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Abstract 

Students continue to fail in large, traditional American high schools (Wood, 1992; 

Raywid, 1995). The transition from small elementary/intermediate settings to large, 

impersonal secondary environments forces students to face many difficult challenges. A 

review of the literature has provided support that the implementation of Small Learning 

Communities has revealed that students who attend small high schools have better 

attendance and are more successful academically verses students that attend large high 

schools (Howley, Strange, & Bickel, 2000).  

The purpose of this research study was to determine if statistical significant 

differences exist in students’ attendance and academic achievement as measured by 

TAKS subject scores for grades nine, ten, and eleventh in ELA, Math, Science, and 

Social Studies between traditional high schools and a high school implementing a Small 

Learning Communities model.  The five campuses that were used for this study came 

from the forty campus comparison groups report provided by the Texas Education 

Agency that compares the yearly performance of campuses that share similar 

characteristics.  

This study’s research design utilized a Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

(MANOVA) test to measure for statistical significant differences. Out of the forty-one 

separate pieces of data reviewed for the three research questions for this study, only three 

areas of statistical significance were found. The researcher could not substantiate that the 

SLC model was the sole determining factor that contributed to the three significant 

results.  Based on the quantity of significance found, there is not enough statistical data 
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over the three year period that supports the hypothesis that the implementation of Small 

Learning Communities impacts student/student groups’ overall academic performance on 

TAKS testing. Thus no correlation between SLC’s and overall student academic 

performance on TAKS scores and attendance were found. 

Further research is needed to determine whether there is a correlation between the 

SLC model and the performance of student/student groups’ academic performance and 

attendance in large high schools. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

A 1999 word search by Gregory Cizek through the Educational Resources 

Information Center (ERIC) found 4,027 articles published since 1966 that used the word 

“crisis” in combination with education, school(s), or classrooms (Franciosi, 2004).  A 

current 2013 word search for the same term in ERIC found 7,917 articles published 

between 1966 and July of 2013.  A Goggle search on the World Wide Web using the 

same phrase as it pertains to American schools came up with 332 million hits.  In every 

decade since the early 1900’s, pieces of literature have described the entire American 

school system from elementary schools to universities as being in a “state of crisis” 

(Cizek, 1999).   

There is a major societal concern that our public high schools are not meeting the 

needs of our adolescent students (Gatto, 1992; Kohn, 1999; Meier, 2002).  There are 

variety of problems that have plagued our current public school system such as poor 

student attendance, high dropout rates, educational gaps among campus student groups, 

student academic achievement, and campus safety.  A major portion of the blame for the 

failing school systems has been placed on the uninterested, unmotivated, and non-

attending students.  As a result, the students that are leaving our public high schools 

systems either as a graduate or a dropout are not prepared to compete locally, nationally, 

or globally and they eventually become a burden to our society.  Research conducted by 

Eccles in 1993 shows that, in some cases, the actual schools that these students are 

attending daily may be playing the largest role in creating and perpetuating these 

problems.   
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Across the nation, a call for more productive schools has come from students, 

parents, community leaders, educational leaders, researchers, and heads of states.  Several 

reform models in the past century have been introduced into our public school systems.  

One such reform model that is being implemented across several states that addresses the 

negative effects that large schools may have is the introduction of smaller schools.  Some 

school districts with large high schools are dividing their large high schools into Small 

Learning Communities (SLC).  

         The schools that have implemented the SLC model have shown gains in the 

following areas: academic performance, closing achievement gaps between student 

groups, fewer campus disruptions, better attendance, and a sense of a more personalized 

learning environment (Raywid, 1999).  The Department of Education in 2000 earmarked 

$45 million in grant money to help support this reform initiative and added an additional 

$125 million for the 2001-2002 school year (USDOE, 2001).  The contributing funds in 

grants were provided to help create more personalized learning environments to help 

underperforming schools, including scores of “dropout factories” improve student 

achievement. 

