a significant amount afarace within English/language arts scores to
allow for accurate prediction of language arts acaid achievement.

Table 16

Model Summary Statistics for Criterion Variable figaiage Arts Scores)

Language arts scores  df F Sig.

Regression 593 .49 783

The fourth null hypothesis examined if the fivaanomy indicators predict student
achievement for mathematics. A multiple regressitowed for the examination of the
relationship between the criterion variable (mathtecs academic achievement) and the
predictor variables (indicators of autonomy). Apstise regression was conducted to examine
which, if any, indicator of autonomy had the stresigoverall effect.

The following assumptions were tested: indepeng@hobservation, linearity,
multicollinearity, normality of residuals, and hosoedasticity. The same assumption tests as

described in Null Hypothesis 3 were utilized and.me
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The multiple correlation coefficienR] represents the relationship between the linear
combination of predictors (assessment, expectatingguction, learning environment, and
relationships) and the criterion variable, acadeswitievement. A medium correlation (.34)
exists between the linear combination of predictord the criterion variable.

The multiple coefficent of determinatioR?j indicates 11.4% of the variance in Math
scores can be explained by the set of predictoablas. When the sample was adjusted for
sample size and number of predictors, 6.6% of #r@mce in scores can be explained by the set
of predictor variables. The standard error ofdbgmate is the amount of variability within the
regression model. It represents how far the daitatgvary from the predicted values within the
model. The standard error of the estimate inrtioglel was 12.28. As evident by the results, at
least one predictor variable within the model caepglain a significant amount of variance in
mathematics academic achieveméifg, 93) = 2.40p =.043, two-tailed.

Instruction was the only predictor variable thgplained a significant amount of variance
within the criterion variable of mathematics sconeth t(97) = 2.25p = .027 (Table 17). When
holding all other predictor variables constantpa anit increase in the predictor variable of

instruction is predicted to raise math scores B9 oints.
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Table 17

Regression Coefficients

Variable b Beta t Sig.
Assessment -.69 -.09 -.62 537
Expectations .35 .05 .29 773
Instruction 3.09 .40 2.25 .027*
Learning environment  -.61 -.06 -.44 .661
Relationships -.22 -.03 -.16 .874
*p<.05
Summary

Null Hypothesis 1 was rejected because the mdéerelce in overall autonomy scores
was statistically significant. In this case, itsadetermined that instruction at the elementary
level was statistically significantly higher thaitiae middle/junior high school level. The mean
difference in the composite autonomy scores oféngaining four indicators (assessment,
expectations, learning environment, and relatiqgrshof all elementary and middle/junior high
schools was not statistically significant. Ther@swot a statistically significant difference ie th
overall autonomy scores among Title | and non-Tidehools, therefore, Null Hypothesis 2 was
retained.

Null Hypothesis 3 was retained because there wabsence of the ability to explain a
significant amount of variance in the criterionia@ie by the linear combination of predictor

variables. Null Hypothesis 4 was rejected sinegdhvas a significant amount of variance
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between the linear combination of predictor vaealdnd the criterion variable. The predictor

variable of instruction served as a significantprtr of mathematics scores.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The final chapter of this study is divided intodigections: summary, results, discussion,
conclusion, and recommendations for future stutlye summary addresses the purpose of the
study, why academic success was chosen as a ba#issfstudy, and who benefits from the
study. The results provide a synopsis of the teguksented previously in Chapter 4. The
discussion interprets the results and links theesatth of the indicators of autonomy. The
conclusion offers insight into how academic achieget of schools can be increased. Finally,
the recommendations for future study provide sugges on additional research that could
enrich the current study.

The study involved Indiana public school principatsose buildings housed any grade, 4
through 8. Schools housing at least one gradési@#hrough 8 were a focus for this study
because growth model scores were available foetgesles through standardized state
academic testing.

Summary

The success of a school depends on a myriad arfaictcluding, but not limited to,
academic achievement, enrollment, financial soiybidnd the satisfaction of all stakeholders.
The purpose of this quantitative study was to deitee whether there were significant

differences among the five indicators of autonoasséssment, expectations, instruction,
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learning environment, and relationships) basedcbod type (elementary or middle/junior high
school) and if there were differences based om Tiktatus.

This study was conducted to investigate the folf@aiesearch questions:

1. Are there significant differences in the five ingliors of autonomy based on school

type (elementary or middle/junior high)?

2. Are there significant differences in the five ingliors of autonomy between Title |

and non-Title | schools?

3. Do the five areas of autonomy serve as predictbas@demic achievement as

measured by language arts ISTEP+?

4. Do the five areas of autonomy serve as predictbas@demic achievement as

measured by math ISTEP+?

School leaders need to be able to make informedidas about how to ensure the
academic success of their students. This studsepts a relationship between the indicators and
academic success. School leaders could use thiésressdetermine which indicator(s) of
autonomy impacts their students’ success and hogfutaconsideration of these indicators can
enhance the overall student learning taking pladaeir building.

Results

The findings of this study were presented in ChagteThe following null hypotheses
were tested in this study:

1. There are no significant differences in the fivéigators of autonomy based on

school type (elementary or middle/junior high).

2. There are no significant differences in the fivdigators of autonomy between Title |

and non-Title | schools.
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3. The five indicators of autonomy do not serve asligters of academic achievement

as measured by Language Arts ISTEP+.

4. The five indicators of autonomy do not serve asligters of academic achievement

as measured by Mathematics ISTEP+.

The first null hypothesis was rejected. Baseddrool type, elementary or junior
high/middle schools, in the area of instructiorréhwere significant differences among
perceptions of autonomy. There are many potergadons for the possibility of these
differences being perceived by building principal3ne potential rationale for this difference in
perception for instructional autonomy may exiswien elementary and junior high/middle
schools because of the legislation defining a mamg&®0-minute reading block (Indiana
Department of Education, n.d.b). Each elementenpal must ensure that all students have at
least 90 minutes of uninterrupted reading instarcto be compliant with current legislation.

A second rationale for the difference in instrogtil autonomy may be due to the fact
schools must use specific materials for instructi®chools must use programs and materials
based on scientifically-based reading researchfdicats on the essential skills and content
standards and that are adopted and used schoolitlda high level of fidelity” (Indiana
Department of Education, n.d.b, p. 1). The IndiBepartment of Education (n.d.b) further
stated the essential reading skills to be addressetpbhonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension” (p. 10). The pipsee instructional strategies outlined for
elementary schools may be a potential reason gignifperceptions in autonomy existed among
elementary and junior high/middle schools.

Many reading series, although prescribed, do givdents opportunities to select some

readings of their own choosing. Reinders (201@¢athe teacher can provide a selected set of
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texts, which include multiple topic areas, for ®nt$ to select for reading. This ensures the
student has text at the appropriate level and allitw student the autonomy to select a piece
which interests him or her. The opportunity teesebooks of interest, as long as they are at the
students’ reading level, could be a potential enbanf student autonomy during instructional
time. By merely allowing students to have choidthin their educational endeavors,

elementary teachers in their reading blocks cautdeiase motivation by allowing for student
autonomy. Pink (2009) has linked increased legklutonomy with raising motivation.

