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ABSTRACT 

HELEN DAWN BRANCH OWENS 
COMBINING SELECTED SCHOOL AND TEACHER VARIABLES TO PREDICT 
THE LIKELIHOOD OF ACHIEVING ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS IN TITLE I 
MIDDLE SCHOOLS 
Under the direction of Co-Chairs, DRS. JANET S. FIELDS AND PAIGE L. TOMPKINS 

Improved student achievement was the premise of the accountability reforms that 

were the primary focus of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. The requirements of 

NCLB ushered in the concept of schools making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in 

order for every child to be performing on grade level by the end of the school term in 

2013-2014. This study investigated the strength of the relationship between selected 

school and teacher characteristics and their combined power to predict the likelihood of 

achieving AYP and reading absolute bar in Title I middle schools in Georgia. Absolute 

bar refers to the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO), the minimum percentage of 

students that must meet or exceed reading and math proficiency levels on the state-

selected assessment tool. 

The school characteristics included data on student population size, school 

territory (urban, suburban, or rural), and percentages of minority and economically 

disadvantaged students. The teacher characteristics included teacher degree level, years 

of experience, year-to-year teacher retention, and teacher absenteeism. Binary logistic 

regressions were performed on data from 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 to determine the 

power of the predictors on the dependent variables of AYP and reading absolute bar. The 
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findings indicated a statistically significant predictive relationship between (a) minimum 

teacher degree level and AYP and (b) percentage of economically disadvantaged students 

and AYP. The results of the regressions indicated that with each unit of increase in the 

percentage of teachers with a minimum degree level or each unit of increase in the 

percentage of economically disadvantaged students, there was a decreased likelihood of 

the school making AYP. No statistically significant predictors were identified for reading 

absolute bar. 

Future research should investigate why schools do not achieve AYP at the same 

rate they achieve reading absolute bar. Longitudinal studies are needed that address the 

interrelatedness of minimum teacher degree levels, teacher absenteeism, and student 

achievement. Studies are needed to investigate: (a) other components of AYP, (b) causal 

relationships between predictors and AYP, and (c) data on different school levels. Similar 

research is recommended using future data, using math data, and using different predictor 

variables. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Student achievement is the central theme of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

(NCLB), which mandates that allocated funding be used to counter low achievement 

among students in schools with high poverty populations (Cowan, 2007). NCLB requires 

that all children receive instruction from highly qualified teachers (Cowan, 2003). NCLB 

mandates that states establish minimum levels of academic achievement for schools so 

that every student will perform at grade level by the end of the 2013-2014 school term 

(Cowan, 2007). In Georgia, annual student achievement is measured as the percentage of 

students who pass the state-mandated Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) in 

reading and math (Georgia Department of Education [GADOE], 2008). The percentage 

either does or does not indicate requirements for adequate yearly progress (AYP; 

GADOE). The present study will examine the effects of school and teacher 

characteristics on student achievement (Stenger, 2006), operationally defined as CRCT 

AYP and absolute bar reading scores. 

Improvement among disadvantaged children is monitored through the 

accountability framework of NCLB and provides for separate measures at the state, 

system, and school levels (Cowan, 2007). AYP is predicated on the selected state 

assessments for reading/English language arts and mathematics, requires 95% 

participation in the assessment, and requires the inclusion of a second indicator of 

1 
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academic performance for the school and subpopulations (Cowan, 2007). Requirements 

for AYP also include monitoring of academic progress for reading/English language arts 

and mathematics as separate academic performances (Cowan, 2007). 

Reading/English language arts and mathematics absolute bar scores refer to the 

incremental annual measurable objective (AMO) percentages established for each grade 

level in order to meet the NCLB requirement that every student be performing at grade 

level by the end of the 2013-2014 school year (Cowan, 2003). The Georgia AMO 

requirements went into effect in 2003, and the annual step percentages for middle grades 

from 2003 through 2014 are shown in Appendix A. 

Variables related to student achievement on standardized tests include school 

characteristics such as size of the student population (Howley & Howley, 2004; 

Stevenson, 2006), school territory (urban, suburban, or rural areas; Laczko-Kerr & 

Berliner, 2003), socioeconomic status (SES; Murnane & Steele, 2007; Sirin, 2005; 

Stenger, 2006; Strunk & Robinson, 2006), and percentage of minority students (Branch 

& Kritsonis, 2006; Shann, 1998; Stenger). NCLB funding requirements have linked such 

characteristics to accountability for student achievement (Cowan, 2007). School 

characteristics affect whether teachers accept a position and remain in a particular school 

(Schlichte, Yssel, & Merbler, 2005). For example, evidence indicates a negative 

correlation between a school environment of poverty and teachers' decisions to stay 

(Cowan, 2007; Elfers, Plecki, & Knapp, 2006; Strunk & Robinson). Hammer, Hughes, 

McClure, Reeves, and Salgado (2005) found that both urban and rural schools with high 

percentages of poor and minority students had greater difficulty recruiting and retaining 
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high-quality teachers than did suburban schools. Hammer et al. linked both school and 

teacher characteristics to student academic success. 

Veteran teachers with high-quality educations tend to avoid schools with high 

concentrations of poor and minority students because of the added difficulty of working 

in these schools (Murnane & Steele, 2007). Working conditions and administrative 

support for teachers are major factors in teacher retention (Darling-Hammond, 2003a; 

Kissel, Meyer, & Liu, 2006). Administrators can make a difference by valuing teacher 

input (Monk, 2007) and providing support that helps teachers work successfully with 

diverse populations and students who are difficult to teach (Branch and Kritsonis, 2006). 

Collaborative working relationships are characteristic of school environments that foster 

student achievement (Van Houtte, 2006). High teacher turnover negatively impacts 

student achievement (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2003; Hill & Barth, 2004; Ingersoll, 

2001; Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2002; Minarik, Thornton, & Perreault, 2003; 

Rowland & Coble, 2005). 

Other teacher characteristics also impact student achievement (Ingersoll, 2001). 

These characteristics include degree level (Darling-Hammond, 2000), years of 

professional experience (Lankford et al., 2002), retention of qualified teachers (Strunk & 

Robinson, 2006; Jacob, 2007), and amount of teacher absenteeism (Jacobs & Kritsonis, 

2007; Stevens, 2008). Student achievement has been directly linked to teachers' 

qualifications (Spradlin & Prendergast, 2006). NCLB accountability requirements have 

pressured educational leaders to provide highly qualified teachers for all students 

(Cowan, 2007; Spradlin & Prendergast). 
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Although research has firmly established that school and teacher variables affect 

or are related to student achievement, limited research has investigated using these 

variables to predict AYP specifically in Title I schools, whose populations NCLB was 

intended to support. Impoverished schools with high concentrations of minority students 

tend to have less qualified teachers (Jacob, 2007; Sanders & Rivers, 1996) and lower 

student achievement (Cotton, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Shann, 1998). The very 

students who need the most qualified teachers in order to achieve are most often served 

by the least qualified (Darling-Hammond, 2003b). 

Statement of the Problem 

NCLB mandates that federal Title I funding be used to counter low achievement 

among students in schools that have high poverty populations (Cowan, 2007). Schools 

qualify for Title I funding as determined by federal guidelines that identify at-risk student 

populations that need additional funding to satisfy NCLB's minimal AMOs (Cowan, 

2007). At least 40% of a Title I school's students must be economically disadvantaged 

(Cowan, 2007). 

Research indicates that school characteristics (Stenger, 2006) and teacher 

characteristics (Darling-Hammond, 2000) affect student achievement as measured by 

standardized tests. However, limited research has focused on the combined ability of 

these variables to predict achievement AYP and reading absolute bar in Title I middle 

schools (Grades 6-8). Knowledge of the strength of the relationship between 

characteristics of schools and teachers that predict success on assessments can provide 

additional information to promote improved student achievement. 
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As estimated by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) as of 

1999, of all students in the United States, only 50% of white, 25% of Latino, and 5% of 

African American 17-year-olds could read well enough to succeed in college; only 1 in 

17 students could read and understand a science article in a typical newspaper (Haycock 

& Huang, 2001). Yet, limited literature is available that specifically addresses the issue of 

absolute bar in reading at the middle-school level. Absolute bar is the minimum 

percentage of students who must meet or exceed proficiency performance levels for a 

school to achieve AYP in a specific area on the state-selected assessment (Cowan, 2007). 

Absolute bar percentages vary by grade levels and by academic area. Analysis of data on 

Title I schools is essential to identifying the specific needs of the students and schools 

NCLB legislation was created to support. 

Teacher quality, school size, and per-pupil Title I federal funding allocations are 

concerns for educational leaders, especially those in Title I middle schools (Cowan, 

2007). NCLB requires that schools hire and retain highly qualified teachers so that 

students can demonstrate AYP on state-mandated reading and math assessments (Cowan, 

2007). Title I middle schools have high poverty populations, as determined by free and 

reduced lunch status, and typically have large numbers of low-achieving students 

(Cowan, 2007). As previously noted, schools with high poverty populations have 

difficulty securing and retaining highly qualified teachers (Jacob, 2007). The ability to 

predict possible success and failure on standardized assessments would afford educators 

an avenue for targeting (a) schools, (b) grade levels, (c) particular core and content 

subject areas, and (d) subpopulations that are at-risk of academic failure. Educators could 



6 

plan and implement appropriate preventive measures and interventions prior to 

assessment to support improved student achievement. 

Research Questions 

The present study examined data from Georgia Title I middle schools to address 

two research questions: 

Research Question 1: 

Do selected school and teacher characteristics (population size, territory [urban, 

suburban, or rural], economic disadvantage, percentage of minority students, teacher 

degree level, average years of teaching experience, teacher retention, and teacher 

absenteeism) combine to predict Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of AYP on 

the CRCT? 

Research Question 2: 

Do selected school and teacher characteristics (population size, territory [urban, 

suburban, or rural], economic disadvantage, percentage of minority students, teacher 

degree level, average years of teaching experience, teacher retention, and teacher 

absenteeism) combine to predict Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of absolute 

bar in reading on the CRCT? 

Purpose of the Study 

Awareness of the extent to which the combined independent variables of school 

and teacher characteristics in Title I middle schools predict the dependent variables of 

school AYP achievement and absolute bar reading achievement could provide guidance 

for school decision-makers. Through this study, the researcher determined the strength of 
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the relationship between (a) combined school and teacher characteristics and (b) Georgia 

Title I middle schools' likelihood of achieving AYP on the Georgia CRCT. In the second 

segment of the study, the researcher determined the strength of the relationship between 

(a) combined school and teacher characteristics and (b) Georgia Title I middle schools' 

likelihood of achieving reading absolute bar on the Georgia CRCT. As indicated in 

Figure 1, in order to achieve AYP in Georgia, a school must meet requirements in three 

areas: (a) test participation, 95% of the students must actually participate in the 

assessment; (b) AMO, or absolute bar, which means that each school and each 

subpopulation (with a minimum of 40 students) or 10% of the students in AYP grades 

(with a maximum of 75) must meet AMO goals in reading/English language arts and 

mathematics; and (c) on a second indicator selected by the school to reflect academic 

progress (such as student attendance for the year or demonstration of progress in an 

academic category [see Appendix B]). 

School variables included the size of the student population, the school's territory 

(urban, suburban, or rural location), the percentage of a school's population that is 

economically disadvantaged as determined by free and reduced lunch status, and the 

percentage of the student population that is minority. Teacher variables included 

teachers' degree level (minimum [bachelor's] or advanced [master's or higher]), 

teachers' average years of professional experience, teacher retention (percentage of 

teachers who remain in the school each year), and amount of teacher absenteeism. 

Statistical analyses indicated the possible predictive value of the combined selected 
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independent variables on student achievement as measured by Georgia Title I middle 

schools' achievement of AYP and reading absolute bar on the Georgia CRCT. 

Theoretical Framework 

This study was anchored in the relationship between (a) combined school and 

teacher variables and (b) achievement on the CRCT and the likelihood of meeting the 

NCLB requirements for AYP and reading absolute bar. Separate but parallel analyses 

using the same school and teacher data were performed to answer the two research 

questions concerning the prediction of AYP and reading absolute bar success using 

school and teacher predictors. The conceptual theory behind this study was to analyze 

factors which research has identified as related to student achievement and to determine 

the predictive power of these variables on student success on standardized measures of 

achievement. The underlying theme, as depicted in Figure 1, demonstrates that if there is 

a relationship between certain variables and student achievement, and AYP is the state-

mandated measurement of student achievement, then there exists a possibility of being 

able to predict the likelihood of a school achieving or failing to achieve AYP and reading 

absolute bar on the basis of these factors. In theory, if characteristics of schools and 

teachers can serve as a means of predicting success or failure of a school to make AYP or 

reading absolute bar (which is the academic component of AYP), then educators would 

have valuable information to help ensure that students have opportunities to achieve AYP 

and improved reading performance. 