Background of the Problem 

 Card’s (2004) research has suggested that large, overcrowded, and impersonal 

comprehensive high schools of over 1,000 students are not effective and may actually be 

causing an increase in student disengagement, poor academic performance, and student 

dropouts.  Balfanz, Bridgeland, Bruce, and Fox (2012) report in Building a Grad Nation: 

Progress and Challenge in Ending the High School Dropout Epidemic that nationally, on 

average 7,000 students drop out of school daily.  That number translates on average to 
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over 1.1 million students per school year.  Within a traditional seven-hour day every nine 

seconds a student will decide to drop out of school.  The National Center for Educational 

Statistics (NCES, 2011) has also reported a total dropout average of 10.7%, annually 

based on the percentage of 16 through 24 year olds that have not received a high school 

diploma from 1990 thru 2008.  No state has reported higher than a 90% yearly graduation 

rate and nine states have rates below 70% (NCES, 2011).  This grim statistic indicates 

that on average American schools are still losing 10% of students yearly from apparently 

successful schools and are losing up to 30% of students yearly from campuses that are 

deemed “dropout factories” (NCES, 2011). 

 The National Center for Educational Statistics reported in Trends in High School 

Dropout and Completion Rates in the United States: 1972-2009: that the Average 

Freshmen Graduation rates (AFGR) found that twenty five percent of the 8
th

 graders that 

entered high school in the 2006-2007 school year as freshmen, did not make it to 

graduation 4 years later (NCES, 2011).  Table 1 illustrates the top five high and low 

states and the percentage of the 2008-2009 freshmen cohort students that graduated from 

each state in four years.  This is a clear illustration of the lack of success that public high 

schools have in retaining, educating, and graduating students.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 

 

Table 1.1 

Average % of the top five high and low states for freshmen graduation rates for the 2008-

2009 (NCES 2011). 

 

States Average % Freshmen Graduation Rates 2008-2009 

Nevada 56.3 

Mississippi 62.0 

New Mexico 64.8 

South Carolina 66.0 

Louisiana 67.3 

Texas 75.4 

Iowa 85.7 

North Dakota 87.4 

Minnesota 87.4 

Vermont 89.6 

Wisconsin 90.7 

 

Table 1.1 represents the overall completion rate for all students. Unfortunately the 

freshmen graduation rates are significantly worse for minority student groups.  The 

following figures represent the national average percentage of dropouts from 1980 thru 

2009 as it pertains to ethnic student groups; 7.2% for White students, 12.0% for African 

American Students, and 25.8% for Hispanic students (NCES, 2011).  More than half of 

the nation’s dropouts come from “dropout factories”.  These are schools that fail to 

promote at least 50% of ninth graders to twelfth grade within a three year period which 

are typically large in size, high minority, have low parental support, and are located in 

high poverty communities (Balfanz & Letgers, 2004).  

Statement of the Problem 

 There has been interest concerning school size since the 1970’s (Stewart, 2009). 

The traditional academic progression from small elementary schools to large, impersonal, 

secondary schools forces students to face many difficult challenges.  These challenges 
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include declining academic performance, the widening educational gap of minority 

students, poor student attendance, low cohort graduation rates, and concerns about school 

safety.  Students on these large factory model campuses become just a number in a 

crowded building.  Gregory (2000) suggests that there are consistent pieces of research 

that shows that we should be moving towards developing smaller schools that address the 

challenges that large schools face on a daily bases. 

Howley and Bickel’s (2000) research on student achievement revealed that 

students that attended smaller high schools tended to be more successful than those that 

attended large high schools.  Students that attended smaller schools consistently 

outperformed students that attended larger schools (Duke, DeRoberto, Trautvetter, 2009).  

The implementation of many SLC models such as Career Academies, House Plans, 

schools within schools, magnet schools, and Ninth Grade Academies on large campuses 

could potentially help students make a smooth transition from small intermediate school 

settings to high school campuses.  The SLC reform model fosters personal connections 

between all educational stakeholders and provides the student with a sense of belonging 

(USDOE, 2008).  

The problem investigated in this study was the extent to which small school 

initiatives are capable of making a difference on student academic performance and 

attendance rates as compared to those students who attend traditional campuses.  Data 

was collected, disaggregated and analyzed for the 2007-2010 school years from the 

Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) from the Texas Education Agency’s 

website and district based data systems.  This study attempted to provide data that would 
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show the impact that the Small Learning Communities model may have on student 

academic performance and attendance rates.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if statistical significant differences 

existed in student academic achievement and attendance as measured by TAKS scores for 

grade levels (9-11)/ subjects (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies), academic 

achievement by grade level (9-11)/ subjects (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) of 

campus student groups: White, Hispanic, and African American, and the attendance rates 

by grade level (9-11) as compared to a sampling of traditional campuses.  