Although these strategies are prescriptive, theae iieeen proven to be effective, and though this
may be perceived as limiting the autonomy of tlaeher, the mandates may increase the level of
autonomous function among students.

Another difference in the scores for autonomyhig &rea of instruction may have
occurred due to the design of lesson deliveryaetementary level versus the middle/junior
high level. Instruction in elementary reading &wspecific during these blocks of time.

English/language arts instruction at the elemegritasel is focused primarily around
reading. Elementary students participate in vaaied differentiated learning activities geared to
their level. The language/word study block comsstdtthe following activities: “interactive
editing, vocabulary, and reading; choral readiragydwriting; test reading/writing; current
events; shared reading; poetry response; and wadg g Fountas & Pinnell, 2001, p. 15).
Fountas and Pinnell (2001) went on to state tliatding workshop is further divided into three
segments consisting of three different kinds otlreg “independent, guided, and literature
study” (p. 17). “Guided writing, independent wnig, and investigations are the three divisions

for guided writing” (Fountas & Pinnell, 2001, p.)18
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Middle/junior high students experience a differapproach to English/language arts
instruction at this level. The Indiana DepartmeiEducation recommended English/language
arts shifts in upper elementary from “learningéad to reading to learn” (n.d.a, p. 3). They
further stated, “It is necessary for all educatdrstudents in Grades 6-12 to design and
implement standards-aligned units and lesson tibagjiate language, literacy skills, and
instructional support strategies with content ams&ruction” (p. 3). This shift may have
potentially reduced the amount of time specificaivoted to reading instruction in the areas of
fluency and comprehension and may have causedsrased focus on the purpose of reading
for learning.

Additionally, it should be noted the instructioséategies outlined by the Indiana
Department of Education may allow students to beenaotonomous. A differentiated
instructional approach is associated with autonsopportive learning (Reeve & Jang, 2006).
By mandating a specified structure in the 90-mimataling block, the Indiana Department of
Education has encouraged educators to use autosoppgrted learning because those
strategies have been recognized as best practice.

Shanahan, Fisher, and Frey (2012) recommendeketesacf middle/junior high students
focus on the same skills as teachers of elemestadents. They suggested building fluency by
reading the same text multiple times for claritg &tructure. This technique is recommended
for elementary students but may be often thougbettoo child-like for the adolescent.
Shanahan et al. also recommended specific vocaghinktruction that goes beyond finding
definitions and copying words. They believe oppoities need to be given to students to
manipulate the vocabulary and apply it through réetya of methods. Establishing purpose is

critical to student comprehension. Students neduktable to quickly establish if they are
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reading a literary piece or a scientific text. dfy, to improve reading instruction teachers
should “motivate students to keep trying, especiahen the level of work is increasing”
(Shanahan et al., 2012, p. 61).

Furthermore, the requirements may have createdemal need for increased
professional development at the elementary levatitfress the changes that potentially would
have needed to occur in schools to address theatemndThere is a possibility this increased
potential for professional development did not egteo the junior high/middle school level
because the legislation was recommended at the$ dsvopposed to mandated. The adoption of
a reading series from the state-approved readshgduld have increased the likelihood that
elementary teachers would need additional profassidevelopment training. Many school
districts might have purchased professional devatog for their teachers to implement the
reading series with fidelity as outlined by the lawhis training might have shown teachers
instructional techniques that were research basddbowed them to feel comfortable in
implementing these in their classrooms. Regardtassncreased potential for professional
development may provide teachers with a greatethdshighly effective instructional
strategies, which, in turn, may increase acadeoheaement.

Moreover, a further reason for differences in aotay scores in the area of instruction
could be middle/junior high teachers may feel ameased amount of pressure to teach to the
test. Itis possible, with the advent of teachenfgrmance being based, in part, on student
achievement, teachers may feel the pressure, now than ever, to ensure standards tested are
covered in class. The teacher evaluation toolldeeel by the state of Indiana, RISE, indicates
highly effective teachers will “facilitate studestademic practice so that all students are

participating and have the opportunity to gain mgsof the objectives in a classroom
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environment that fosters a climate of urgency aqeetation around achievement, excellence,
and respect” (Indiana Department of Educationpnjal. 4). This component of RISE could aid
middle/junior high educators and building leadersee teaching strategies is an important
aspect of their responsibilities, regardless ofsihigject area.

The potential for increased pressure of teachorthe test coupled with the possibility
that middle/junior high teachers are licensed gh Bchool English teachers versus elementary
teachers with a reading endorsement may be a patesdson differences were noted in
autonomy, specifically in the area of instructiofovani (2000) also noted content-area teachers
have received little education in teaching readikiis. This argument could be valid but also
could be countered by stating the content-arednezadave degrees in specific subject areas,
and they had to learn to read content criticallpvani stated, “The very fact that you can read
makes you something of an expert” (p. 21). Singblgring what they know about reading the
content they teach can be of benefit to stude@tse potential area of need for administrators to
address could be to provide adequate professi@val@poment to content-area teachers so they
can offer reading assistance to students in theenbareas.

Administrators at the middle/junior high level@lseed to be prepared to offer time for
teachers to teach reading. Asking content areduéea to squeeze reading into their already
short, roughly 45-minute block of time where conteust be taught may not be practical unless
administrators work with these teachers on howtegrate these strategies into their instruction.
The time and opportunity has never been betteedacation due to the fact literacy standards
are now a part of the Common Core State Standadigvare supposed to be integrated two
years ago for Grades 6-12. In order for literadepgdards to be integrated into all social studies,

science, and technical subject areas, these teactagr need professional development on



79

literacy instruction in order to feel comfortabieplementing them. Many teachers will have to
feel comfortable with literacy prior to choosingitoplement it in the classroom.

School leaders cannot choose to acquiesce to #8nggments. Understandably, it is
difficult for all middle/junior high school teacheto instruct English/language arts in the same
way elementary teachers do, but the research gegsbare may necessitate this consideration.
Ideas of how to accomplish this task will be oftefater in the chapter. The Indiana Department
of Education (n.d.a) noted, “When middle and higho®l teachers embrace their role as
disciplinary literacy educators and introduce sfiesirategies to support literacy needs, students
acquire and retain content material more effecgivid. 3).

The second null hypothesis stated there weregmfisiant differences in the five
indicators of autonomy between Title | and non€lltschools. This null hypothesis was
retained as there were no significant differenoehe five indicators of autonomy based on Title
| status. There is the potential that different@y not have been observed, due to 60 of the 99
(61%) schools surveyed being Title | schools. Tamesents nearly two-thirds of the sample.
The lack of schools found within this study thatevaot Title | may have contributed to the
statistical test not having enough power to fingl skgnificant difference.

To be eligible for Title | funding from the IndiarDepartment of Education and the
United States Department of Education, schoolsdistdcts must follow certain guidelines
already defined as best practice. Schools wistungceive Title | funding must provide
teachers with the ability to make decisions offgiine most impact on student achievement.
Schools must also agree to participate in professidevelopment opportunities for their
teachers. Parents must be given the opportunitgltaborate with the school and be involved in

the educational decisions regarding their childreder Title | guidance. A specific plan must
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be developed by the school and district detailingtsgies that will be used to provide
professional development, instructional strategies, ways parents will be involved in the
educational process (Elementary and Secondary Edoagsct, 1965).