The National Assessment of Title I Final Report, Summary of Findings (2007) 

presented evidence to support the following findings at statistically significant 0.05 level: 
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(1) two thirds of the Title I student population were minority students, (2) the total 

number of students being served through Title I funding has tripled during the last ten 

years, (3) teachers in high-poverty schools had less experience, (4) teachers in high-

poverty schools were more likely than those in low-poverty schools to be teaching in a 

position out of their certification field, and (5) students in needs improvement status 

schools had an increased likelihood of receiving instruction from an unqualified teacher. 

The Summary of Findings indicated that on evidence from progress monitoring of 36 

states, without accelerated progress toward the NCLB goal of 2013-2014 for every 

student to be achieving at grade level, a majority of schools would not be on target. 
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Teacher 
Degree 
Level 

School 
Population 

Size 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Students 

Combined 
Predictors 

Teacher 
Experience 

Suburban, 
Urban, Rural 

Territory 

Teacher 
Retention 

Minority 
Population 

Teacher 
Absenteeism 

Requirements to Achieve AYP 
• 95% Participation of students on 

R/ELA and Math Assessments 
• Academic Performance Annual 

Measurable Objectives (Absolute 
Bar) Reading and Math 

• Second Indicators 
* See Information in box below 

Did not make AYP -• Made AYP 

See Appendices A-B for AYP Requirement Details 
• Participation based on students continuously enrollment during testing window 
• Academic performance - AMOs, confidence intervals, multi-year average, 

and Safe Harbor (failing to make AYP solely on Students With Disabilities) 
• Second Indicators menu - Attendance (15% or less absent more than 15 days 

during the year), Percent Meeting and Exceeding in Science, Social Studies, 
and Eighth Grade Writing Test, and N size (highest of 40 students in 
subpopulation or 10% of students in AYP grade levels with a cap at 75) 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Combined School and Teacher AYP Predictors 
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Significance of the Study 

Through the current study, the researcher (a) provided guidelines for educational 

leaders, (b) identified specific target areas for school AYP and reading academic 

performance, (c) supported professional development to enable teachers to implement 

scientifically researched strategies for improvement of minority and/or impoverished 

student achievement, (d) supported selection and retention of qualified teachers for 

minority and/or impoverished student populations, and (e) presented findings that are 

generalizable to Georgia schools with similar demographics. The researcher 

recommended direction for future, related research. 

The information gained from this study could help educational leaders at the state, 

system, and school levels determine how to maximize the benefits of federal funding by 

targeting areas that the study identified as being statistically significant predictors of 

student achievement of AYP and reading absolute bar. The researcher presented findings 

that foster optimal professional development to enhance student achievement on 

standardized tests. For example, whether optimal size of student populations or economic 

disadvantages could predict success on standardized assessments was evidenced in the 

findings. The researcher also presented evidence of the extent to which average teacher 

degree status, average years of experience, retention, and absenteeism could predict 

student success. The information reported by the researcher could help schools make 

decisions regarding which teacher attributes serve to provide more equitable 

opportunities for Title I students. The researcher established a foundation for the 

likelihood of predicting AYP and reading absolute bar on standardized assessments. 
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Procedures 

Do selected school and teacher characteristics (population size, territory [urban, 

suburban, or rural], economic disadvantage, percentage of minority students, teacher 

degree level, average years of teaching experience, teacher retention, and teacher 

absenteeism) combine to predict the likelihood of Georgia Title I middle schools' 

achievement of AYP on the CRCT? Do selected school and teacher characteristics 

(population size, territory [urban, suburban, or rural], economic disadvantage, percentage 

of minority students, teacher degree level, average years of teaching experience, teacher 

retention, and teacher absenteeism) combine to predict the likelihood of Georgia Title I 

middle schools' achievement of absolute bar in reading on the CRCT? To answer these 

questions, the researcher analyzed the independent variables and AYP and reading 

absolute bar data using Predictive Analytic Software (PASW, 17.0), formerly Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). The sample for the study included all 

schoolwide-Title I middle schools in Georgia. The independent predictors consisted of 

two groups: school characteristics and teacher characteristics. 

Stenger (2006) recommended that AYP research focus on a particular school level 

(elementary, middle, or high) and use data from more than one year. The present study 

focused on middle schools and used data from the school years 2006-2007 and 2007-

2008. Gallacher (2008) recommended specific data-collection methods for research on 

predicting success on standardized tests. The researcher chose to focus on the CRCT data 

on both AYP and reading absolute bar because the Georgia CRCT is one such method 

that provides a standardized, valid, and reliable source of achievement data. The 
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researcher selected the category of reading to analyze academic performance because the 

CRCT's reading section has been based on the Georgia Performance Standards for 

reading since 2006-2007 (GADOE, 2008). Other core and content areas were converted 

to standards-based curriculum and assessment during succeeding years and consequently 

limited archival data were available on these academic areas. 

Barron (2007) found a significant negative correlation between African American 

high school students and standardized test scores and between economical disadvantage 

and standardized test scores and has called for research on combined variables. Howley 

and Howley (2004) recommended research that addresses the impact of school size and 

insisted the research encompass the territorial contexts of urban, suburban, and rural 

locations. Howley and Howley state that such research would be a "valuable contribution 

to literatures on policy and curriculum and instruction" (p. 27). Liu (2007) endorsed 

research that, in addition to teacher characteristics, includes other school characteristics 

such as SES and minority percentages. In the present study the school predictors included 

student population size, school territory (urban, suburban, or rural), percentage of 

economically disadvantaged students, and percentage of ethnic/minority students. The 

teacher variables included the school's percentage of teachers with minimum (bachelor's) 

versus advanced (master's or higher) degrees, average years of experience of the school's 

teachers, teacher-retention rate, and rate of teacher absenteeism. The researcher did not 

consider the reasons for teacher attrition or absenteeism, but rather the power of such 

attrition and absenteeism at predicting student achievement in high-poverty, minority, 

urban and rural schools. Retention rate is the percentage of teachers retained in each of 
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the two years under study. For example, if 15 of a school's 60 teachers left in 2006-2007, 

the retention rate for that year would be 75%. 

The researcher determined whether a school meets requirements for AYP and 

reading absolute bar in compliance with NCLB guidelines through examination of 

archival data reported by the GADOE in 2007 and 2008 (GADOE, 2008). The researcher 

used PASW to perform logistic regression analyses to determine how the selected teacher 

and school characteristics combine to predict whether or not a school achieved AYP and 

reading absolute bar. The dependent variables are dichotomous and were divided into 

four categories: (a) AYP 2007, (b) AYP 2008, (c) reading absolute bar 2007, and (d) 

reading absolute bar 2008. 

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study 

The findings are limited to the specific, selected, independent variables in this 

study; the possibility exists that other worthwhile school and teacher characteristics were 

not reported in the selected literature. The findings are limited by the accuracy of data 

reported by the Georgia Professional Standards Commission (GAPSC; 2009) that 

included: (a) teacher certificated degree level, (b) teacher years of experience, (c) records 

on teacher absenteeism, and (d) teacher retention. The findings are limited to the 

accuracy of the data reported by the GADOE (2009) and the United States Department of 

Education Institute of Educational Services National Center for Educational Statistics 

(2008). These data included: (a) AYP and reading absolute bar achievement scores, (b) 

student minority percentages, (c) percentages of economically disadvantaged students, 

and (d) urban, suburban, or rural territories. 
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Delimitations of the study included: (a) the sample of only Title I schools middle 

schools, (b) the operational definition of student achievement, and (c) selected school and 

teacher characteristics. The sample included Georgia public, schoolwide-Title I middle 

schools that provided the needed data for the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school terms. 

The concept of student achievement was operationally defined as school-level AYP and 

school-level reading absolute bar scores on the Georgia CRCT. 

The variables and populations were chosen to maximize the study's validity, 

reliability, and contribution to the literature. The focus of this study is middle schools due 

to the limited scientific research that examines variables with characteristics that can 

predict AYP success in Title I middle schools and on recommendations for research in 

this area (Stenger, 2006). The needed archival data are available through the GADOE and 

the GAPSC. AYP and reading CRCT scores are a common, valid, reliable assessment of 

student achievement. 

Definitions of Terms 

The following definitions clarify the meaning of important terms as used in this 

study. 

Absolute bar is the percentage of students who must pass particular sections of the 

CRCT in order to work toward the 2013-2014 NCLB 100% on grade level performance 

goal (GADOE, 2008). 

Accountability is assessment that determines whether schools, systems, and states 

are making AYP (Cowan, 2003). 

Achievement is level of academic success as measured by AYP (Cowan, 2003). 
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Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is NCLB's "accountability framework" 

(Cowan, 2003, p. 19), the minimum acceptable level of achievement as established by 

each state and measured by standardized tests to attain 100% proficiency for all students 

by 2013-2014 as required by NCLB. The school, school district, and the state must 

demonstrate 95% test participation, AMO levels of proficiency for academics, and 

proficiency on a second indicator (Cowan, 2007). 

Annual measurable objective (AMO) is absolute bar and refers to the minimum 

percentage of students who must meet or exceed AYP proficiency levels in 

reading/English language arts and mathematics (Cowan, 2007). AMO is the absolute bar 

established by a state. 

At-risk schools are schools with high-poverty, low-achieving populations in urban 

or rural areas (Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2003; Rowland & Coble, 2005). 

Diversity refers to the degree of ethnic and cultural differences within a school 

population (Branch & Kritsonis, 2006; Hanushek et al., 2003). 

Economically disadvantaged means impoverished (Cowan, 2007). 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA; 1965) provided first substantial 

federal funding for local schools to help offset the impact of poverty (Cowan, 2003). 

Equity is fair, unbiased treatment of all children (Cowan, 2003). 

Equivalence scale refers to estimated grade equivalents for achievement scores on 

standardized tests. The equivalents represent the average performance of students in 

terms of grade level and month and are useful in measuring individual improvement over 

time (Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2003). 
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Ethnicity is minority racial, national, or cultural origin or background (Branch & 

Kritsonis, 2006; Hanushek et al., 2003). 

Free and reduced lunch is the provision of free or reduced-price lunches to 

students who meet federal criteria for impoverished. Free and reduced lunch is one 

criterion of Title I eligibility (Cowan, 2007). 

Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) is designed to measure 

the extent to which students have acquired the skills and knowledge described in the state 

curriculum, the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS) and the Quality Core Curriculum 

(QCC). CRCT provides information on academic achievement at the student, class, 

school, system, and state levels. This information is used to diagnose individual student 

strengths and weaknesses as related to the GPS/QCC and to gauge the quality of 

education in Georgia (GADOE, 2008). 

Hard-to-staff schools have difficulty recruiting and retaining teachers (Murnane 

& Steele, 2007; Stenger, 2006; Strunk & Robinson, 2006). 

Highly qualified teachers, as defined by Title I, have passed the state certification 

or licensing exam, hold at least a bachelor's degree, and either (a) have passed a formal 

assessment or state evaluation or (b) have done extensive coursework in their area of 

certification (Cowan, 2007). 

Impoverished refers to (a) individuals who live in poverty or (b) areas 

characterized by poverty (Darling-Hammond, 2003 a). 

Middle schools are schools for Grades 6-8 (Shann, 1998). 
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Minority refers to a subpopulation smaller than the population's majority group 

(Cowan, 2007). 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is a continuing national 

assessment of what U.S. school children know and can do in various subject areas. It has 

been called the nation's report card (Haycock & Huang, 2001). 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), a reauthorization of the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965, "establishes minimum qualifications for teachers 

and paraprofessionals and sets goal of all children achieving at the state-defined 

'proficient' level by the end of school year 2013-2014" (Cowan, 2003, p. x). 

Poverty is economic deprivation as identified by free and reduced lunch status 

under the Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act (Cowan, 2003). 

Rural territories are census-defined areas that include fringe, distant, and remote 

rural territory as reported in the Public Elementary/Secondary School Locale Code Files 

(U.S. Department of Education Institute of Educational Services National Center for 

Educational Statistics, 2008). 

School improvement refers to increased academic achievement as measured by the 

state assessment used to determine AYP (Cowan, 2007). 

School reform is positive change in a school's policies and practices, including 

curriculum, teaching methods, administration, and governance (Cowan, 2007). 