For the years studied 2007-2010, the participating traditional campuses were 

annually placed in the campus A’s Texas Education Agency's Campus Comparison group 

of forty.  The campuses were similar in size, demographics, and economically 

disadvantaged students for the school years studied.  The student achievement data in 

TAKS ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies were taken from the Texas Education 

Agency’s annual AEIS reports for the following school years 2007-2010.  The study 

examined one campus that implemented the Small Learning Communities model as a 

campus initiative and compared it to five traditional campuses that are similar in student 

demographics and campus size for the years that are applicable to this study.  

Significance of the Study 

 Students across this nation are performing poorly and are continuing to drop out 

of our high schools (Hoyle & Collier, 2006).   Research from the past several decades has 

shown that high school size does matter and suggests that we need to move to smaller 

schools (Gregory, 2000).  Additional studies are needed to determine the impact of the 
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implementation of SLC models on large high school campuses and whether this reform 

initiative produces the gains in student achievement and attendance needed to bring 

excellence and equity to our nation’s high schools.  Struggling high schools need to 

invest in programs that focus their efforts on initiatives that are research based and have 

yielded proven results. 

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact that the Small Learning 

Communities initiative had on one large high school campus’ overall academic 

performance by grades (9, 10, and 11 )/ subjects (ELA, Math, Science, and Social 

Studies),  academic performance by grades (9, 10, and 11)/ subject (ELA, Math, Science, 

and Social Studies) of campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American), 

and the attendance rates of students grades nine, ten, and eleven over a three year period 

(2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010) when  compared to students that attend large 

traditional high school campuses.  If the study reveals that the SLC model campus 

produces a statistically significant difference in student academic performance, student 

academic performance of campus student groups and student attendance, the data as a 

result of this study could potentially justify the implementation and support for SLC 

initiatives. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions have guided this study. 

1. Do statistically significant differences exist in academic performance by grade 

level (9-11) and subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) as measured by 

TAKS overall campus scores for the 2007-2010 school years between students 

who attended a traditional high school campus and those who attended a campus 

incorporating the Small Learning Communities model?   
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2. Do statistically significant differences exist in academic performance by grade 

level (9-11) and subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) for campus 

student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) as measured by TAKS 

for the 2007-2010 school years between students who attended a traditional high 

school campus and those who attended a campus incorporating the Small 

Learning Communities model?   

3. Do statistically significant differences exist in student attendance rates by grade 

level (9-11) for the 2007-2010 school years between students who attended a 

traditional high school campus and those who attended a campus incorporating 

the Small Learning Communities model?  

Hypothesis for the Research 

Null Hypothesis: 

There are no statistical significant differences in the overall student academic 

performance, academic performance of campus student groups, and the attendance of 

students that attend a large high school campus which has implemented a SLC model 

when compared to students that attend large traditional high schools that are similar in 

size and with the same demographic makeup. 

Research Design 

The research design for this study was a quantitative design that utilized 

quantitative methods of data collection and analysis.  The quantitative component of this 

research examined a Small Learning Communities model school (Campus A) and five 

other traditional campuses (Campuses B-F) that were annually placed into Campus A’s 
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forty campus comparison group based on the Texas Academic Excellent Indicator 

System reports of schools for the 2007-2010 school years.  

 For the purpose of this study, the researcher compared a three year period of the 

overall campus TAKS academic performance by grade level (9-11)/subject (ELA, Math, 

Science, and Social Studies), TAKS academic performance by grade level (9-11)/subject 

(ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) of campus student groups: White, Hispanic, 

and African American, and the attendance rates of students by grade level (9-11) who 

attend Campus A, a Small Learning Communities model campus, with the students that 

attend the other five traditional campuses.   

The historical data for each campus in this study were obtained from TEA’s 

annual AEIS reports for the 2007-2010 school years. These reports are produced annually 

for each campus and can be obtained from the TEA website.  The researcher took the 

AEIS campus summary data from TEA’s website for the 2007-2010 school years and 

transposed it into Microsoft Office Excel so data could be disaggregated and compared 

descriptively side by side prior to being entered into the SPSS software to measure 

significance.  The collected campus data pertaining to the three research questions was 

grouped and organized by each campus (A-F) and compared using a quantitative 

instrument (MANOVA) to measure statistical significance.  