Title | schools have a variety of resources aéél@o them via the Indiana Department
of Education website and the Learning Connectibnese resources include parent involvement
support, subject area resources, education liaispssibject area, and resources for families.
Because these resources are available onlineatieeglso available to non-Title | schools. This
may be another potential reason there were nofgigni differences in the five indicators of
autonomy between Title | and non-Title | schools.

While professional development is a vital compdrienemain compliant with Title |
regulations, the emphasis on all schools overabeféw years to enhance their professional
development opportunities for teachers has inccea®me indicator of this is how the Indiana
Department of Education is communicating with sdltistricts regarding Title 1l funds. In the
past, these funds could have been used solelyass size reduction and grant reviewers would
approve these grants. Over the last few yeargrtd reviewers have emphasized the need to
ensure that professional development is embeddihwthis grant (U.S. Department of
Education, 2006). This change in how the granteyas allocated could have led to the
potential differences among Title | schools andrtbeunterparts being diminished.

The third null hypothesis was retained. The thiol hypothesis stated the five
indicators of autonomy do not serve as predictbecademic success as measured by language
arts ISTEP+. The results indicated none of the iindicators of autonomy were found to be
significant predictors of academic success as meddwy language arts ISTEP+. One possible

reason may be attributed to the increased focuEngtish/language arts through the legislation
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requiring a 90-minute reading block, which has ocmiwithin the last five years for elementary
schools. Itis possible that if this study hadrbeenducted five to 10 years ago, some of the five
indicators of autonomy would have been predictémcademic success since schools were not
mandated to instruct a certain way, as outlinetiénexplanation of Null Hypothesis 1. Itis
possible the mandate from the Indiana DepartmeBRtatation may have reduced the ability to
be able to predict academic success, with regartleetautonomy indicator of instruction,
because English/language arts instruction acresst#te is delivered in a similar fashion.

An additional possible explanation the autonondidators do not serve as significant
predictors of academic success could be the addifititeracy standards for Grades 6-12.

These standards could have placed an increasedasimm the skills being tested for the
language arts ISTEP+ for all middle/junior high sshteachers.

Furthermore, there is the potential the principatglerstanding of best practices could
have impacted the results, which did not find thatautonomy indicators served as predictors of
language arts ISTEP+ performance. The age ofipatscas well as years of service and in
current position could be clues to this potentighact. The mean age of all principal
participants within this study was 48.4500= 9.42). These participants had served an average
of 8.07 years{D= 7.23) years in their current positions. Thesdifgs could indicate school
administrators received certification and partitgobin continuing credit hours in order to
maintain administrative certification during thet@wo decades and are current on best practices
within educational research.

Moreover, an additional reason the indicators edaomy are not significant predictors
of academic success on language arts ISTEP+ maiiriimited to the level of professional

ethics to which school administrators must adhé@ministrators in Indiana must subscribe to
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Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortiuml(§LStandards for School Leaders and
Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELC@phdards. The standards require school
administrators to develop a school environment ptorg learning for students and staff.
School leaders must also effectively manage thaileg environment and collaborate with
faculty and community members (Council of Chieft&tdchool Officials, 2008). Collaborative
structures where educators work together ensureihgpoccurs at all levels and all students
learn at high levels (DuFour, DuFour, & Eaker, 2008

In order to become a certified school administratbassessment is taken by the
candidate where these standards are focused dapth. The course preparation offered by
universities stresses the ISSLC and ELCC standard®ffers school leaders a variety of
methods to ensure effective implementation. Tl&uction includes coursework not only in
finance and human resources but also in effectisguctional strategies. Administrators in the
schools of today have had the opportunity to rex#ie latest training and preparation and may
already be implementing effective instructionaattgies in the area of English/language arts.
This could account for the small amount of expldimariance in English/language arts ISTEP+
scores from the five indicators of autonomy.

The fourth null hypothesis was rejected. Thettomull hypothesis stated the five
indicators of autonomy do not serve as predictbecademic success as measured by math
ISTEP+. The results demonstrated that the factioasitonomy were able to serve as predictors
of academic success on the mathematics ISTEP+sassets Within these regression tests
instruction was found to be a significant predia@bacademic success.

One potential reason the autonomy indicator dfuresion was found to be a significant

predictor of mathematic academic success may hbu#d to the fact that effective math
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teachers may already be accessing the vast ambimstrictional strategies and professional
development that is available to teachers of lagguats and applying those strategies in their
content areas. The subject area, by nature, aflovwstudent exploration and manipulation. The
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics recomase‘'students must be able to solve
complex problems, form and test mathematical idaad,draw conclusions” (Battista, 1999, p.
427). This could be compared to the reading taaasléng students to make inferences based
upon information presented in a story. Math aradimgg teachers may have much to share with
each other and, through their work together, acadsuotcess could be enhanced.

Likewise, effective math teachers also model ttienking by sharing thoughts aloud
with students, similar to a think-aloud in readingeachers may be unsure about using the think-
aloud process to model their mathematical thinkargtudents; however, the think-aloud
strategy teaches “students to carefully read prob)@araphrase the problem, analyze the
information, form a plan, solve the problem, anseas the solution” (Reid & Lienemann, 2006,
p. 176). Schools looking to improve academic sss@e the area of math are encouraged to
review these methods.

Moreover, the area of mathematics allows studietsautonomy to work together, think
aloud, and time to solve problems on their owndsibccessful. Students of today will be
working and living in the 21st century. Skills foverall success have been identified by the
Partnership for 21st Century Skills (2011). Thele#ls have been identified as “critical
thinking, communication, collaboration, and creigyiv(p. 1). Students who have teachers
lecturing for 45 minutes with no break for questi@m paired sharing miss out on critical skills

needed for later in life. Kenney (2005) encouragtedents to contradict each other and
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suggested allowing students to share the varioys wach solved the same problem. In these
interactive and differentiated classrooms, studeat® a greater opportunity to excel.

Additionally, teachers who allow students variealys/to apply their learning, via
differentiated instruction, may be another potémgason the autonomy indicator of instruction
was found to be a significant predictor of acadesniccess as measured by mathematics
ISTEP+. Danielson (2007) defined instruction asnmegful opportunities for students to
practice, apply, and demonstrate what they arailegr

Mathematics could be considered a language ofatsand math teachers have to teach
the language specific to mathematics through vastadtice and application strategies. This
was supported by Kenney (2005) when she deternsituelnts have to be retaught the main
idea in a story problem comes at the end and tbedsMikea andof have multiple meanings in
math. Kenney further stated specific vocabulasgrirction in mathematics is derived from the
fact the strategies used to teach vocabulary iligitanguage arts do not allow for the
translation of skills to mathematics. Therefotés more important than ever for administrators
to understand this dynamic and either offer profesd development or time for collaboration
among departments.

Teachers of math could struggle if they are asipetifically to teach reading strategies
in their classrooms; however, students may incréeseability to reason mathematically if they
are able to effectively process the vocabulary‘amathematical language” they encounter. In
the past, most schools supported the rote memgrdfifacts and procedures with little
application of knowledge in the real world (Battis1999).