Schoolwide indicates a Title I program that provides services to the entire student 

and teacher population, as opposed to a Targeted Assistance model that provides services 

limited to a specific qualifying population (Cowan, 2007). 
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Socioeconomic status (SES) is a particular population's level of social and 

economic success (Stenger, 2006). 

Standardized test is a test intended to be an objective measure of academic 

achievement. Results are compared to a norm or standard criteria, allowing for inferences 

about individual performance and ability (Cowan, 2007). 

Suburban is any territory outside a principal city and in this study includes the 

urban-centric definition of suburban and town territories together; that includes large, 

midsize, and small towns as reported in the Public Elementary/Secondary School Locale 

Code Files (U.S. Department of Education Institute of Educational Services National 

Center for Educational Statistics, 2008). 

Teacher attrition is a school's or a system's loss of teachers (Buckley, Schneider, 

& Shang, 2005). 

Teacher retention is a school's or a system's rate of retaining teachers (Buckley et 

al., 2005; Hanushek et al., 2003). 

Teacher turnover is the rate at which teachers are lost and new teachers hired 

(Nunez & Fernandez, 2006). 

Title lis "Title I. Improving the Academic Achievements of the Disadvantaged" 

of NCLB; the "largest single program of federal aid for elementary and secondary 

education" (Cowan, 2007, p. ix), it is intended to ensure that all children have equal 

access to an equitable education and can meet minimum state standards for academic 

achievement. 
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Title I school is a school that qualifies for Title I funding under federal guidelines 

(Cowan, 2007). 

Urban is territory inside a principal city (small, mid-sized, or large) as reported in 

the Public Elementary/Secondary School Locale Code Files (United States Department of 

Education Institute of Educational Services National Center for Educational Statistics, 

2008). 

Summary 

Although research is available on school and teacher characteristics that impact 

student achievement, limited available studies examine the extent to which combined 

school and teacher characteristics predict the likelihood of Title I middle schools' 

achievement of AYP and reading absolute bar on the Georgia CRCT. The researcher 

provided such a study. Logistic regression analyses yielded data on predicting the 

likelihood of middle-school student success on the Georgia CRCT for AYP and reading 

absolute bar. 

The information gained enriched knowledge of AYP and provided scientifically 

based guidance for school improvement. The findings suggested promising avenues for 

future research on middle-school achievement, indicated which variables are most closely 

linked to student AYP and thus should be prioritized, and provided guidance for 

administrators in the selection and retention of teachers with the greatest potential to 

maximize student achievement. Specifically, this study provided findings that could help 

Title I middle schools identify appropriate school and teacher characteristics that are 

conducive to improved school attainment of AYP and student achievement in reading. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In the present study, the extent to which combined school and teacher 

characteristics predict school achievement of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and 

reading absolute bar on the Criterion-Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) by Title I 

middle schools in Georgia was analyzed. The dependent criterion for the first research 

question is whether a school achieved AYP. The dependent criterion for the second 

research question is whether a school achieved reading absolute bar. The independent 

variables are school (Sirin, 2005; Barron, 2007) and teacher characteristics (Darling-

Hammond, 2000), or traits that research has shown are linked to student achievement. 

This literature review contains a brief overview of legislation related to school 

achievement of AYP by Title I middle schools and an examination of literature on the 

selected school and teacher variables that affect achievement. School variables include 

student population size, territory (urban, suburban or rural), percentage of economically 

disadvantaged students, and percentage of minority students. Teacher variables include 

teacher degree level, average years of experience, retention, and absenteeism. 

Legislation Culminating in No Child Left Behind 

Awareness of the connections between (a) school and teacher characteristics and 

(b) student achievement emerged during the 1960s (Edmonds, 1979; Murnane, 1981). In 

1965, at the urging of President Lyndon B. Johnson, Congress initiated federal funding 
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to support efforts to reduce poverty's impact on low-achieving students (Cowan, 2003). 

Through the enactment of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), of 

which Title I was the primary impetus for reform, there was direct focus on areas of 

extreme poverty (Borman, 2000). ESEA was the first, substantial, revolutionary federal 

funding provision for K-12 education and ushered in an era of change initiated with 

assistance in the desegregation of public schools (Cowan, 2003). In the 1980s, student 

outcomes became schools' primary focus amid increased demands for school 

accountability (Adams & Kirst, 1999). 

NCLB, the 2001 reauthorization of ESEA, was intended to bring needed reform 

through mandates for accountability (Cowan, 2007). In NCLB, Title I shifted from being 

a funding pool to mandating that states demonstrate measurable student achievement 

(Cowan, 2003). Amendments to Title I emphasized (a) meeting the needs of low-

achieving children attending high-poverty schools, (b) improving the achievement of 

minority students, and (c) providing teachers with professional-development 

opportunities that help them meet the challenges of meeting the needs of impoverished 

student populations (Cowan, 2007). Title I of NCLB mandates highly qualified teachers 

for all students as a means of providing impoverished children with a more equitable 

opportunity to achieve (Cowan, 2007). 

School Characteristics Related to Student Achievement 

Size 

Huang and Howley (1993) found that impoverished children are more successful 

in smaller school settings. Howley, Strange, and Bickel (2000) analyzed data on students 
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in grades 8 and 11 in Georgia and found a significant negative correlation between school 

size and scores on standardized tests. Students in small and average-sized schools 

outperform their counterparts in large schools (Hewitt, 2002). However, findings by 

Stevenson (2006) indicate that school size does not determine student progress. Although 

Stevenson viewed school size as a proxy factor in student success, Howley and Howley 

(2004) cited the benefits of small school size on academic success for students of low 

socioeconomic status. The ambiguity of defining school size is reflected in the conclusion 

that there is a lack of consensus among educators as to defining parameters of small, 

medium, and large schools (Clark, Hager, & Nikolova, 2006); however, one researcher 

(Cotton, 1996) indicated that, based on the examination of studies on school size, an 

appropriate size for optimal effectiveness for post-elementary schools is 400-800. 

Cotton (1996) reviewed 31 studies on school size and achievement at different 

school levels, and reported that student achievement in smaller schools is equal to and 

frequently surpasses that of students in larger schools. Cotton produced evidence from 

the review that the relationship between school size and student achievement is strongest 

for minority students, and that a positive correlation exists between small schools and 

minority student achievement. Cotton stated that larger schools have an increased 

negative influence on economically disadvantaged and minority students. Clark et al. 

(2006) reported similar results from statistical analysis of school size and student 

outcome data from 2001-2005 in Kentucky's public schools and reported no significant 

difference in student performance in smallest and largest schools. Clark et al. concluded 

that student scores increased progressively from grade to grade in larger middle schools. 
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Through analyses of studies utilizing national student data, Howley and Howley 

(2004) determined that (a) small schools provide academic advantage for all students 

with the exception of the highest SES group, (b) small school size serves to equate the 

impact of economic disadvantages on student performance, and (c) "size effects are at 

least as robust in rural schools as compared with schools overall" (p. 26). In contrast to 

these findings, Hunt (2006) reported that the phenomenon of failure to make AYP is not a 

small school, rural or urban, low-SES, or minority problem because schools of all types 

are failing to meet AYP; in the author's words, AYP is "an equal opportunity employer in 

Illinois" (p. 5). 

Territory (Urban, Suburban, or Rural) 

Students in suburban schools tend to show higher academic achievement than 

students in rural or urban schools (Lankford et al., 2002). However, like the other school 

characteristics that have been discussed, school territory is linked to other factors that 

influence student achievement. For example, suburban schools tend to be more affluent 

than rural or urban schools (Jacob, 2007; Nunez & Fernandez, 2006; Rowland & Coble, 

2005). Suburban schools also tend to have higher teacher-retention rates (Jacob; Nunez & 

Fernandez; Rowland & Coble). Rowland and Coble reviewed state policies from 27 

states and determined that characteristics of student populations in rural and inner city 

schools made it difficult to retain teachers. Guarino, Santibanez, Daley, and Brewer 

(2004) noted that external characteristics of school size, territory, and student 

composition had an impact on teacher retention and that urban schools had higher rates of 

attrition than did suburban territories. 
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Compared to suburban students, urban students tend to receive instruction from 

less qualified teachers (Lankford et al., 2002; Nunez & Fernandez, 2006). Nunez and 

Fernandez addressed the connection between communities of minorities and school 

locations. Urban schools have trouble recruiting and retaining qualified teachers (Guarino 

et al., 2004; Lankford et al.) especially for particular subject areas (Jacob, 2007; Strunk & 

Robinson, 2006) and grades (Jacob). They also experience a disproportionately high 

amount of teacher absenteeism (Woods & Montagno, 1997). Guarino et al. found 

consistent evidence that a relationship exists between minorities, low-SES, and large, 

urban schools, and reported that urban areas had poorer working and learning 

communities than did rural or suburban schools. 

According to Monk (2007), rural secondary schools have trouble attracting highly 

qualified teachers for a number of reasons: rural schools tend to pay teachers less than 

more affluent urban schools and suburban schools; teachers in rural schools must deal 

with highly mobile, agricultural populations; and one teacher might be required to teach 

multiple subject areas due to low student numbers and the necessity of combining age 

and grade levels. Further, rural schools tend not to hire fulltime special-education 

teachers because the number of special-needs students in specific, special areas is small 

(Monk), and it is not cost-effective to hire full-time teachers to serve subpopulations. 

Urban schools contend with issues of absenteeism (Woods & Montango, 1997) 

and economic disadvantaged populations (Guarino et al., 2004). Rural schools face 

challenges created by size and subpopulations (Monk, 2007). Darling-Hammond (2000) 
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linked the issues of schools in rural and urban territories to the inequity of available 

funding to support low-achieving student populations. 

Socioeconomic Status 

Shann (1998) cited poverty as an integral factor in student achievement in a study 

of urban and rural middle schools with high minority populations. Shann's research was 

based on 3-year patterns of standardized CRCT assessment results in math performance. 

Shann concluded that middle schools with high minority populations had a history of low 

achievement. After analyzing data from all 50 states, Darling-Hammond (2000) reported 

a negative correlation between being economically disadvantaged and showing low 

achievement in urban schools. Darling-Hammond, in research on urban schools, cited one 

source of inequity as funding in that the wealthiest schools spent ten times as much to 

educate students as was spent in the schools with high concentrations of economically 

disadvantaged and minority populations. 

To be eligible for Title I services, schools must demonstrate free and reduced 

lunch status (Cowan, 2003). Dolton and Newson (2003) found that students who 

qualified for free school meals had lower scores on Standard Assessment Tests (SATS) 

than other students and were more likely to show low academic progress in school. 

Through a meta-analytical review of research, Sirin (2005) found a significant correlation 

between SES and success in school. The researcher (Sirin) cited evidence of a correlation 

contingent on school level, minority populations, and school location and reported an 

increase in the magnitude of the impact of SES on student achievement during middle 

school. In a report for the Education Commission of the States, Guarino et al. (2004) 
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highlighted the link between poverty status and low student scores as evidenced by 

findings in an empirical review of 46, peer-reviewed studies from 1990-2004. 

However, correlation cannot be equated to cause. Stenger (2006) has provided 

statistical evidence that low SES does not, of itself, mean that students will fail to show 

AYP. Economically disadvantaged students succeed when their instructional needs are 

met (Stenger). Impoverished schools tend to hire under qualified, inexperienced teachers 

(Lankford et al., 2002; Murnane & Steele, 2007; Nunez & Fernandez, 2006), who are ill 

prepared and lack the skill to meet the needs of disadvantaged students. 

Impoverished schools also have more difficulty with retention of teachers 

(Cotton, 1996; Elfers et al., 2006; Stinebrickner, Scafidi, & Sjoquist, 2007), especially 

teachers with high academic qualifications (Keller, 2007). Ingersoll (2001) and 

Darling-Hammond (2003b) found that teachers transferred from high-poverty schools at a 

higher rate than from affluent schools. Lankford et al. (2002) studied teacher distribution 

and concluded that highly qualified teachers take advantage of opportunities to move 

from impoverished schools to more affluent schools. Johnson and Birkeland (2003) 

similarly reported that the working conditions in high-poverty schools prompted teachers 

to move to more-affluent schools. Spradlin and Prendergast (2006) reported that new 

teachers tended to leave low-SES schools as soon as they could. Researchers who studied 

teacher retention in North Carolina schools reported that 47% of students in hard-to-staff 

schools qualified for free and reduced lunches, as opposed to only 35% of students in 

other schools (SERVE, 2006). Economically disadvantaged student populations are 

linked to difficulty attracting and retaining qualified teachers. 
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Proportion of Minority Students 

Darling-Hammond (2000) and Hanushek et al. (2003) found a significant negative 

correlation between student achievement and being a member of an ethnic minority. As 

with poverty, however, correlation does not signify a causal relationship. Although not 

necessarily causal, the implications in the literature indicate an interrelatedness of poverty 

with school and teacher characteristics that are correlated to achievement (Lankford et al., 

2002; Elfers et al., 2006). 