The researcher used the Statistical Product and Service Solution (SPSS) software 

package to run a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) that tested for statistical 

significance for two or more groups. This test analyzed situations with several 

independent variables.  In these situations, a MANOVA will show if the independent 

variables (campus setup Small Learning Communities vs. Traditional) interact with the 
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dependent variables (overall academic performance on TAKS tests for grades ninth 

through eleventh grade, performance of campus student groups: White, Hispanic, and 

African American on TAKS tests for grades ninth through eleventh grade, and yearly 

attendance rates for the Small Learning Communities campus versus the five traditional 

campuses).  

Dependent Variable 

 The dependent variables for this study were; 

1. Academic performance (TAKS test scores in Reading, Writing, Math, Science, 

and Social Studies) for all regular education students in the Small Learning 

Communities’ group campus A and the traditional campuses B-F for the 2007-

2010 school years. 

2. Academic performance (TAKS test scores in Reading, Writing, Math, Science, 

and Social Studies) for campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African 

American) in the Small Learning Communities’ group campus A and the 

traditional campuses B-F for the 2007-2010 school years. 

3. Campus attendance data for the six participating schools. 

Independent Variables 

The independent variable for this study is: 

The two types of campuses that students were on: Small Learning Communities 

campus A and the traditional campuses B-F. 

The data from participating campuses were placed into the following performance 

categories: 

1. Overall TAKS scores for the 2007-2010 school years for grades 9
 
- 11 in the areas 
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of: ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies for participating campuses. 

2. Student groups’ (White, Hispanic, and African American) scores on TAKS for 

participating campuses for the 2007-2010 school years for grades 9
 
- 11 in the 

areas of: ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies for participating campuses.  

3. Attendance rates for the 2007-2010 school years as reported by Texas Education 

Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System reports. 

Theoretical Framework 

Small Learning Communities is a reform initiative that addresses the present 

failures in American large public high schools.  This initiative facilitates the use of 

organizational arrangements and instructional methods that lead to a positive climate and 

student success.  Heath (2005) suggests that the idea of Small Learning Communities on 

large high school campuses seem to have advantages for raising student achievement in 

minority student groups, increasing attendance, increasing graduation rates, and 

improving overall school climate.  

The positive academic advantages of Small Learning Communities campuses may 

be a result from the supportive and collaborative environment that is established on these 

smaller campuses (Howley, Strange, & Bickel, 2000).  The smaller school allows for 

better communication and provides the opportunity for close relationships to be 

established and maintained between educators and students (Sizer, 1985).  Interactions 

between students and faculty give students the feeling that teachers are supportive and 

care for them, which in turn, give students an increased interest in their school work.  

Students who attend smaller campuses have a greater sense of community and are more 
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involved in school activities which foster a sense of belonging (Bryk, Holland, & Lee, 

1993).  

Heath’s (2005) three year study (2000-2003) of Small Learning Communities 

found that well implemented SLC models produced significant positive results in student 

performance, attendance, completion rates, and improvements in school climate.  These 

smaller schools fostered high expectations, provided support, and assisted students with 

the challenges that they may face on large high school campuses where they can easily 

become a number (Newman & Newman, 2002).  Several large comprehensive studies 

have been conducted that have reported positive findings of SLC’s models on student 

performance (Flowers & Mertens, 2000).    

Assumptions and Limitations 

Assumptions 

The assumptions of the investigation were as follows: 

1. The effective implementation of the Small Learning Communities model. 

2. The quantitative data used (AEIS reports, statistical reports) is appropriate to 

measure campus performance, campus student group performance, and attendance. 

3. Accurate collection, disaggregation, and comparison of data from sample campuses 

to show variance in performance. 

Limitations 

The limitations of the investigation were as follows: 

1. The results from the study can only be generalized by one campus’s 

implementation of Small Learning Communities for the 2007-2010 school years. 
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2. The researcher did not compare all campus student groups on the campuses that 

were used for this study. 

3. The study will only compare data for the 2007-2010 school years. 

Definitions of Terms 

The operational definitions used in this study are defined as follows: 

Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS):  Provides a wide range of campus/state 

information on the annual performance of students in each Texas school.  Reports can be 

accessed through the Texas Education Agency (TEA Accountability Manual, 2010). 

Accountability Rating:  The Texas Accountability System each year assigns ratings to 

every campus and district in the Texas public school system.  The four ratings assigned to 

schools during the study period based on their performances from lowest to highest are 

Academically Unacceptable, Academically Acceptable, Recognized, and Exemplary 

(TEA Accountability Manual, 2010). 