Finally, it should also be noted that the aremathematics instruction and professional

development has not been as heavily regulateckisttte of Indiana as English/language arts,
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especially reading, since the inception of the 90ute reading block. There has not been any
legislation requiring research-based instructigagrarams in math as there has been with
reading at the elementary level. Due to thisydn@ability within the mathematics instruction
could be easier for principals to determine bec#luses is no prescribed program.

Discussion

The data findings presented evidence that inest lene indicator of autonomy,
instruction, there were significant differencesiesn elementary and junior high/middle
schools. The data indicated that instructionsgyaificant predictor of academic success in the
area of mathematics.

Learning expectations at the middle/junior highaad level for English/language arts are
similar to those at the elementary level. Themsitn that occurs is for students to be able to
read and write at a deeper or more developed ldMathematics expectations at the
middle/junior high level include the concepts & #tementary level and require students to
apply these concepts through ratios, expressiomsstatistics. Students also begin exploring
abstract concepts (Indiana Department of EducaZohlb).

The Indiana Department of Education (2011a) reguglementary students to receive
instruction in reading, writing, speaking, anddising. Students should be able to learn new
material and apply the skills through writing usthg writing process, which includes
prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and produg a final draft (Indiana Department of
Education, 2011a). Elementary students shouldk@sable to add, subtract, multiply, and
divide numbers. Students should also be ableddhese skills to problem solve and use the
functions when working in the areas of measurerardtgeometry (Indiana Department of

Education, 2011a).
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The significant difference in academic achievenatithe elementary level may have
occurred because elementary schools in Indiana follsty a strict instructional protocol,
prescribed by the Indiana Department of Educatiodiana students in Grades K-3 “should
receive at least 90 minutes of uninterrupted d&&ding instruction” (Indiana Department of
Education, n.d.b, p. 3). The protocol is a highigscriptive format where schools are to divide
the block of time into the five components of readiphonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension. “Learning shouldffered through whole class, small group
differentiated instruction and literacy stationbidiana Department of Education, n.d.b, p. 5).

This format assists the teacher in meeting studeads through a differentiated learning
experience. Reeve (2006) indicated autonomy-stippdeachers will allow students input
regarding the content of the lesson, slowing sttedenask questions, and will avoid directives
and setting firm, non-flexible deadlines. The staue also allows teachers to address student
needs on an individual basis and guides the instrubased upon students’ needs and is
consistent with a differentiated learning approasioutlined by Tomlinson (2001).

Title | elementary schools in need of improvenemetrequired to use diagnostic tools to
inform instruction (Indiana Department of Educatiard.c). Many other schools not in need of
improvement have chosen to use these same resoaroésrm instruction, thereby effecting
academic achievement. This may be another reastmiction is seen as a predictor of
English/language arts success at the elementagl; lev

The traditional middle school/junior high concefiows for a 45- to 50-minute block of
English/language arts instructional time. The griégd instructional strategies in this area of
instruction could also explain why elementary s¢bsoored above the mean in all areas of

autonomy studied. The reading requirements frarintdiana Department of Education and
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Indiana Legislative Code could contribute to thgngicant difference between elementary and
junior high/middle schools. This recommendatiodigcussed in depth later in this chapter.

The data between Title | and non-Title | schoaépldyed differences in the mean scores
for the autonomy indicators. These differencesewet significant. Title | principals rated
instruction higher than non-Title | school prindpaiith a difference of .53. This is also the
indicator of autonomy where there is the greatégfrdnce in scores between the two types of
schools.

It is important to note that 77 of the schoolsyeyed were elementary schools and 54 of
those schools were Title | schools where many efpifactices described previously are already
in practice. Surveys were returned received fr@énmldle/junior high schools, and 16 of those
schools were non-Title I. This sample descriptionld explain the low variance in autonomy
scores between Title | and non-Title | schools.

The data findings presented there was not a ggnif relationship among the indicators
of autonomy and English/language arts ISTEP+ scdresruction was the indicator of
autonomy where the most amount of variance occulnatdt did not explain a significant
amount of variance in English/language arts ISTE&bres.

Additionally, the majority of schools surveyed wa&lementary schools. This contributes
to a small amount of variance in scores. Althotlgdte is a positive relationship between
autonomy indicators and academic success, it istatistically significant.

The data indicated a significant relationship lewthe autonomy indicators and
academic success as indicated on mathematics IS$taRdardized testing. Survey results

indicated instruction was the area of autonomy ithétte significant predictor of academic
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success when compared to the other indicatorstohamy (assessment, expectations, learning
environment, and relationships).

The survey questions that addressed instructioa we

1. Approximately what percentage of teachers buggpect by using wait time

effectively?

2. Approximately what percentage of teachers ina@ies differentiated instructional

strategies in planning so that every student is\eoted to their learning?

3. Approximately what percentage of classroomsgstadents meaningful

opportunities to practice, apply, and demonstrdtatuhey are learning?

Allowing three seconds once a question has bderdasm waiting when a student pauses
mid-answer is adequate (Marzano, 2007). Wait tiemeaves pressure from students who
respond first and adds pressure to students whiouwali someone else responds because all
students know they have an equal chance of beifeglagpon. Reminding students to take time
and think is one way to increase wait time. Usiragt time effectively allows students to think
deeper and make stronger connections. Ben-HubjZi@ated, “Teachers must wait longer and
listen carefully to students’ responses . . . Waie saves remedial work and enhances the
learning environment” (p. 27).

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics sedgfie need for students to work with
computational tasks and application versus focusimgepeated skill practice using timed drills
or lecture and homework as ways to enhance stkaemtledge of vocabulary words or math
facts (Ben-Hur, 2006). These types of activityklapeativity, do not push students’ thinking,

and disengage the learner. “The meaningless tigpettopying, and imitation that are typical in
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mindless practice render students unable to knoat tehdo with standardized test items that fall
outside those drills practiced” (Ben-Hur, 20063p).

Educators can effectively differentiate instruntlwy assessing each student’s current
level of knowledge at the beginning of the unitiffimson, 2001). Based upon the results,
students can be organized in groups where leve&aafing are similar, students can be placed
on individual learning paths with individualizeds#®ns, or the teacher can compact the material
to be covered and only teach skills the studemrtdamking as a group (Tomlinson, 2001).
Thinking about teaching this way can seem dauraiit most assuredly requires expertize in
planning. Ultimately, students will be more enghgetheir learning and will experience higher
levels of motivation. Discipline problems will dease thereby allowing the teacher to more
acutely address individual student needs (Lent2201

Another benefit to differentiated learning wasatbby Lent (2012), who said, “students
are encouraged to take a position on an issueefiidence to support that position, and
communicate their findings clearly” (p. 175). [Riféntiated learning requires students to inquire
during the learning process, problem solve, anthlbotate with others. Being able to complete
tasks independently and synthesize learning usiesget skills will benefit students in the 21st
century workplace.