Minority students are more likely than majority students to be in schools that are 

high-poverty (Hanushek et al., 2003), large (Cotton, 1996), urban (Cotton), and/or hard-

to-staff (Strunk & Robinson, 2006; Cotton; Elfers et al., 2006; Guarino et al., 2004; 

Jacob, 2007; Lankford et al., 2002). For example, Elfers et al. found that teacher turnover 

was higher in schools with high percentages of black students than in schools with high 

percentages of white students. In the North Carolina study of teacher retention, hard-to-

staff schools had 23% more minority students than other schools (SERVE, 2006). 

Hanushek et al. concentrated on large urban schools and reported that achievement 

deficits could be connected to large numbers of beginning teachers and to the 

vulnerability of the economically disadvantaged population. 

Sanders and Rivers (1996) found that black students are more likely than white 

students to receive instruction from "least effective" teachers (p. 6). Minority students 

also tend to have less qualified, less experienced teachers (Lankford et al., 2002). 

Guarino et al. (2004) reported a positive correlation between minority percentages in 

urban schools and difficulty staffing the schools with qualified teachers. Elfers et al. 
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(2006), in a study using demographic, poverty, and achievement data that were 

systematically collected from 1996-2002, reported that poor, minority students are 

concentrated in large, urban schools. Stenger (2006) reported that school populations 

with high numbers of white students produced high achievement scores, while the 

schools with high percentages of minorities produced low achievement scores. 

Teacher Characteristics Related to Student Achievement 

Edmonds (1979) argued that economic disadvantage is not the deciding factor in 

academic success and that the best remedy for underachievement by economically 

disadvantaged students would be "equitable public schooling," including high-quality 

teachers (p. 15). Edmonds contended that one factor of inequality that creates low 

achievement in high poverty, minority schools is the low expectations established by 

ineffective teachers. Edmonds rejected the belief that low-achievers could not learn, and 

stated that true equitable public education was founded on teaching impoverished 

students what the parents want them to learn "and ends by teaching them at least as well 

as it teaches middle-class children" (p. 15). 

High-quality teachers appear to be crucial to students' academic success as 

indicated by Sanders and Rivers (1996) who found that ineffective teachers were 

ineffective with all types of students, whether the students previously were low-achieving 

or high-achieving. Sanders and Rivers reported that minority students, with the same 

prior achievement levels as white students, were equally successful if they had effective 

teachers; however, an effective teacher did not make up the deficit of instruction from a 

student's former ineffective teacher. Sanders and Rivers tracked the same students from 
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Grades 3 through 5 with teachers in groups rated according to effectiveness. Sanders and 

Rivers reported that students receiving instruction from teachers in the top group of 

effective teachers for 3 consecutive years scored approximately 50 more percentile points 

in math than their peers with teachers in the lowest effectiveness group. 

Darling-Hammond (2000) concluded that teacher qualifications of certification 

and teaching in a certified field were stronger predictors of student success than teacher 

educational levels. Tajalli & Opheim (2004) reported teacher characteristics as critical 

factors in improving student academic performance. Spradlin and Prendergast (2006) 

stated that teacher quality is a predictor of student achievement. Viadero (2006) reported 

that teachers with higher licensing scores "had students who scored higher from year to 

year on state tests" (p. 14). Solomon's (2007) definition of teacher commitment 

encompassed three operational levels: (a) dedication to the organization, (b) dedication to 

the profession of education, and (c) dedication to students. Solomon reported that 

students with more-committed teachers, whose primary goal was student learning, were 

more academically successful. 

Liu (2007) cited a lack of available information on teacher characteristics of 

quality as a limitation in measuring the impact of multiple teacher characteristics on 

retention. Murnane and Steele (2007) stated that the most urgent issue facing educators is 

the unequal distribution of highly qualified teachers to economically disadvantaged 

children. Murnane and Steele identified issues related to teacher qualifications that limit 

student achievement potential as: (a) the identification of the qualities that define an 

effective teacher are vague and unsubstantiated; (b) the distribution of quality teachers in 
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high-needs, high poverty schools is discriminatory; and (c) minority children are often 

instructed by teachers with weak academic backgrounds. 

Degree Status 

NCLB defines a "highly qualified" teacher as one who has at least a bachelor's 

degree, is state-certified, and demonstrates "competence, as defined by the state, in each 

core academic subject that he or she teaches" (as quoted in Spelling, 2007, p. 3). By that 

definition, numerous U.S. teachers are not highly qualified (Cowan, 2007). Useem (2001) 

reported that Philadelphia middle-school teachers were recruited to fill positions in areas 

of need regardless of their areas of certification; many teachers with degrees to teach 

elementary school were placed in middle grades. In the GAPSC's Certified Teacher 

Survey (2007a), 14% of respondents reported that they were teaching in a field in which 

they were not highly qualified (GAPSC, 2007b). Lankford et al. (2002) and Nunez and 

Fernandez (2006) reported that students in large urban schools tend to have teachers who 

are less qualified than their counterparts in more affluent schools. The National 

Assessment of Title I Final Report, Summary of Findings (2007) presented findings 

similar to those of Lankford et al. and Nunez and Fernandez, reporting that students in 

needs improvement schools had an increased likelihood of receiving instruction from an 

unqualified teacher. 

Teacher qualification is the most effective, highly significant factor in predicting 

student achievement in reading and math (Darling-Hammond, 2000). Darling-Hammond 

also reported the strongest correlation of middle grade success to be full certification, 

which indicates a degree in the field taught; the fewer out-of-field teachers, the students 
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produced higher score improvement and scores closer to the median for their level. 

According to Darling-Hammond, students with teachers who had a master's degree and 

one year of experience were as successful as students with veteran teachers. 

Darling-Hammond (2000) intimated the accreditation and professional licensing 

boards for education historically demanded less accountability than other professional 

boards. Similarly, Rowland and Coble (2005) reviewed 27 state licensing boards, and 

20% of the teacher licensing boards had no specificity of certified qualities other than a 

degree. Laczko-Kerr and Berliner (2003) found educational coursework to be a stronger 

predictor of teacher effectiveness than GPA or content area test scores. Guarino et al. 

(2004) cited a lack of data on the qualities of effective teachers. Similarly, Jacobs and 

Kritsonis (2007) stated that it is easier to distinguish effective teachers than to predict 

characteristics that lead to effective teachers and concluded that educational leaders need 

an effective means of determining characteristics that lead to effective teachers. 

Teacher degree level has been linked to student success (Jacob, 2007). In addition 

to being linked to student success, Strunk and Robinson (2006) concluded being highly 

qualified and having a higher degree, or specialized certification, opened opportunities in 

higher paying fields. Lankford et al. (2002) linked the higher achievement in suburban 

schools to teacher characteristics. In her nationwide study, Darling-Hammond (2000) 

found a positive correlation between teacher's in-field degree level and student outcomes. 

Laczko-Kerr and Berliner (2003) conducted research on five impoverished urban schools 

in Arizona and discovered that students with fully certified teachers scored higher on 

standardized tests than students with under certified teachers. Laczko-Kerr and Berliner 
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determined that the grade-equivalent difference in scores between the two groups 

approximated 2 months. Viadero (2006) analyzed 10 years of data and found that 

teachers who scored high on certification assessments, had students who were high 

achievers year after year, regardless of student characteristics. 

Years of Experience 

Hanushek et al. (2003) stated that inexperienced teachers had lower performing 

students than did veteran teachers. Jimerson (2003) remarked that rural schools in 

particular need experienced teachers. Virginia governor Mark Warner (2005) stated that 

the NCLB goal of boosting academic achievement in all schools "will remain out of 

reach unless states and school districts can recruit and retain experienced, effective 

teachers to accept the challenge of teaching in the schools where they are most needed" 

(p. 1). 

Sanders and Rivers (1996), through analyses of data from a longitudinal study 

from 1991 to 1995, concluded the residual effect of an unqualified teacher was evident 

and measurable in student achievement scores 2 years later. Rowland and Coble (2005) 

remarked that the newest and inexperienced teachers were assigned at-risk classes. Strunk 

and Robinson (2006) in a multi-level analysis concluded that teachers in hard-to-staff 

schools had less experience. Jepsen and Rivkin (2009) reported that the lack of prior 

experience and full certification negatively impacted student achievement for minority 

and for economically disadvantaged students. 

Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2004), in a study of North Carolina's teacher 

accountability system, discovered that teacher experience level was directly linked to 
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turnover but that attrition did not necessarily indicate replacement with less experienced 

teachers, although the process did increase the difficulty of replacement for low SES and 

low performing schools. Allen (2005) reported strong evidence that beginning teachers 

leave the profession at a higher rate than experienced teachers. Elfers et al. (2006) 

reported statistical data indicating less than 60-65% of novice teachers remained in the 

profession after five years. 

Lankford et al. (2002) concluded that highly qualified teachers at the middle and 

upper grades were usually less qualified in all other aspects of teaching and that less 

qualified teachers were more likely to instruct poor and minority populations. Useem 

(2001) analyzed data on 43 urban, middle schools and determined that the teachers in 

these schools were ill prepared for their job placements, and fewer proficient teachers 

were placed in inner-city schools. Jacob (2007) found that teachers with less experience 

also had lesser credentials and scored lower on licensing examinations. 

Retention Rate 

In 1981 Murnane called attention to an increase in the number of new teachers 

leaving the profession from 1965 to 1974. Heyns (1988) conducted a 10-year longitudinal 

study of a national sample of teachers and reported an absence of needed retention 

interventions and policies. Heyns stated, "Inner city schools, integrated schools, or 

schools with large minority enrollments are, on average, schools that are chronically 

underfunded and understaffed" (p. 29). The issue of teacher retention was a central focus 

of the National Teacher Act of 1990 (Cowan, 2003). Allen (2005) documented that 

middle and high school teachers are more likely to leave the profession. 
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In stark contrast to the findings of Heyns (1988) on predictors of retention and 

attrition of teachers, Boe and Bobbitt (1997) concluded that certain commonly cited 

predictors of attrition, namely, level of highest degree, school population size, and type 

territory (urban, suburban, or rural), were not significantly linked to attrition. Haun and 

Martin (2004) conducted a study on the relationship between beginning teacher attrition 

and school territory using data on 426 teachers from 31 school districts in a mid-western 

state and concluded that urban schools had the lowest attrition rates; they retained 96% of 

their teachers over a 4-year period. Haun and Martin discovered a significant difference 

between school territories of urban, suburban, and rural, and reported the highest attrition 

rate in rural schools. Rural schools lost 17% of their teachers over the 4-year period 

(Haun & Martin), but no differences were determined between beginning and veteran 

teacher attrition at middle school level. In 2006, Nunez and Fernandez reported that 33% 

of beginning teachers leave within their first 3 years, and almost 50% leave within their 

first 5 years. In a 2007 survey of Georgia teachers, 12.8% of respondents had decided to 

move to administrative positions or leave the profession; another 13.5% were considering 

leaving the profession (GAPSC, 2007b). Liu (2007) found a turnover rate of 11.8% 

among first-year teachers in comparison to 7.6% among other teachers. 

Teacher retention directly impacts student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 

2000; Haskins & Loeb, 2007; Ingersoll, 2001; Solomon, 2007). Darling-Hammond 

(2003a) found that high teacher attrition rates in inner-city schools resulted in the use of 

substitutes who lacked the pedagogical and content knowledge necessary for students to 

be successful learners. Dolton and Newson (2003) reported that teacher turnover 
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negatively impacted student achievement, as evidenced in statistically significant 

differences in reading and math standardized scores. Minarik et al. (2003) found that 

teacher attrition destroyed programs' cohesiveness and hampered student progress. 