Achievement Gap:  The observed difference on a number of educational measures 

between the performance of groups of students, especially groups defined by gender, 

race/ethnicity, ability, and socioeconomic status (NCES, 2009). 

AFGR: Average Freshmen Graduation Rate (NCES, 2011). 

Campus 40 Comparison Group:  Each campus in the state of Texas is annually 

assigned to a comparison group of forty other public schools based on six characteristics 

from anywhere in the state. These groups of forty are provided so that schools can 

compare themselves to campuses that have demographic similarities (TEA 

Accountability Manual, 2010). 
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Career Academies:  A Small Learning Community in which students and teachers self-

select to be part of the academy.  The career academies have a broad based career theme 

with coursework related to the career, work-based experiences, and partnerships with 

business and community partners (Sammon, 2000; USDOE, 2001).   

Dropout:  NCES defines a dropout as a student who is enrolled in public school in 

grades 7-12 that does not return to public school the following fall.  The student is not 

expelled, does not: graduate, receive a GED, continue school outside the public school 

system, begin college, or die (NCES, 2011). 

House:  The House model divides students in a large school into groups either by grade 

level or across grade levels and arrangements may be year-long or multi-year.  Each 

house usually has its own procedures, policies, building location, and staff. Students may 

take some or all courses with their house members and house teachers (USDOE, 2008). 

Large High Schools:  For this study, a large high school will be defined as a campus that 

has 9-12 grade levels and populations of 1,500 students or more. 

Magnet Schools:  Magnet schools are usually based on a specialty core focus (such as 

Math, Science, Creative Arts, or a career theme) to attract specific students from the 

entire school district.  Some magnet programs have competitive admission requirements 

while others are open to any interested student (Sammon, 2000; USDOE, 2001). 

Ninth Grade Academy:  The ninth grade academy is designed to bridge middle and high 

school. It is a school-within-a-school organized around a core team of English, Math, 

Science, and Social Studies teachers.  Incoming freshmen are assigned to a select team of 

teachers that work in a collaborative environment and are committed to the education of 

the students they share (USDOE, 2008). 



15 

 

No Child Left Behind Act:  The federal legislation passed in 2001 whose primary 

function was to close the achievement gap between groups of students by requiring 

greater accountability and offering increased flexibility and choice.  The four basic 

reform principles included stronger accountability based on assessments, increased 

local/state control, expanded options for parents, and an emphasis on proven education 

methods (TEA Index, 2015). 

Pathway or Cluster:  This type of small learning community offers students the 

opportunity to enroll in courses that are closely linked with their graduation pathway 

(Sammon, 2000; USDOE, 2001). 

Schools within Schools (SWS):  Students are usually housed within a larger 

comprehensive high school.  Schools-within-schools have their own programs, personnel, 

students, budget, and school space (Sammon, 2000; USDOE, 2001). 

Smaller Learning Community (SLC):  A Small Learning Community is any separately 

defined, individualized learning unit that may be in a separate building or within a larger 

school setting.  Students and teachers are usually in teams and frequently have a common 

area of the school for classes (USDOE, 2008). 

Student Performance:  Campus, grade level, and student groups data as reported by the 

Texas Education Agency (TEA) annual administration of the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (TAKS).  Data reported in the study is from the Academic 

Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) and includes standardized test scores, attendance 

rates, and dropout rates. 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS):  The primary statewide testing 

program implemented in 2003 designed to measure the extent to which a student in 
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grades 3-11 has learned and is able to apply the defined knowledge and skills at each 

tested grade level.  A student must meet the standard on the grade eleven exit level TAKS 

tests (Math, Science, Social Studies, and Language Arts) to receive a high school diploma 

from a Texas public high school (TEA Index, 2015). 

Texas Education Agency:  The Texas Education Agency (TEA) and State Board of 

Education (SBOE) monitor activities/programs related to Texas public education.  Under 

the leadership of the Commissioner of Education, the Texas Education Agency 

administers the statewide assessment program, maintains a data collection system on 

public schools for a variety of purposes, and operates research and information programs.  

The data includes information from the Public Education Information Management 

Systems (PEIMS) and Academic Excellence Indicator Systems (AEIS) (TEA Index, 

2015). 