Giving students the opportunity to work togetlstrare their learning, and ask each other
guestions is an invaluable instructional strategilowing students to participate in this kind of
learning environment is essential to their sucessgoung learners (Ben-Hur, 2006). Once
students appear to have grasped a concept, teagtezt$o encourage students to apply the new
concept in varied settings in order to solidifyrleag. Without adequate time to practice,

students may have trouble cementing learning arallieg knowledge with automaticity.
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Practice can be offered in three ways (Marzan6720The first practice experience
should be highly structured including teacher mimgehnd time built in to answer questions.
The second opportunity for practice can be lesgsired and be more varied in the task. In this
setting, teachers are more the guide and studemtsaking independently or together to
accomplish tasks. The final method of practicevedl students to work independently and can
be assigned as homework (Marzano, 2007). Eadieséttypes of practice should be
implemented in the classroom and in successiodugity releasing responsibility for learning
to the students, thus increasing their level obaoiny.

Some educators could argue the best way to pesatiew task is through homework
assignments. Depending on the quantity of problessgyned and what the teacher does with
the homework once it returns to school can makeewarrk valuable. Marzano (2007)
supported this philosophy when he offered that hweonk should be assigned so there is a high
rate of return. Homework should have a clear psepelated to learning goals and should be
completed independently. Teachers assigning numgmmwblems for homework may want to
exercise caution in order to prevent the studemhfwrongly practicing the new skill without
opportunity for teacher feedback. Dougherty (2Gt8)ed, “Student products also give feedback
about the effectiveness of teacher work: how wadignments set the stage for instruction and
how well that instruction taught the demands aralitjes embedded in the assignments” (p.
153).

Based upon the data collected, the following acemmendations for building principals
who wish to improve academic performance in thasud English/language arts and
mathematics. The recommendations for English/lagguarts are not only for elementary

schools but also middle/junior high schools becauseess is shown at the elementary level
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with these methods. The recommendations for maahiesnare for both levels of schools
regardless of Title | status.

The first recommendation middle/junior high sclsomlay wish to explore is how to
incorporate a 90-minute English/language arts biotktheir daily schedules. One way schools
can accomplish this is to eliminate an elective affier English/language arts in a double block
of time. Another way to attain the 90 minutes vebloé to operate on a modified block schedule
where the reading portion of the class would meetet times a week and the writing portion
would meet two times a week. Each class would B@minutes each session and would
alternate the number of days meeting each week.

Ninety-minute English/language arts blocks cowddtbnstrained by finances as it would
require schools to return to a more traditionaldtedschool feel by blocking and more staff
would need to be hired. To counter this concernynsghools have modified the school day by
lengthening the day 30 minutes or less or havedajatshorten instructional time elsewhere in
the day. In a seven-period day, three minutesdbeaiaken from each period to offer a 21-minute
block of time for reading instruction to occur. i3lsolution may be more palatable to content-
area teachers because they are only shorteningclsshby a few minutes for a dedicated block
of time for English/language arts instruction imstedf squeezing reading instruction into their
regular coursework.

Secondly, all schools may wish to explore usirggtitpes of instructional strategies that
are associated with the state prescribed 90-mneaiging block. The Indiana Department of
Education recommended “integrated instruction ersizireg reading in content that is interest

and age appropriate (Indiana Department of Eduta?0l11b, p. 19).
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Content-area teachers can also support Engligivéage arts instruction by using graphic
organizers and note taking guides in their clagaro®he research of a MCcREL study indicated
instructional strategy of note taking has the sddughest probability of enhancing student
academic achievement (Marzano et al., 2001). Wddarzano et al.’s (200lassroom
Instruction that Workst was found using an organizer in a content atassroom could help
students deepen their understanding of materiareov These graphic organizers also serve as
an effective literacy instruction aide for develogpireading comprehension for students.

School administrators wishing to improve acadesoiccess in the area of mathematics
may want to consider exploring ways to incorpothteinstructional strategies outlined in this
study into each of their classrooms. One of tretegjies that can be implemented in both areas
(English/language arts and mathematics) is guidading. Kenney (2005) suggested that
patterning math instruction after a guided readimagiel is something teachers are familiar with
and is proven to be successful. Kenney (2005)estgd patterning math lessons on the basic
guided reading questions by asking students wiedtitte tells them about what the work they
are to do, to stop and check to see if their woak®s sense, to ask questions, and to support the
answer with components of the initial problem.

Autonomy-supportive teaching allows students timeork together and talk through
possible solutions. Not only do students needtlalorate they also need the time to make
graphic representations of their learning. Wheeits can read, write, and talk about what
they have learned, educators know students halyesynthesized learning. One way math
educators can give students an opportunity to \@btaut learning is to have students maintain a
notebook where notes are stored. Notes would diectiraphic organizers and thoughts noted in

the margin for the teacher to respond to. Thaoise much in the way a student keeps a
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reader/writer notebook. Ben-Hur (2006) noted, fhais can help teachers assess students’
reflections of their own capabilities, attitudesdalispositions and evaluate their abilities to
communicate mathematically through writing” (p. 12Being able to communicate
mathematical thoughts in writing is critical to sess as measured by ISTEP+ mathematics.

Finally, school leaders may want to consider afgteachers professional development
in the area of effective instructional strategiésdiana Department of Education (2011b)
mandates that a middle school curriculum “is predith a culture that fosters collaboration of
teachers and other school personnel across suapgag, through techniques such as teaming or
professional learning communities” (p. 4). Purguarindiana Academic Code, schools can no
longer ignore teacher requests to work togethercaiidborate.

Schools have resident experts in each area, ahdwticareful attention and planning
their knowledge could go untapped. Allowing teashe work together is a valuable tool and an
inexpensive method of professional development.iths “when teachers have access to each
other’s ideas, methods, and materials, they caarektheir repertoire of skills” (DuFour et al.,
2008, p. 215).

School leaders who choose not to offer ongoingrgmbedded professional development
opportunities for their teachers may be at riskdwe low-performing schools. DuFour et al.
(2008) stated, “Training is most relevant and vialeavhen it is delivered as they are engaged in
doing the work” (p. 414). For it is when teachansl administrators collaborate together and
implement changes using best practices, effeatisteuction will occur resulting in academic
success.

It is no surprise what is best practice for stuglénbest for adults. This study presents

an argument for differentiated learning as an éffednstructional strategy. Through
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differentiated instruction students are encouragembllaborate with each other, modeling is
performed, questions are asked, time is givendotfwe, and frequent learning checks are made.
When professional development is offered corredtlypo, achieves these learning objectives.
DuFour et al. (2008) supported professional devakq that is collaborative, ongoing,
embedded, focuses on results, aligned to goalsperuds in context of real work, not made up
scenarios.

Controlling classrooms can lead to less studegagement, which in turn leads to
diminished learning, ending, ultimately, in pooademic progress for the student, school, and
district. Controlling classrooms limit creativiand learning (Reeve et al., 2004). The
previously mentioned recommendations are consistghtautonomy supportive teaching and
students in autonomy supported classrooms showrhetterstanding of material (Reeve et al.,
2004). School leaders may wish to explore themauendations set forth by this researcher in
order to increase academic success.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study could be enhanced by future researploerg other areas that impact
academic success. Areas might include adult irroknt in the education of children in the
home and at school. In a study completed by Wil@@4 2), it was found that student
participation in any extracurricular activity isegnificant predictor of academic achievement.
The study also reinforces when adults are involagtie education of a child, via extracurricular
events, student achievement increases on languisgena math standardized test scores.