Billingsley (2004) in research on special education teachers found that teacher 

characteristics and qualifications of teachers were correlated to retention: (a) young, 

inexperienced teachers leave at an increased rate compared to their veteran counterparts; 

(b) teachers uncertified in their placement area leave at a higher rate than those certified 

in their placement position; and (c) teachers with higher professional assessment scores 

leave at a higher rate than those with lower qualifying scores. Hanushek et al. (2003) 

reported a stronger relationship exists between teacher mobility and student 

characteristics of race and SES than to salary. Hanushek et al. contended that teacher 

retention would not be "unambiguously good" for student achievement because the poor, 

minority schools tend to have large percentages of ineffective teachers (p. 42). Dolton 

and Newsom (2003) found a preference of teachers to instruct higher achieving students 

and reported that teacher turnover creates a reciprocal cycle of lower student performance 

followed by more teacher attrition. 

Absenteeism 

Teacher absenteeism is an issue of national magnitude (Woods & Montagno, 

1997). Pitkoff (1989) discussed reciprocity between student poverty, academic failure, 

and teacher absenteeism. Pitkoff found that schools with high poverty populations 

reported high rates of failure and high rates of teacher absence. Bruno (2002) reported a 

negative correlation between teacher absenteeism and student achievement. Woods and 
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Montagno stated, "When a qualified teacher is absent from the classroom, student 

achievement is negatively affected" (p. 8). 

Bui (2005) conducted a study using National Education Longitudinal data to 

predict first-generational college attendance based on eighth grade school variables. Bui 

controlled for variables of student sociodemographic characteristics and past academic 

achievement and discovered that increased teacher absenteeism led to decreased 

likelihood of attending college. Bui found that, for disadvantaged students, high teacher 

absence was correlated to a 23% decrease in the likelihood of attending college, yet for 

students whose parents had attended college, there was no impact. 

In congruence to the conclusion of Woods and Montagno (1997), Miller, 

Murnane, and Willett (2008) found that student math achievement dropped 3.3% of one 

standard deviation for each additional 10 days of teacher absenteeism. Miller et al. found 

that suburban schools required 19.2 to 14.4% fewer substitutes than urban and rural 

schools. The research by Miller et al. focused on teacher absenteeism that spanned three 

years in urban schools involving almost 300 teachers and 8631 students. Miller et al., in 

analysis of the strong relationship between student performance on standardized tests and 

teacher absences, highlighted the significance of the impact of teacher absenteeism on the 

achievement of individual students and the significance of the compounded influence of 

teacher absenteeism on every child in a classroom. 

Ehrenberg, Ehrenberg, Rees, and Ehrenberg (1991), in an econometric analysis of 

data from over 700 New York schools, found a strong correlation between teacher 

absences and student absences, and reported that student absences negatively impacted 
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standardized test scores. Absenteeism of school employees (Pitkoff, 1989) in urban 

schools has a strong negative correlation with below minimum reading achievement. 

Pitkoff also reported a correlation between absenteeism, achievement, ethnicity, and 

economical disadvantage. Pitkoff specifically highlighted evidence of significant 

differences in teacher absenteeism in schools identified as failing schools and in non-

failing schools. When regression analysis was performed on teacher absentee correlation 

data, Pitkoff reported that school profile variables accounted for 81.8% of teacher 

absenteeism. Pitkoff contended that the students, teachers, and the systems were 

unsuccessful in the failing schools and stated, "If absenteeism can be viewed as a form of 

withdrawal, the teachers are withdrawing from coming to schools in which they 

themselves are not successful" (p. 106). 

Summary 

Through the review of the literature, the researcher provided a brief overview of 

relevant legislation culminating in NCLB and a review of existing literature on school 

and teacher characteristics related to student achievement. The school characteristics 

included student population size, territory (urban, suburban or rural), economic 

disadvantage, and percentage of minority students. The teacher characteristics included 

teacher degree level, average years of experience, retention rates, and absenteeism rates. 

The literature review indicated a positive correlation between a school's 

percentage of economically disadvantaged population and student achievement (Darling-

Hammond, 2000; Dolton & Newson, 2003; Guarino et al., 2004; Shann, 1998; Sirin, 

2005). However, confounding variables make it impossible to know the extent to which 
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low SES is a separate factor in low achievement. Low-SES schools have more trouble 

retaining teachers than more affluent schools (Cotton, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 2003a; 

Elfers et al., 2006; Ingersoll, 2001; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Keller, 2007; Lankford et 

al., 2002; Spradlin & Prendergast, 2006; Stinebrickner et al., 2007; Jacob, 2007). 

Administrators in low-SES schools tend to hire under qualified, inexperienced teachers 

(Lankford et al.; Murnane & Steele, 2007; Nunez & Fernandez, 2006). Stenger (2006) 

provided evidence that economically disadvantaged students succeed when their 

instructional needs are met. The learning community (Lankford et al) is disrupted by the 

loss of teachers and the time required for new teachers to learn about students and 

routines; this interruption threatens the potential achievement of impoverished and 

minority students. Borman (2000) advocated the whole school approach to reform efforts 

for economically disadvantaged students because this approach provided increased 

impact by serving the entire school population, provided more consistent interventions, 

and provided an evolving research base for Title I populations. 

Darling-Hammond (2000) and Hanushek et al. (2003) reported a negative 

correlation between a high percentage of minority students in a particular school and 

student achievement. However, as in the case of SES, other variables are at play. Schools 

with high proportions of minority students are more likely than other schools to be 

impoverished (Hanushek et al.), large (Cotton, 1996), urban (Cotton), and hard to staff 

(Cotton; Elfers et al., 2006; Guarino et al., 2004; Jacob, 2007; Lankford et al., 2002). 

They also tend to employ less qualified teachers (Nunez & Fernandez 2006; Sanders & 

Rivers, 1996). 
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School size, too, is related to student achievement (Huang & Howley, 1993; 

Howley et al., 2000; Hewitt, 2002). However, evidence indicates that school size does not 

determine student progress (Stevenson, 2006). According to the literature, students in 

rural or urban schools are also at a disadvantage with regard to achievement (Rowland & 

Coble, 2005). In general, these schools are lower SES than suburban schools (Jacob, 

2007; Nunez & Fernandez, 2006; Rowland & Coble) and experience higher teacher 

attrition (Guarino et al., 2004; Jacob; Lankford et al., 2002; Nunez & Fernandez; 

Rowland & Coble; Strunk & Robinson, 2006) and teacher absenteeism (Pitkoff, 1989; 

Woods & Montagno, 1997). 

Studies suggest that teacher attrition (Darling-Hammond, 2003 a; Dolton & 

Newson, 2003; Haskins & Loeb, 2007; Ingersoll, 2001; Minarik et al., 2003; Sanders & 

Rivers, 1996; Solomon, 2007) and absenteeism (Bruno, 2002; Ehrenberg et al., 1991; 

Miller et al., 2008) negatively impact student achievement. The teachers in schools with 

low SES tend to be less qualified (Lankford et al., 2002; Monk, 2007; Nunez & 

Fernandez). Stenger (2006) advocated concentration on identification of what will work 

for students as opposed to trying to change characteristics such as SES and minority 

population percentages. 

A review of the literature yielded limited studies on the relationship between 

years of teacher experience and student achievement (Jimerson, 2003; Strunk & 

Robinson, 2006; Jepsen & Rivkin, 2009). A few studies indicated a link between teacher 

degree level and student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Jacob, 2007; Laczko-

Kerr & Berliner, 2003). Evidence discovered in existing studies supports the view that 
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independent variables considered in this study are related to student achievement. 

However, the studies did not necessarily isolate the variables to determine the extent to 

which each directly predicts that achievement. Also, scant research has examined the 

combined effect of school and teacher variables on predicting the likelihood of school 

achievement of AYP and reading academic performance. Further, the researcher found 

limited research that focused specifically on the ability of Title I middle schools to 

achieve AYP and absolute bar in reading or the extent to which combined independent 

variables predict that ability. Therefore, the current study helped to fill significant gaps in 

available research. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The researcher investigated whether combined selected school and teacher 

characteristics predict the likelihood of Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of 

(a) Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) on the Criterion-Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT) and/or (b) absolute bar in reading on the CRCT. AYP is the annual performance 

goal of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) accountability profile that reflects 

minimum test participation, minimum acceptable level of academic proficiency, and a 

second indicator to evidence minimum progress; each school must demonstrate this 

progress toward 100% proficiency for all students by 2013-2014. Absolute bar refers to 

the minimum percentage of students who must meet or exceed AYP academic 

proficiency levels (see Appendix A for Grades 3-8 reading and English/language arts 

percentages). The researcher hypothesized no statistically significant relationship 

between the combined characteristics and the achievement of either (a) or (b). 

Statement of the Problem 

Numerous studies (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 2000; Ingersoll, 2001; Laczko-Kerr 

& Berliner, 2003; Nunez & Fernandez, 2006) have explored characteristics that impact 

student achievement on standardized assessments; standardized tests are considered valid 

and reliable means of measuring student achievement (Cowan, 2007). The Georgia 

CRCT is a state-mandated, standardized assessment used as NCLB accountability 

42 



43 

evidence. The accountability requirements of NCLB are mandates that ensure Title I 

funding is used to reverse poverty's effects on schools with high-poverty populations 

(Cowan, 2007). 

Research findings suggest a relationship exists between specific independent 

variables and student achievement as measured by standardized tests (Darling-Hammond, 

2000; Ingersoll, 2001). However, limited research has been conducted using combined 

school and teacher variables to predict student success on standardized assessments, 

specifically with regard to students in Title I middle schools. Therefore, this study fills a 

gap in the literature by focusing on the predictive value of combined selected school and 

teacher characteristics with respect to school achievement of AYP and reading absolute 

bar on the CRCT. 

Purpose of the Study 

Georgia educators would have an additional means of addressing improved 

academic performance and implementation of school reform if they were able to predict 

CRCT success. The purpose of this study was to determine the strength of the 

relationship, in Georgia Title I middle schools, between (a) specific characteristics 

(described below) of schools and teachers and (b) school achievement of AYP and 

reading absolute bar on the Georgia CRCT. Determining whether these relationships are 

significant would allow educators to target specific schools, grade levels, particular core 

and content subject areas, and subpopulations that are at-risk of failure. 

The school variables investigated as possible predictors of AYP and reading 

absolute bar achievement comprised the following characteristics: (a) student population 
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size; (b) school territory (urban, suburban, or rural); (c) the school's percentage of 

economically disadvantaged students, as determined by free and reduced lunch status; 

and (d) the percentage of the school population who belong to an ethnic minority. The 

teacher characteristics investigated as possible predictors included: (a) whether the 

teacher's certification reflected a minimum (bachelor's) or advanced (master's or higher) 

degree level; (b) the average years of experience of the school's teachers; (c) the teacher 

retention rate, represented by the percentage of teachers who remain in the school each 

year; and (d) the school's annual rate of teacher absenteeism. 

Barron (2007) investigated the effects of a combination of NCLB variables and 

other variables, such as district size and funding, on high school students' test scores in 

various subject areas. He called for future research to examine how the following relate 

to student achievement: (a) the combined variables of school-district size and SES and 

(b) the combined variables of poverty, minority status, funding, and SES. Gallacher 

(2008) recommended that future studies use reliably reported assessment data collected 

by clearly indicated methods. The Georgia CRCT was the source of standardized test data 

selected for the current study because the CRCT's administration and reporting methods 

are valid, consistent, and reliable. Liu (2007) called for research that includes school 

characteristics, such as SES and percentage of minority students, as well as teacher 

characteristics. Howley and Howley (2004) advocated research that considers school size 

and territory (urban, suburban, or rural). The current study includes these variables. In 

sum, by focusing on the predictive value of school and teacher characteristics with regard 
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to AYP and reading absolute bar in Title I middle schools, the present study follows 

researchers' recommendations for future investigations. 

Sample 

The sample in the current study comprised all Title I middle schools in Georgia 

that include Grades 6-8, that have a schoolwide Title I program of services, and for 

which the GAPSC and GADOE had available archival data on this study's selected 

school and teacher variables. As of 2008, Georgia had 455 middle schools, 248 of which 

were Title I schools (GADOE, 2008). Of these Title I middle schools, 183 satisfied the 

sample criteria of housing Grades 6-8, having a schoolwide Title I program, and having 

available archival data for 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. 

The current study was limited to Title I schools because NCLB focuses on 

improving student achievement in these schools (Cowan, 2007), and schoolwide-Title I 

programs provide services to all students within a school (Borman, 2000; Cowan, 2007). 

The study was further limited to middle schools. Stenger (2006) recommends that 

research focus on multiple years of data at one particular school level (elementary, 

middle, or secondary) because each level entails unique school and student descriptors. 

The middle-school level was selected for the present study because research is limited 

with regard to Title I middle schools and predicting AYP and reading absolute bar. 