Another area where this study could be enhanceddize to survey more middle/junior
high schools. This study was robust with elemgmsahools and conducting the same study

with a focus solely on middle/junior high schoolsuwd give school leaders more focused
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suggestions for improvement. This study also ketkmore participants from rural and
suburban schools versus urban schools. A moreeciauceffort to garner participants from
urban schools could make the findings of the stadye robust.

Finally, a researcher may want to conduct a mixethod study where the researcher
observes the practices of classroom teachers ansichaol principals complete the survey.
These two pieces of data would then be comparadademic performance as measured by
standardized testing. An observation tool woulddh® be created for this study and the validity
of the instrument tested.

Conclusions

The purpose of this research was to determinelwdoenponent of autonomy-supportive
teaching impacted academic achievement signifigarfitht all. Some stakeholders may
measure the success of schools through standateigtaay. \Whether school districts, schools,
or | believe that is the best way to measure schootess, it is the reality of education today.
Failing schools need to improve in the area of Matatics and/or English/language arts or they
will face sanctions from the Indiana DepartmenEdtication, up to and including school
takeover or closure. Following one or more oftheommendations set forth by me may be a

way to improve academic success, thereby beinga@essful school.



96

REFERENCES

Albrecht, E., Haapanen, R., Hall, E., & Mantonya, (®D09).Improving secondary school
students’ achievement using intrinsic motiva(iiaster’s theses, Saint Xavier
University).Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/lBD4829.pdf

Balcikanli, C. (2010). Learner autonomy in languégganing: Student teachers’ beliefs.
Australian Journal of Teacher Education,(3h 90-103. Retrieved from
http://www.scribd.com/doc/27162400/Learner-Autonemy.anguage-Learning-
Student-Teachers-Beliefs

Battista, M. T. (1999). Mathematical miseducatidmerica’s youth: Ignoring research and
scientific study in educatiof®hi Delta Kappan, 80, 424-43Retrieved from
http://www.kappanmagazine.org

Beadie, N. & Tolley, K. (Eds.). (2002Lhartered schools: Two hundred years of independent
academies in the United Stat®é&ew York, NY: Routledge Falmer.

Ben-Hur, M. (2006)Concept-rich mathematics instruction: Building eosig foundation for
reasoning and problem solvinglexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.

Berends, M., Springer, M. G., & Walberg, H. J. (Bd&008).Charter school outcomeblew

York, NY: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.



97

Black, A. E., & Deci, E. L. (2000). The effectsioktructors’ autonomy support and students’
autonomous motivation on learning organic chemigrgelf-determination theory
perspectiveScience Education, 8440-756.

Bozack, A. R., Vega, R., McCaslin, M., & Good, T.(R008). Teacher support of student
autonomy in comprehensive school reform classrodeachers College Record, 110,
2389-2407.

Brimley, V., & Garfield, R. R. (2008Financing education in a climate of changgoston, MA:
Pearson Education.

Bulkley, K. (2002, April).Balancing act: Educational management organizatiand charter
school autonomyPaper presented at the Annual Meeting of the AsaarEducational
Research Association, New Orleans, LA.

Bulkley, K. E., & Wohlstetter, P. (2004)aking account of charter schools: What's happened
and what's nex@ New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Chall, J. S. (2000)The academic achievement challenge: What reallyksvor the classroom?
New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Clement, G. (1996)Care, autonomy, and justice: Feminism and the ethare.Boulder, CO:
Westview Press.

Cookson, P. W. (1994%chool choice: The struggle for the soul of AmerieducationNew
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Council of Chief State School Officials. (2008ducational leadership policy standards ISLLC
2008: As adopted by the national policy board fdueational administrationRetrieved
from http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2008/Educatiobhe@adership_Policy

Standards_2008.pdf



98

Cuypers, S. E. (2009). Autonomy in R. S. Petersicational theoryJournal of Philosophy of
Education, 43189-207. Retrieved from http://www.wiley.com

Danielson, C. (2007Enhancing professional practice: A framework faxdleing Alexandria,
VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Dégment.

Danzing, A. B., Borman, K. M., Jones, B. A., & WiigW. F. (Eds.). (2007).earner-centered
leadership: Research, policy, and practitd&ahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Darling-Hammond, L. (2010 he flat world and education: How America’s comneitrinto
equity will determine our futuréNew York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Deal, T. E., Hentschke, G. C., Kecker, K., Lund,@schman, S., & Shore, R. (200Afventure
of charter school creators: Leading from the growpd Lanham, MD: Scarecrow
Education.

Dougherty, E. (2012)Assignments that matter: Making the connectionstiblp students meet
standards Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision andr@culum Development.

DuFour, R., DuFour, R., & Eaker, R. (200Bgvisiting professional learning communities at
work: New insights for improving schooBloomington, IN: Solution Tree.

Ebata, M. (2010)Awakening opportunity: Three elements to fostemlees’ autonomyTokyo,
Japan: Digital Hollywood University. Retrieved frdrttp://www.eric.ed.gov

Elementary and Secondary Education,Agtle 1, Part A; 20 U.S.C. 6301-6339, 6571-6578
(1965). Retrieved from http://www?2.ed.gov/progratitieiparta/legislation.htmi

Finn, C. E., Manno, B. V., & Vanourek, G. (200Qharter schools in action: Renewing public

education Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.



99

Fortier, M. S., Vallerand, R. J., & Guay, F. (199A¢ademic motivation and school
performance: Toward a structural modebntemporary Educational Psychology, 20
257-274. Retrieved from http://ww.selfdeterminatiwory.org/SDT/
documents/1995_FortierVallerandGuay_CEP.pdf

Fountas, I. C. & Pinnell, G. S. (2008uiding readers and writers grades 3-6: Teaching
comprehension, genre, and content literd@grtsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Friedman, M. (2003)Autonomy, gender, politichlew York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Furtak, E. (2012). Effects of autonomy-supporteaching on student learning and motivation.
Journal of Experimental Educatip80, 284-316.

Goodlad, J. I. (1984A place called schooNew York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Gouwens, J. A. (2009kducation in crisis: A reference handbo&anta Barbara, CA: ABC-
CLIO.

Gross, B. (2011)nside charter schools: Unlocking doors to studaintcessRetrieved from
Cowen Institute for Public Education Initiativeshege:
http://www.coweninstitute.com/our-work/applied-raseh/education-archive/education-
transformation-archive/inside-charter-schools-ukilog-doors-to-student-success/

Hand, M. (2006). Against autonomy as an educatiaiml Oxford Review of Education, 32,
535-550. doi: 10.1080/03054980600884250

Hill, P. J. (Ed.). (2006)Charter schools against the odd&tanford, CA: Education Next Books.