Data Collection 

The researcher received an IRB exemption letter from the Office of Research 

Compliance at Mercer University in Macon, Georgia, because the research required only 

archival data and no direct subject contact. The researcher collected three sets of data (on 
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AYP [which included reading absolute bar data], school variables, and teacher variables) 

from three archival sources: the GADOE, GAPSC, and Public Elementary/Secondary 

School Locale Code Files (U.S. Department of Education Institute of Educational 

Services National Center for Educational Statistics, 2008). 

Members of the sample were identified through the GADOE, which provides data 

on Title I schools. Teacher data are not in the public domain and were secured in 

accordance with GAPSC legal requirements. In keeping with these requirements, all 

teacher data will be destroyed upon completion of the study. The data on minority 

percentages were retrieved from each individual school's report card. School locales 

(urban, suburban, or rural) were retrieved, for each individual school rather than for the 

system, from the Public Elementary/Secondary School Locale Code Files (U.S. 

Department of Education Institute of Educational Services National Center for 

Educational Statistics). 

Data were collected on each Georgia Title I middle school housing Grades 6-8— 

the most common configuration of Georgia middle schools (GADOE, 2008)—and having 

a schoolwide program in place for the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school years. These 

school years were the first two, full, consecutive years of implementation of the Georgia 

Performance Standards reading curriculum. Implemented at later dates, math and other 

subjects were inappropriate for the current study due to critically limited archival data. 

The researcher collected data from the GADOE to determine which Title I middle 

schools had schoolwide programs and each school's AYP and absolute bar status in 

reading for the two years under study. The data were placed in an Excel spreadsheet. The 
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researcher collected the data on school variables from the GADOE. These data were 

placed in an Excel spreadsheet to be transferred to Predictive Analytic Software (PASW) 

for logistic regression analysis. Schools with incomplete data on any of this study's 

variables were excluded from analysis, as were schools whose names had changed during 

the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school terms. The data files were cross-referenced to 

ensure that school and teacher data were appropriately aligned for transfer to PASW. 

The criteria were selected on the basis of the Georgia mandated performance 

assessment tool established as evidence for NCLB accountability (GADOE, 2008). The 

CRCT does not measure student achievement in comparison to other students as does a 

norm-referenced assessment tool but rather is a criterion-referenced assessment. 

Criterion-referenced assessments measure a student's individual progress in mastery of 

the curriculum that has been taught (GADOE). Georgia school districts are required to 

administer the CRCT during a specific window in the spring of each school term. Test 

administration, data collection, and reporting of the data to the GADOE must adhere to 

strict regulations. Information on data collection can be obtained through the GADOE 

Division of Assessment and Accountability, which processes the data, reports them to 

schools and the public, and ensures their validity and reliability (GADOE). 

For both school years studied, the criteria were school status with regard to AYP 

and reading absolute bar. In the case of each school, these variables either did or did not 

satisfy state-specified standards for compliance with NCLB (GADOE, 2008). The sample 

schools were recorded by name, and the name was converted to a number. With respect 

to AYP, their data were categorized as either 0 (not achieved) or 1 (achieved). The same 
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procedure was followed with respect to reading absolute bar. The data on the predictors 

were divided into two groups: data on school characteristics and data on teacher 

characteristics (see Table 1). 



Table 1 
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Independent Predictors 

Category 

School characteristics 

Population Size 
2007 
2008 

Territory 

Degree of economic disadvantage (percentage of student 
population receiving free or reduced lunch) 

2007 
2008 

Minority composition of the student body (percentage of 
minority students) 

2007 
2008 

Teacher characteristics 

Certification bachelor's degree level 
2007 
2008 

Data Range 

106-1550 
88-1319 

Urban/Suburban/ 
Rural 

40-98% 
40-100% 

3-100% 
3-100% 

10-53% 
12-45% 

Experience (average years of teaching experience of school's 
faculty) 

2007 
2008 

Retention (percentage of teachers remaining in the school from 
spring to fall each year) 

2007 
2008 

Absenteeism (the school's rate of teacher absences; sick and 
personal days) 

2007 
2008 

4.9-23.0 Years 
5.2-20.46 Years 

24-100% 
26-100% 

0.00-16.59 Days 
1.09-20.50 Days 
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Data on teacher characteristics were obtained in the form of data sheets from 

GAPSC (2009). Schools missing required data were eliminated from the data 

spreadsheets so that the researcher could work with aligned data sets for school and 

teacher variables. Research data on AYP, reading absolute bar, the four teacher 

characteristics, and the four school characteristics data were transferred to PASW and 

appropriately coded for regression analysis. 

Research Design 

The researcher utilized a quantitative research design with logistic regression 

statistical analyses to address the following research questions: 

1. Do selected school and teacher characteristics (population size, territory [urban, 

suburban, or rural], economic disadvantage, percentage of minority students, 

teacher degree level, average years of teaching experience, teacher retention, and 

teacher absenteeism) combine to predict Georgia Title I middle schools' 

achievement of AYP on the CRCT? 

In order to determine whether school and teacher characteristics combine to predict the 

likelihood of Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of AYP on the CRCT, binary 

logistic regressions were performed, with a = .05 as the level for statistical significance, 

to test the following null hypotheses: 

la. There will be no statistically significant relationship between the selected 

combined independent predictors and school AYP in 2006-2007. 

lb. There will be no statistically significant relationship between the selected 

combined independent predictors and school AYP in 2007-2008. 
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2. Do selected school and teacher characteristics (population size, territory [urban, 

suburban, or rural], economic disadvantage, percentage of minority students, 

teacher degree level, average years of teaching experience, teacher retention, and 

teacher absenteeism) combine to predict Georgia Title I middle schools' 

achievement of absolute bar in reading on the CRCT? 

In order to determine whether school and teacher characteristics combine to predict the 

likelihood of Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of reading absolute bar on the 

CRCT, binary logistic regressions were performed, with a = .05 as the level for statistical 

significance, to test the following null hypotheses: 

2a. There will be no statistically significant relationship between the selected 

combined independent predictors and reading absolute bar in 2006-2007. 

2b. There will be no statistically significant relationship between the selected 

combined independent predictors and reading absolute bar in 2007-2008. 

Data Analysis 

The researcher analyzed data on the independent predictors and the strength of 

those variables' relationships to each criterion. A logistic regression statistical model was 

used to determine the predictive value of selected combined school and teacher 

characteristics with regard to the criteria of (a) AYP and (b) absolute bar in reading. 

These dependent variables were coded as either 0 (not achieved) or 1 (achieved). 

Logistic regression was an appropriate method of analysis for the present study 

for the following reasons: (a) each analysis entailed one dependent variable and a 

combination of independent variables; (b) logistic regression allows researchers to 
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calculate the probability of membership in a group (Warner, 2008); (c) logistic regression 

accommodates a binary dependent variable; (d) unlike ordinary regression, logistic 

regression does not require the assumption of a linear relationship between the dependent 

and independent variables (Pallant, 2007); and (e) logistic regression does not require a 

normal distribution of the dependent variable or the error terms. In the current study, the 

binary dependent variable is likelihood of group membership in the group of schools that 

did or did not achieve AYP and reading absolute bar. The likelihood of membership in 

one of the dependent groups was calculated by using PASW logistic regression analysis 

to transform the independent variables into probabilities. 

Summary 

Description of the quantitative design and methods of data collection and analysis 

used to determine whether combined school and teacher characteristics predict the 

likelihood of Georgia Title I middle schools' success on the state-mandated CRCT test 

were presented in this chapter. Data were collected from all Georgia Title I middle 

schools that house Grades 6-8, that have a schoolwide program, and for which the 

necessary archival data were available for the school years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. 

Using PASW, the researcher conducted logistic regression analyses on the data. The 

results are analyzed and discussed in Chapter 4. 



CHAPTER4 

RESULTS 

Using data for the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school terms, the researcher tested 

whether combined selected school and teacher characteristics predict Georgia Title I 

middle schools' achievement, on the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT), of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and/or absolute bar in reading. The CRCT 

is a criterion-referenced assessment and is the measurement used to reflect NCLB 

accountability in Georgia. Appendices A and B contain detailed information on AYP and 

reading absolute bar. The results of binary logistic regression to test the power of the 

predictors against AYP and reading absolute bar criteria are presented in this chapter. The 

study's data analyses are described in terms of the sample's characteristics, organization 

of the data, the statistical model used for the analyses, and the results of the analyses. 

Characteristics of the Sample 

The population under study was middle schools that house Grades 6-8. The 

sample comprised all such schools in Georgia with a schoolwide Title I program of 

services in 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 and for which the GAPSC and GADOE possessed 

available archival data on the selected school and teacher characteristics. Schoolwide 

Title I programs impact a school's entire student population (Cowan, 2007). Unlike 

schools in which only targeted students receive Title I assistance, schoolwide programs 

provide comprehensive school data on all students. As Title I schools, all schools in this 
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study's sample had 40-100% of their student population identified as economically 

disadvantaged based on free and reduced lunch status. The sample consisted of 183 Title 

I middle schools that met all criteria. 

Organization of Data 

All data on the criteria and on school and teacher characteristics were transferred 

from spreadsheets to PASW and organized in data sets for (a) AYP 2006-2007 and 

2007-2008 and (b) absolute bar 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. The data were labeled to 

indicate predictor category and year. The criteria were coded as either 0 (not achieved) or 

1 (achieved). It was necessary to convert raw data of teacher degree level to percentages 

and absenteeism to average days per year. Specific binary logistic regression analyses 

were performed to answer the two research questions. 

Statistical Model for Data Analysis 

Logistic regression indicates the extent to which a set of independent variables 

correlates with membership in a particular group. In this study the relevant groups were 

schools that did or did not achieve AYP and schools that did or did not achieve reading 

absolute bar. Tests for appropriateness of fit were conducted with regard to each research 

question. 

Logistic regression requires adequate sample size, dichotomous dependent 

criteria, and more than one predictor. The current study entailed 183 schools with no 

missing data. All schools were included in the data analyses for each question. The 

sample size was adequate for the number of independent predictors. The criterion was 

dichotomous for each research question. 
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The current study included eight predictors selected on the basis of evidence 

presented by researchers who reported significant relationships between these variables 

and student achievement: (a) size of student population (Howley & Howley, 2004), (b) 

school territory (urban, suburban, or rural; Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2003), (c) school 

percentage of economically disadvantaged students (Murnane & Steele, 2007; Sirin, 

2005; Stenger, 2006), (d) school percentage of minority students (Shann, 1998;Branch & 

Kritsonis, 2006; Stenger), (e) teacher degree level (Darling-Hammond, 2000), (f) teacher 

years of professional experience (Lankford et al., 2002), (g) retention of teachers (Strunk 

& Robinson, 2006; Jacob, 2007), and (h) amount of teacher absenteeism (Pitkoff, 1989; 

Jacobs & Kritsonis, 2007; Stevens, 2008). 

Results of the Data Analysis 

The researcher used binary logistic regression to analyze data collected on 183 

Georgia Title I middle schools to answer the study's two research questions. The results 

of the logistic regressions to test the hypotheses are presented for each question. As 

detailed in Chapter 3, two null hypotheses were tested in response to each question, one 

hypothesis for the data for 2006-2007 and one for 2007-2008 for each question. 

Research Question 1 

The first research question was the following: Do selected school and teacher 

characteristics (population size, territory [urban, suburban, or rural], economic 

disadvantage, percentage of minority students, teacher degree level, average years of 

teaching experience, teacher retention, and teacher absenteeism) combine to predict 

Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of AYP on the CRCT? 
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In order to determine whether school and teacher characteristics combine to predict 

Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of AYP on the CRCT, simultaneous binary 

logistic regressions were performed, with a = .05 as the level for statistical significance, 

to test the following null hypotheses: 

Null Hypothesis la 

There was no statistically significant relationship between the selected 

independent predictors and school AYP in 2006-2007. Based on the predictive power of 

minimum teacher degree level at/? = .001, the researcher rejected this null hypothesis, 

concluding that such a relationship did exist. 

The predictors were regressed into the model in a block format against the 

dichotomous criteria, AYP. The full model contained eight predictors (population size, 

territory [urban, suburban, or rural], economic disadvantage, percentage of minority 

students, teacher degree level, average years of teaching experience, teacher retention, 

and teacher absenteeism). According to the chi-square test results, the full model was 

statistically significant, %2 (3,N= 183) = 15.788 (p < .05), indicating that the model was 

able to distinguish between schools that achieved AYP and schools that did not achieve 

AYP. The effect size as a whole explained between 8.3% (Cox and Snell R-squared) and 

11.1% (Nagelkerke R-squared) of the variance in the dichotomous dependent variable of 

AYP in 2006-2007. The model also correctly classified 44.9% of the cases (schools) as 

negative (failed to achieve AYP) and 81.9% as positive (achieved AYP). It had a 

projected overall prediction accuracy of 57.4%, but the actual accuracy was 66.1%. Only 
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one independent variable was a significant predictor: average minimum teacher degree 

level (p =.001). 