Indiana Department of Education. (n.dlagdiana6-12 literacy frameworkRetrieved from

http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/curricats|f-instruction.pdf



100

Indiana Department of Education. (n.dlmdiana k-6 reading framework instructioRetrieved
from http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/ciaulum/2-reading-framework-
instructionl.pdf

Indiana Department of Education. (n.d€hmprehensive years 1Retrieved from
http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/turnaralischoolandleastep-
stepguidancecomprehensive2011finalversion.pdf

Indiana Department of Education. (2011ayliana state approved course titles and descripio
2013-2014: Elementary grades K®Betrieved from http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/
default/files/ccr/state-approved-elementary-schamlrse-descriptions-2012-13.pdf

Indiana Department of Education. (201lbdiana state approved course titles and descrigio
2013-2014: Middle level grades 6-Betrieved from http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/
default/files/ccr/2013-2014-middle-school-coursaa®tions.pdf

Jang, H., Reeve, J., Ryan, R. M., & Kim, A. (200@an self-determination theory explain what
underlies the productive, satisfying learning elgreres of collectivistically oriented
Korean studentsPournal of Educational Psychology, 18}, 644-661. doi:
10.1037/a0014241

Jones, M. G., Jones, B. D., & Hargrove, T. Y. (2008e unintended consequences of high-
stakes testing.anham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Kamal, M., & Bener, A. (2009). Factors contributitegschool failure among school children in
a very fast developing Arabian socieB@man Medical JournaR4,212-217.

doi:10.5001/0mj.2009.42



101

Kennedy, E. M. (2005). The No Child Left Behind Aduman Rights: Journal of the Section of
Individual Rights and Responsibilities, (82, 16-18. Retrieved from
http://www.americanbar.org

Kenney, J. M. (2005Literacy strategies for improving mathematics instron Alexandria,

VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Dégment.

Kenny, M. E., Walsh-Blair, L. Y., Blustein, D. LBempechat, J., & Seltzer, J. (2010).
Achievement motivation among urban adolescents:KWope, autonomy support, and
achievement-related belieffournal of Vocational Behavior, 7205-212. doi:
10.1016/j.jvb.2010.02.005

Koestner, R., Ryan, R. M., Bernieri, F., & Holt, (1984). Setting limits on children’s behavior:
The differential effects of controlling vs. inforti@nal styles on intrinsic motivation and
creativity.Journal of Personality52,233-248. do0i:10.1111/1467-6494.ep7390802

Kohn, A. (1993)Punished by rewards: The trouble with gold stamsentive plans, A’s, praise,
and other bribesNew York, NY: Houghton Mifflin.

Lent, R. C. (2012)Overcoming textbook fatigue: 21st century toolsetatalize teaching and
learning Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision andr@culum Development.

Lipman, P. (2004)High stakes education: Inequality, globalizationgdaurban school reform
New York, NY: Routledge.

Lowe, C. (1997)A correlational study of the relationship betweearher autonomy and
academic performancg@npublished doctoral dissertation). The GeorgesNifsgton
University, Washington, DC.

Lubienski, C. A., & Weitzel, P. C. (Eds.). (201The charter school experiment: Expectations,

evidence, and implication€ambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.



102

Marzano, R. J. (2007The art of science and teaching: A compreherfsaraework for effective
instruction.Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision andr@culum and
Development.

Marzano, R. J. & Pickering, D. J. (with Heflebow&r). (2011).The highly engaged classroom
Bloomington, IN: Marzano Research Laboratory.

Marzano, R. J., Pickering, D. J., & Pollock, J(#001).Classroom instruction that works:
Research-based strategies for increasing studdmeaementAlexandria, VA: McREL.

Miron, G., & Nelson, C. (2002)VVhat’s public about charter schools? Lessons ledmaigout
choice and accountabilityfhousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Nathan, J. (1996Charter schools: Creating hope and opportunity Aonerican educatiarSan
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Niemiec, C. P., & Ryan, R. M. (2009). Autonomy, quetence, and relatedness in the classroom:
Applying self-determination theory to educationedgiice.Theory and Research in
Education, 12), 133-144. doi: 10.1177/1477878509104318

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develepim(2011). School autonomy and
accountability: Are they related to student perfanceISA in Focus, 91-4.

Parker, D., Grenville, H., & Flessa, J. (2011). €ssudies of school community and climate:
Success narratives of schools in challenging cistantesSchool Community Journal,
21(1), 129-150. Retrieved from http://www.eric.ed.gov

Partnership for 21st Century Skills. (201E)amework for 21st century learninRetrieved
from http://www.p21.org/storage/documents/1. _ pedmework 2-pager.pdf

Pink, D. H. (2009)Drive: The surprising truth about what motivates New York, NY:

Riverhead Books.



103

Pollack, J. E., & Ford, S. M. (2009jmproving student learning one principal at a time
Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Gculum Development.

Ravitch, D. (Ed.). (2001 Brookings papers on education poli&/ashington, DC: The
Brookings Institution.

Ravitch, D. (2010)The death and life of the great American schodksgSNew York, NY:
Basic Books.

Reeve, J. (2006). Teachers as facilitators: Whiatrexmy-supportive teachers do and why their
students benefiThe Elementary School Journal, 1@25-237. doi: 10.1086/501484

Reeve, J. & Jang, H. (2006). What teachers saylard support students’ autonomy during a
learning activity.Journal of Educational Psychology, @3, 209-218. doi: 10.1037/0022-
0663.98.1.209

Reeve, J., Jang, H., Carrell, D., Jeon, S., & Baicfk004). Enhancing students’ engagement by
increasing teachers’ autonomy suppbftttivation and Emotion, 28), 147-169. doi:
10.1023/B:MOEM.0000032312.95499.6f

Reeves, D. B. (2009).eading change in your school: How to conquer myblgdd commitment,
and get resultsAlexandria, VA: Association for Supervision andréculum
Development.

Reglin, G. L. (1993)Motivating low-achieving students: A special foomsunmotivated and
underachieving African American studerringfield, IL: Charles C. Thomas.

Reid, R., & Lienemann, T. O. (200@trategy instruction for students with learningatisities.

New York, NY: The Guilford Press.



104

Reinders, H. (2010). Toward a classroom pedagogheéoner autonomy: A framework of
independent language learning skifsistralian Journal of Teacher Education,(3h
40-55. Retrieved from http://ffiles.eric.ed.gov/teikt/EJ910398.pdf

Rothstein, R. (2004Class and schools: Using social, economic, and atimeal reform to
close the Black-White achievement géfashington, DC: Economic Policy Institute.

Roy, V., & Kochan, F. (2012). Factors that factlté an Alabama school assistance team’s
success in a low-performing scholoiternational Journal of Educational Leadership
Preparation, T1). Retrieved from http://www.eric.ed.gov

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic andtersic motivations: Classic definitions and
new directionsContemporary Educational Psychology, 88;67. doi:
10.1006/ceps.1999.1020

Ryan, R. M., & Powelson, C. L. (1991). Autonomy aerthtedness as fundamental to motivation
in educationJournal of Experimental Education, @), 49-66.