Table 2 shows the regression coefficients, B values, Wald values, and Exp(B) 

values (with lower and upper boundaries). The B values represent the odds ratio (the 

change in the odds that a case is in dependent-variable Group 0 or 1), indicate the 

direction of the independent variable's relationship to the dependent variable, and reveal 

which factors predict a school's likelihood of achieving AYP. The B value for the 

independent variable reported in Table 2 was negative, indicating that the likelihood of a 

school achieving AYP decreased when this variable increased. The Wald values indicate 

that minimum teacher degree level did predict whether a school achieved AYP. Each 

Exp(B) value represents the odds ratio for an independent variable. The Exp(B) values 

indicate that likelihood of a school's achieving AYP decreased by a factor of .948 when 

percentage of teacher minimum degree increased (and other factors were held equal). 

Signifying the degree of confidence that the Exp(B) values accurately represented the 

study population, the Confidence Interval (CI) for each Exp(B) was 95%. The CI's full 

range (.919 to .979) with regard to teacher minimum degree was statistically significant 

(p < .05) because it did not contain 1, indicating that the probability of membership in the 

dependent groups was not equal. 
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Table 2 

AYP for 2006-2007 

Independent 
variable 

Teacher minimum 
degree 

Constant 

B 
value 

-.053 

3.378 

SE 

.016 

1.044 

Wald 
value 

10.654 

10.475 

df P 

1 .001 

1 .001 

Exp(B) 

.948 

29.300 

95% CI 
for Exp(B) 

Lower Upper 

.919 .979 

The Hosmer-Lemeshow Goodness of Fit Test indicated that the model designed 

by the researcher was valid for the investigation. According to Pallant (2007), the 

Hosmer-Lemeshow test requires ap value greater than .05 for fitness of the selected 

model. In the current study, p was .449 for the 2006-2007 data. 

Null Hypothesis lb 

There was no statistically significant relationship between the selected 

independent predictors and AYP in 2007-2008. The researcher rejected the null 

hypothesis in favor of the alternative hypothesis, concluding that minimum teacher 

degree level and percentage of economically disadvantaged students were significant 

predictors of Title I middle schools' achievement of AYP. 

The predictors were regressed into the model in a block format against the 

dichotomous criteria, AYP. The full model contained eight predictors (population size, 

territory [urban, suburban, or rural], economic disadvantage, percentage of minority 

students, teacher degree level, average years of teaching experience, teacher retention, 

and teacher absenteeism). According to the chi-square test results, the model used to test 



59 

Ho lb was statistically significant, x2 (3, N= 183) = 14.767 (p < .05), indicating that it 

was able to distinguish between schools that did and did not achieve AYP. The effect size 

as a whole explained between 7.8% (Cox and Snell R-squared) and 10.9% (Nagelkerke 

R-squared) of the variance in achievement of AYP. The model correctly predicted 15.8% 

of the cases as negative (failed to achieve AYP) and 93.7% of the cases as positive 

(achieved AYP) for a final, overall accuracy of 69.4%. As shown in Table 3, two of the 

independent variables had statistically significant predictive value: minimum teacher 

degree level (p = .005) and percentage of economically disadvantaged students 

(p = .017). 

Table 3 

AYP for 2007-2008 
95% CI 

for Exp(B) 

Independent 
variable 

B Wald 
value SE value df p Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Teacher minimum 
degree 

School economic 
disadvantage 

Constant 

-.053 .019 

-.028 .012 

3.186 1.168 

7.923 1 .005 .949 .915 .984 

5.666 1 .017 .973 .951 .995 

7.442 1 .006 24.184 

The Hosmer-Lemeshow test indicated that the model was appropriate for the 

2007-2008 data because/? was .267. Table 3 shows the regression coefficients, Wald 

values, B values, and Exp(B) values (with lower and upper boundaries). Only two 

independent variables were statistically significant (p < .05) predictors: (a) minimum 
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teacher degree level, with a significance value of .005, and (b) percentage of 

economically disadvantaged students, with a significance value of .017. The B values 

reported in Table 3 indicate the likelihood that a school did or did not achieve AYP. The 

B values for minimum teacher degree level and percentage of economically 

disadvantaged students were -.053 and -.028, respectively, indicating that the likelihood 

that a school would achieve AYP decreased when the percentage of either of these 

variables increased. 

The Exp(B) values reported in Table 3 represent the odds ratios for the school and 

teacher characteristics. The Exp(B) value for minimum teacher degree level was .949, 

indicating that when that predictor value increased by one percentage unit, the likelihood 

of achieving AYP decreased by a factor of .949. The Exp(B) value for the percentage of 

economically disadvantaged students was .973, indicating that when that predictor value 

increased by one unit, the likelihood of a school achieving AYP decreased by a factor of 

.973. As with the 2006-2007 data, the model predicted schools that achieved AYP more 

accurately than it predicted schools that did not. The binary logistic regression model 

accurately predicted 81.9% of the cases in which schools achieved AYP in 2006-2007 

and 93.7% of the cases in which schools achieved AYP in 2007-2008. 

Do selected school and teacher characteristics predict Georgia Title I middle 

schools' achievement of AYP on the CRCT? Rejecting Ho la and Ho lb, the researcher 

concluded that school and teacher characteristics did predict middle schools' achievement 

of AYP. Minimum teacher degree level was a statistically significant predictor of AYP in 

2006-2007. Both the percentage of teachers at the minimum degree level and the 
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percentage of economically disadvantaged students emerged as statistically significant 

predictors of AYP in 2007-2008. The model predicted membership in the true positive 

group more accurately than membership in the true negative group for 2006-2007 and for 

2007-2008. 

Research Question 2 

The second research question was the following: Do selected school and teacher 

characteristics (population size, territory [urban, suburban, or rural], economic 

disadvantage, percentage of minority students, teacher degree level, average years of 

teaching experience, teacher retention, and teacher absenteeism) combine to predict 

Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of absolute bar in reading on the CRCT? 

The researcher conducted simultaneous binary logistic regressions to determine whether 

selected school and teacher characteristics combine to predict Georgia Title I middle 

schools' achievement of reading absolute bar on the CRCT, with a = .05 as the level for 

statistical significance, to test the following null hypotheses: 

Null Hypothesis 2a 

There was no statistically significant relationship between the selected 

independent variables and reading absolute bar in 2006-2007. The researcher failed to 

reject this null hypothesis, concluding that none of the independent variables were 

statistically significant predictors of achievement of reading absolute bar in Georgia Title 

I middle schools for the year 2006-2007. The full model was not statistically significant, 

X2 (3, N= 183) = .118 (p > .05), indicating that the model failed to predict reading 

absolute bar in 2006-2007. 
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Null Hypothesis 2b 

There was no statistically significant relationship between the selected 

independent variables and reading absolute bar in 2007-2008. The researcher failed to 

reject this null hypothesis, concluding that none of the independent variables was a 

statistically significant predictor of 2007-2008 reading absolute bar. Binary logistic 

regression was performed to assess the likelihood that schools would achieve reading 

absolute bar. The full model was not statistically significant, %2 (3, N= 183) = 2.242 (p > 

.05), indicating that the model failed to predict reading absolute bar in 2007-2008. 

Does a combination of selected school and teacher characteristics predict Georgia 

Title I middle schools' achievement of absolute bar in reading on the CRCT? To answer 

this question, the researcher performed binary logistic regressions to test Ho 2a and Ho 2b. 

Data on school and teacher characteristics were simultaneously regressed, in a block 

format, against the dichotomous dependent criterion. The researcher failed to reject either 

null hypothesis, concluding that combined school and teacher characteristics did not 

predict Georgia Title I middle schools' achievement of absolute bar in reading on the 

CRCT in either 2006-2007 or 2007-2008. 

Summary 

To determine the answers to this study's two research questions, four null 

hypotheses were tested. The statistical model used for the analyses and the results of the 

tests of these hypotheses were presented in this chapter. The study sample included 183 

Georgia middle schools that housed Grades 6-8, had a schoolwide Title I program during 

the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school years, and possessed available archival data on the 
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eight selected school and teacher characteristics. Complete sets of archival data for all 

eight independent predictors were available for all 183 schools in the sample. 

All statistical procedures were performed using PASW 17.0. Binary logistic 

regressions were performed separately on data sets from 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 to 

answer the two research questions. During combined block analysis, logistic regression 

isolated the impact of individual independent variables by holding all other factors 

constant. 

With regard to Research Question 1, binary logistic regressions demonstrated that 

combined school and teacher characteristics predicted, at a statistically significant level 

(a = .05), whether schools achieved AYP for the years 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. 

Therefore, the researcher rejected H0 la and Ho lb and accepted the alternative 

hypotheses for Question 1. For 2006-2007, only minimum teacher degree level was a 

statistically significant (a = .001) predictor of AYP. For 2007-2008, minimum teacher 

degree level and percentage of economically disadvantaged students were statistically 

significant predictors, atp values of .005 and .017, respectively. 

With regard to Research Question 2, the researcher failed to reject either Ho 2a or 

Ho 2b. The model failed to demonstrate statistical significance at the .05 level for any of 

the school or teacher predictors for reading absolute bar in either 2006-2007 or 2007-

2008. Detailed discussion, conclusions, and recommendations of the study findings are 

presented in Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The mandates of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) regarding school 

performance and teacher qualifications have forced schools to focus on Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP; Cowan, 2007). The researcher conducted an investigation of the extent to 

which selected school and teacher characteristics predict the likelihood of Title I middle 

schools' achievement of AYP and reading absolute bar (Annual Measurable Objectives; 

AMO). The findings constitute new empirical evidence. 

AMOs are increases in absolute bar academic proficiency levels that indicate 

adequate progress toward the NCLB goal of all students performing at grade level by the 

end of the school year 2013-2014 (Cowan, 2007). Schools are struggling to accomplish 

required improvement in student achievement. Knowledge of factors that predict success 

can help schools make informed decisions relevant to this achievement. 

The focus of the present research was school and teacher characteristics identified 

in the literature as related to student achievement on standardized assessments. The 

researcher examined these characteristics with respect to Georgia Title I middle schools' 

achievement of AYP and reading absolute bar. A comprehensive review of the literature 

revealed numerous studies on standardized testing and NCLB. However, relatively few 

studies were focused on the factors that predict success on standardized assessments in 

Title I schools. Title I schools are the schools targeted to receive federal funding under 
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the provisions of NCLB in order to provide more equitable achievement opportunities for 

economically disadvantaged students. 

Discussion 

The data used in this study were collected from three sources: (a) the GADOE 

(2008), (b) the Georgia Professional Standards Commission (GAPSC; 2009), and (c) the 

Public Elementary/Secondary School Locale Code Files (U.S. Department of Education 

Institute of Educational Services National Center for Educational Statistics, 2008). 

School data on school characteristics were collected from individual school AYP records 

and individual school report cards. The teacher data were not publicly available, so the 

researcher filed a formal application with the GAPSC for access to the data. The territory 

(urban, suburban, or rural) of individual schools was retrieved from the locale code files. 

The present research was designed to investigate school and teacher 

characteristics that predict the likelihood of achievement of AYP and reading absolute 

bar at the middle-school level. Binary logistic regressions indicated that minimum teacher 

degree level and percentage of economically disadvantaged students were significant 

predictors of AYP in Title I middle schools. However, no school or teacher 

characteristics predicted reading absolute bar. 

Conclusions 

NCLB accountability measures have increased the focus on (a) assessment results 

as evidence of student achievement and (b) requirements that students be instructed by 

highly qualified teachers (Cowan, 2007). The present study was designed to determine 
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the extent to which selected school and teacher characteristics predict the likelihood of 

middle school achievement on the Georgia CRCT. The findings indicate that such 

characteristics can predict Title I schools' ability to achieve AYP. The findings for AYP 

are generalizable to middle schools in Georgia and to middle schools with similar 

demographics in other states. 

As previously noted, Hunt (2006) has described AYP as "an equal opportunity 

employer in Illinois" (p. 5). The data and their subsequent analysis indicated that low-

SES schools with large minority populations managed to achieve reading absolute bar; 

95% of Georgia Title I middle schools in 2006-2007 and 99.5% in 2007-2008 achieved 

reading absolute bar. These results accord with Stenger's (2006) finding that SES was not 

the critical factor in student achievement; economically disadvantaged students can 

succeed academically, as evidenced by the absolute bar achievement in reading. 

The researcher found that two of the school and teacher characteristics predicted 

AYP at statistically significant levels for Georgia Title I middle schools: teachers' 

minimum degree (a bachelor's degree) and schools' percentage of economically 

disadvantaged students. None of the variables significantly predicted achievement of 

reading absolute bar for either of the years under investigation in the present study. 

Spradlin and Prendergast (2006) reported a link between teacher qualifications 

and student achievement. Darling-Hammond (2000) stated that the strongest predictor of 

student achievement was teacher quality and that achievement of middle schoolers 

correlated most strongly with having a teacher certified in the subject being taught. 

Hanushek et al. found a correlation between achievement deficits and large numbers of 
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beginning teachers. Similarly, in the present study, the strongest predictor of AYP in 

2006-2007 and 2007-2008 was minimum teacher degree level. At significance level .001 

in 2006-2007 and significance level .005 in 2007-2008, the likelihood that a school 

would achieve AYP decreased when the number of teachers with minimum degree status 

increased. 

No independent variable accurately predicted whether a school achieved reading 

absolute bar. Without statistical analysis, the distribution of the dependent variable made 

the likelihood of group membership evident because such a high percentage of the 

schools under study achieved reading absolute bar both years under investigation. 

Guarino et al. (2004) highlighted a link between low achievement scores and poverty. 

However, in this study with schools with minimum poverty levels of 40-100%, 173 out 

of 183 schools achieved reading absolute bar in 2006-2007, and 182 out of 183 Title I 

middle schools achieved reading absolute bar in 2007-2008. There was not enough 

variance in the dependent variable to predict the likelihood of Title I middle schools 

achieving reading absolute bar on the basis of the data in the present study. 

Bear in mind that this research was not designed to determine the degree of 

correlation between the dependent variable and the independent variables. Instead it was 

designed to measure the extent to which the selected school and teacher characteristics 

are able to predict the likelihood of a Title I middle school achieving AYP and/or reading 

absolute bar on the Georgia CRCT. Data analysis indicated that teacher minimum degree 

level was a statistically significant predictor of the likelihood of achieving AYP in 2006-

2007, and minimum teacher degree level and the school percentage of economically 
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disadvantaged students were statistically significant predictors of the likelihood of 

achieving AYP in 2007-2008. An increase in the percentage of either (a) teachers with a 

minimum degree or (b) economically disadvantaged students decreased the likelihood 

that a school would achieve AYP. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Recommendations of other researchers helped guide the design of the present 

study. These researchers recommended studies that focus on: (a) particular school levels 

(Stenger, 2006); (b) prediction of success on standardized tests, using data collected by 

known methods (Gallacher, 2008); (c) combined variables (Barron, 2007); (d) school size 

and location (Howley & Howley, 2004); and (e) school SES and school percentage of 

minority students (Liu, 2007). This researcher recommends that future research 

supplement the scant research presently available on the impact of various school and 

teacher characteristics on AYP, especially at the middle school level, using multiple 

variables and standardized criterion-referenced assessments. 

In particular, this researcher recommends studies using different combinations of 

unrelated independent variables. Such an approach would allow investigation of variables 

representing more aspects of AYP. Research that identifies predictors of AYP would help 

educators focus on student populations that are likely to fail to achieve AYP and would 

allow opportunity for educators to implement preventive measures or provide 

interventions to support improved academic achievement of targeted populations prior to 

administration of annual assessments. There are limited solutions to problems of school 
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territory and size, but variables such as teacher degree level and teacher absenteeism 

could readily be addressed through professional development and school policy. 

Many studies have addressed teacher characteristics. However, qualitative and 

longitudinal studies on the characteristics of effective teachers would identify teacher 

qualities that promote student achievement. Only a moderate amount of research is 

currently available on teacher absenteeism and middle school achievement. Insight could 

be gained from investigations into the relationship between student achievement and 

teacher absence from the classroom. 

This study's finding that minimum teacher degree level significantly predicted 

AYP warrants further investigation. The researcher recommends quantitative studies that 

focus on teacher effectiveness before and after teachers obtain advanced degrees and/or 

specialized certification. Although the present study's results suggest that teacher degree 

level predicts whether a school achieves AYP, the results do not demonstrate causation. 

Investigations into the causes of failure to achieve AYP are needed. Characteristics of 

effective teachers were not established in the literature review, therefore the researcher 

requests future study to establish qualities of effective teachers in school with minority 

and economically disadvantaged populations. Further research on the specific 

characteristics that make a teacher highly qualified would help institutions prepare more 

effective teachers and guide school administrators in the selection of effective faculty 

members. 

There is a wealth of research on the relationship between student achievement and 

economic disadvantage; however, Stenger (2006) stated that impoverished students 
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achieve when their instructional needs are met. NCLB is intended to ensure equal 

opportunity for impoverished students (Cowan, 2007). The evidence of this study 

indicated that economic disadvantage was a statistically significant predictor of the 

likelihood of school achievement of AYP. Therefore future research should concentrate 

on the most effective means of meeting the needs of economically disadvantaged 

students. 

Bui (2005) investigated the extent to which student achievement in middle school 

predicts first-generation college attendance. Bui found a correlation between high 

incidence of teacher absence and first generational college attendance, reporting a 23% 

decrease in the likelihood of attending college. It is recommended that studies similar to 

Bui's work examine the relationship between (a) student achievement in Title I middle 

schools, (b) teacher degree level, and (c) likelihood of graduating high school or 

attending college. 

As evidenced by the data collected in this study and previously noted, 173 out of 

183 Georgia Title I middle schools in the sample for the years 2006-2007 and 182 out of 

183 for the years 2007-2008 achieved reading absolute bar. These schools had poverty 

levels of 40-100% and were located in urban as well as suburban and rural areas. Why, 

then, did the schools not achieve AYP at a comparable rate? Is the culprit math absolute 

bar, the performance of a particular subpopulation, test participation, or daily school 

attendance? Which components of AYP do schools fail to achieve? Future research is 

needed to answer these important questions. 
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GEORGIA CRCT READING AND ENGLISH/LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADES 3-8 ANNUAL MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES 

Annual Step 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 

Annual Measurable Objectives 
60.00% 
60.00% 
66.70% 
66.70% 
66.70% 
73.30% 
73.30% 
73.30% 
80.00% 
86.70% 
93.30% 
100.00% 

GADOE (2009) 

73 



APPENDIX B 

GEORGIA'S MENU OF SECOND INDICATORS FOR ELEMENTARY/MIDDLE 

SCHOOLS 

74 



Georgia's Menu of Second Indicators for Elementary/Middle Schools 

School has to meet or exceed standard or show progress from the preceding year in one 
of the following areas selected prior to administration of the CRCT: 

•Attendance: 
15% or less of students absent more than 15 days or show progress 

•Percent Meeting & Exceeding: 
CRCT Science -80% or show progress 
CRCT Social Studies -80% or show progress 
EGWT (Eighth Grade Writing Test) -80% or show progress 

•Percent Exceeding: 
CRCT Reading -35% or show progress 
CRCT English Language Arts -15% or show progress 
CRCT Mathematics -15% or show progress 
CRCT Science -15% or show progress 
CRCT Social Studies -15% or show progress 

•N size: 
40 members determines a subpopulation or 10% of students in AYP Grade 
Levels, whichever is higher, with a maximum of 75. 

GADOE (2009) 
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CURRICULUM VITAE 

HELEN DAWN BRANCH OWENS 

111 Crestwood Rd. 
Warner Robins, GA 31093 

EDUCATION 

Candidate for Ph.D. in Educational Leadership, Tift College of Education, Mercer 
University, Atlanta, GA. Co-chairs: Drs. Janet S. Fields and Paige L. Tompkins, August 
2009. 

Educational Leadership Certification, Georgia College and State University, Milledgeville, 
GA, 2006. 

Early Childhood Specialist, Tift College of Education, Mercer University, Macon, GA. 
1991. 

Master of Education and Reading Specialist, Tift College of Education, Mercer University, 
Macon, GA. 1986. 

Bachelor of Science in Education, Florida International University, Miami, FL. 1978. 

Associate of Arts, Miami-Dade Community College, Miami, FL. 1969. 

PUBLICATIONS 

Talbert, M., & Owens, D. (1993). Two Perspectives on Whole Language Implementation: 
The Story Corner Curriculum and Making It Work. Georgia Journal of Reading 18(2), 4-8. 

With Loving Hands and Tender Hearts. (1975). Pasadena: World Wide Missions, Inc. 

PRESENTATIONS 

Owens, D. (October 2008). Doctoral Proposal Poster Session, Education Leadership 
Academy, Tift College of Education, Mercer University, Atlanta, Georgia. 

Owens, D. (June 2007; July 2008) Georgia Reading Association, Leadership Training 
Workshop for Local Council Presidents. 
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Owens, D. (May 1991). Using Literature to Enhance Literacy, Georgia Children's 
Literature Conference, Athens, GA. 

Owens, D. (November 1990). Storytelling for Children, a teacher workshop and 
storytelling session with student body, Westside Elementary School, Houston County. 

LEADERSHIP SERVICE 

Program Committee, Mercer University Tift College of Education Educational 
Leadership Academy, October 2007. 
International Reading Association State Coordinator 2006-Present 
Program Chair GRA 2006 
SE Regional IRA Audio Visual Chair 2004 
Co-chaired IRA Southeastern Regional Conference 2000 
Chair GRA Annual Reading Leadership Forum 1999 
GRA President 1999 
Lovingcare Daycare Board of Directors 1999-Present 
Chaired GRA Annual Conference 1998 
GRA President Elect 1997-1998 
GRA Executive Vice President 1996-1997 
Director Membership Development GRA 1993-1996 
International City Girl's Clubs Director 1990-1996 
Executive Board of Ladies Ministries 1990-1996 
Georgia Picture Book of the Year Nominating Committee 1991 

Professional Development Presentations for Bibb County School District 2007-2008: 

Literacy Support for Middle Grades 
Home School Facilitator Communication Skills 
How to Help Middle Grades Students at Home 
Reading Comprehension 

Professional Development Presentations for Middle Georgia RES A, 2004-2007: 

Teaching of Reading 
Performance Assessment 
Test Taking Strategies 
Differentiated Instructional Strategies 
Using Lexiles 
Multiple Intelligences 
Reading Strategies for Teacher Alternative Preparation Program 
Rubrics and Assessment 
Implementing Georgia Performance Standards 
Standards-Based Instruction 
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Elementary Reading Endorsement 
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Children's Literature in Content Areas 
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Owens, D. (February 1990). Developmentally Appropriate Centers, Head Start Training. 

Owens, D. (June 1992). The Writing Process, Houston County Board of Education teacher 
inservice training. 

Professional Affiliations 

Phi Kappa Phi Honor Society 
Professional Association of Georgia Educators 1983 to present 
Member International Reading Association (IRA) 1979 to present 
Member Georgia Reading Association (GRA) 1979 - Lifetime 
Member Reading Recovery Council of North America 2000-Present 
Member International Platform Association 1999-2002 

HONORS AND AWARDS 

International Biographical Centre's 2000 Outstanding People Of the 20th Century 2000 
International Biographical Centre Cambridge, England, Decree of Merit 1997 
Marquis World's Who's Who 2008 
Marquis Who's Who in America 1994, 2009 
Marquis Who's Who in American Education 1994, 2007, 2009 
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GRA Annette P. Hopson Service Award 1998 
Girl's Clubs Director of the Year 1991 
Florida Family Training Hour Director of the Year 1979 

WORK EXPERIENCE 

2007-Present Bibb County School District, Macon, GA 
Title I School Improvement Specialist 

2004-2007 Middle Georgia Regional Educational Service Agency 

Reading/Literacy Specialist and Consultant 

Houston County School System, Perry, GA 

2003-2004 Lake Joy Elementary, Kindergarten Teacher 

1991 -2003 Perdue Elementary School, Reading Recovery Teacher and 
Kindergarten Teacher 

1983-1991 Thomas Elementary School, Teacher: Special Instructional 

Assistance, Title I Reading, and Fourth Grade 

1979-1981 Morningside Junior High School, Title I Reading Teacher 

1973-1975 English Language Instructor, Chinese Military Academy, 
Feng Shan, Taiwan 
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