Ryan, R. M., & Weinstein, N. (2009). Underminingatjty teaching and learning: A self-
determination theory perspective on high-stakesgsrheory and Research in
Education, 7224-233. doi: 10.1177/1477878509104327

Sable, J., & Plotts, C. (201M®ublic elementary and secondary school studentliemeat and
staff counts from the common core of data: Scheat 008—04NCES 2010-347). U.S.
Department of Education. Washington, DC: Nationaht€r for Education Statistics.
Retrieved from http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch

Sakai, S., Takagi, A., & Chu, M. (2010). Promotlagrner autonomy: Student perceptions of
responsibilities in a language classroom in Eas.Aglucational Perspectives, @32),

12-27. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJAP1



105

Schmoker, M. (2007). Reading, writing, and thinkfogall: Critical thinking, cultural
awareness, impassioned writing. These skills ajasttfor the college bound.
Educational Leadership, §4), 63-66. Retrieved from http://www.ascd.org

Shanahan, T., Fisher, D., & Frey, N. (2012). Thallehge of challenging texEducational
Leadership, 6&), 58-62. Retrieved from http://www.ascd.org

Shepard, J., Salina, C., Girtz, S., Cox, J., Dagdnpl., & Hillard, T. L. (2012). Student
success: Stories that inform high school chaRgelaiming Children and YoutB1(2),
48-53.

Spring, J. (2006)American educatiarNew York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Stein, L. (2012). The art of saving a failing schéthi Delta Kappan93(5), 51-55. Retrieved
from http://www.kappanmagazine.com

Stephens, B. J. (2008omparisons between high-performing and low-perfogwecharter
schools(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Indiana Stéteversity, Terre Haute, IN.

Swaine, L. (2012). The false right to autonomydaeation. Educational Theory, §2), 107-
124. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-5446.2011.00438.x

Tan, C. (2008). Globalisation, the Singapore statkeducational reforms: Towards
performativity.Education, Knowledge & Economy: A Journal for Edimaand Social
Enterprise2(2), 111-120.

Tomlinson, C. A. (2001)ow to differentiate instruction in mixed abilitlassrooms
Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Gculum Development.

Tovani, C. (2000)l read it, but | don’t get it: Comprehension strgites for adolescent readers

Portland, ME: Stenhouse.



106

Turnaman, P. (2011). What I've learned about chahools: After 10 years on the front lines.
Kappa Delta Pi Record, 41,62-165. Retrieved from http://www.kdp.org

U.S. Department of Education. (200Bhproving teacher quality state grants: ESEA tit|eart
a non-regulatory guidancé&etrieved from http://www.doe.in.gov/improvemeeatéral-
legislation-regulations-and-guidance

U.S. Department of Education. (n.d3lossary of termsRetrieved from
http://www2.ed.gov/nclb/index/az/glossary.html|? sz#6

Walberg, H. J., & Bast, J. L. (200&8ducation and capitalism: How overcoming our feér o
markets and economics can improve America’s sch8tésford, CA: Hoover Institution
Press.

Weil, D. (2000).Charter schools: A reference handbo&anta Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO.

Whitted, K. S. (2011). Understanding how social antbtional skill deficits contribute to school
failure. Preventing School Failur&§5(1), 10-16.

Wilcox, M. L. (2012).The impact of extracurricular activities on academerformance for
rural secondary students in Indiarfeinpublished doctoral dissertation). Indiana State
University, Terre Haute, IN.

Wiliam, D. (2011) Embedded formative assessm@&ibomington, IN: Solution Tree Press.

Winch, C. (2006)Education, autonomy, and critical thinkingew York, NY: Routledge.

Woébmann, L., Ludemann, E., Schutz, G., & West, M(ZR07). School accountability,
autonomy, choice, and the level of student achievgninternational evidence from

PISA 2003.OECD Education Working Papemdo. 13 doi: 10.1787/246402531617



107

APPENDIX: SURVEY

Your current age?
=
=
How many years have you worked in the educational field?

How many years have you been in your current position?

What is your school DOE number? (optional)

What is the name of your school?

What is the name of your district?

Which better describes your school?

O Elementary

(O wmiadie schoouur. High

Are you a Title 1 school?

O ves

OL

For the purposes of this survey autonomy is defined as “the capacity to govern
oneself” (Cuypers, 2009, p. 192). Teachers displaying autonomous characteristics have
the freedom to match student needs and interests to learning objectives (Reeve, Jang,
Carrell, Jeon, & Barch, 2004). For each remaining question, please consider the
percentage of teachers in your building that consistently display autonomy, as defined.

Approximately what percentage of teachers allows students to assist in the development
of grading criteria?

Oom OQux Q2% Qaox Qeox Osox Qeox O Qe Doex (O 1oox
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Approximately what percentage of teachers check for understanding at higher levels by
using pertinent, scaffold questions that push thinking, even if doing so is not part of the
prescribed curriculum?

OM& Oﬂ)‘b O2D‘& OSO% OJD% OSO‘K OGD% 0705 OBO% OQO% OlDO‘K

Approximately what percentage of teachers modifies instruction to respond to
misunderstandings even if doing so hinders the flow of the lesson?

C)D‘G OiD‘s C)“’G% ()30% ()40'! ()50'& OGD% O70'§ OBO% OQO% OlOO'ﬁ

Approximately what percentage of teachers uses high expectations to motivate students
to do it again if not great?

C)D\ OiD‘.ﬁ O2D’k ()30'& C)lD% ()50% OGD'L 070'5 OBO% OQO% OlOO‘K

Approximately what percentage of teachers ensures that students can explain what they
are learing and why it is important?

OD% OiD‘.ﬁ O2D‘h OSD'.& OAD% OSOE OGD'.‘ 070% OBO% OQO% OIOO'&

Approximately what percentage of teachers explains the learning objective so that
students understand why they are learning what they are learning?

O 0% O 10% O 20% O 30% O 40% O S0% O 60% O 70% O E0% O 20% O 100%
Approximately what percentage of teachers builds respect by using wait time effectively?
O Qux Qox Qaox Qeox Osox Qeox Omx Qeox Ooox O 1o0x

Approximately what percentage of teachers incorporates differentiated instructional
strategies in planning so that every student is connected to their leaming?

O Qs Qax Qaox Qax Osox Qeox O Qeox Ooox O 1oox

Approximately what percentage of classrooms gives students meaningful opportunities to
practice, apply, and demonstrate what they are learning?

Qe Qux Qzux Qv Qeux Osox Qeox Oms Qe Ooon O 1oox
Approximately what percentage of classrooms have desks in rows?
O 0% O 10% O 20% O 30% O 40% O S50% O 60% O 70% O 80% O 90% O 100%

Approximately what percentage of classrooms has students share responsibility for
operations and routines?

OD‘.\ OiD‘s OZD’.‘ OSD'.& OJD% OSO'!& OGD'.& O70'§ OBO% OQO% OIOD'&
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Approximately what percentage of classrooms have students working together effectively
to accomplish shared tasks?

OQoex Qwe Q2o Oaox Qeoox Osox Oeox O Oeox (Ooox (O 1woox
Approximately what percentage of teachers gives students opportunities to collaborate
and support each other in the learning process?

O 0% O 10% O 20% O 30% O 40% O 50% O 60% O 70% O 80% O S0% O 100%

Approximately what percentage of teachers creates a welcoming classroom by praising
academic work?

O OQuwe Q2o Qs Qo Osox Oeox O Oeex Oseon (O 1ox

Approximately what percentage of teachers has a good rapport with students by showing
genuine interest in student opinions and thoughts?

O 0% O 10% O 20% O 30% O £0% O 50% O 60% O 70% O 80% O 20% O 100%
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