Conclusion 

Chapter one provided the reader with an introduction to the research study, 

statement of the problem to be studied, purpose of the study, significance of the study, 

research questions, research hypothesis, research design, theoretical framework, 

assumptions, limitations, and the operational definitions. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

The state of public high schools in the United States has long been under the 

watchful eyes of parents, educators, researchers, and politicians. U.S. Representative 

George Miller (Democrat-California), chair of the House Education and Labor committee 

stated that “The crisis we’re seeing in our nation’s high schools is real, it is urgent, and it 

must be fixed,”(NASSP, 2011).  Nationally, for the past half century there has been a 

steady increase in the number of large public high schools.  The United States 

Department of Education reported in School Size: Programs and Initiatives that 70% of 

American high school students attend campuses that are responsible for educating 

between 1000 or more students (USDOE, 2009).   

With the average high school campus student populations steadily increasing and 

the graduation requirements becoming more demanding there has been an increase in 

support of making schools smaller (Cater, 2005).  Large schools are failing to provide 

environments that enrich, monitor and foster student success.  Duke, Deroberto, and 

Trautvetter (2009) suggest that the move from large schools to smaller schools will help 

address the following problems faced by large schools: low cohort graduation rates, the 

growing achievement gap that exists between minority students, reducing school 

violence, and low student daily attendance. 

 Cotton’s (1996a) research found that students from all academic levels in all kinds 

of environments have been shown to be more successful in smaller schools when 

compared to students that attend larger ones.  Small school reform models such as 

magnet schools, schools-within-schools, and ninth grade academies have been 
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implemented across this nation with the hope of improving student performance (Nathan, 

J., & Thao, S. , 2007).  Districts across the nation are downsizing from large impersonal 

high schools and moving to smaller high schools in an attempt to minimize the negative 

effects that large high schools may have on student success.  Schools in Arizona, 

California, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New York, 

Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and Washington have all implemented some type 

of SLC model (Nathan, J., & Thao, S., 2007).  

Darling and Hammonds (2002) found that in research conducted over past fifteen 

years shows that smaller schools are competitive, if not superior, to larger schools.  

Smaller, more personable campuses are safer, have increased student achievement for all 

student groups, higher completion rates, higher participation rates in extracurricular 

activities, better attendance rates, and greater student/teacher satisfaction with school 

(Cotton, 1996a; Fowler, 1995; Howley, 1994; Howley & Bickel, 2000; Lee & Smith, 

1995; Lee, Smith, & Croninger, 1995; Rutter, 1988; Supovitz & Christman 2005).  The 

U.S. Department of Education report, Implementation Study of Smaller Learning 

Communities, yielded similar results, showing gains consistently in narrowing the 

achievement gap between all ethnic student groups, increasing student attendance, and 

reducing campus violence (USDOE, 2008).  

Cotton (2001) found that SLC models benefited students, teachers, and parents by 

making communication more fluid, providing opportunities for collaboration amongst the 

staff, and fostering lifelong relationships between students, teachers, and parents.  These 

smaller environments make it possible for students to remain under the watchful eyes of 

adult staff.  Students who were enrolled in these smaller environments reported that their 
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teachers held them to a higher academic expectation (Heath, 2005).  All these conditions 

provide a sense of community that fosters an environment that can help monitor and 

support student success (Jehlen & Kopkowski, 2006). 

The following literature review will discuss the major problems facing our public 

secondary schools: student attendance, dropout rates, campus student groups achievement 

gaps, and campus safety.  It will also review the types of SLC models that are currently in 

use, their effectiveness, and their barriers to success.   

Symptoms of Failing Schools 

Attendance 

 A review of the literature reveals a number of causes and solutions to student 

absenteeism.  Researchers Dembo and Turner (1994) view absenteeism as a result of 

“functional problems” such as poverty, single parent homes, poor parental supervision, 

substance abuse, poor social skills, and school retention.  A comprehensive view into the 

literature of student absenteeism has revealed more complex issues such as student 

disengagement and lack of student motivation that may be caused by the school culture 

and in some instances the school structure itself (Bryk & Thum, 1989; Lan & Lanthier, 

2003; Lee & Burkham, 2003).   

Students who do not attend school on a regular basis usually suffer academically 

and socially.  Students that are chronically absent from school on a regular basis have 

lower achievement scores and are more likely to drop out of school.  Poor student 

attendance has been shown to lead to grade retention and later to truancy (Baker & 

Jansen, 2000).  The schools that have high rates of absenteeism not only struggle with 

cohort completion rates (dropouts) but also suffer from loss of instructional time for the 
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absentee student, loss of instructional time for other students, and loss of state funding 

(Mayer & Mitchell, 1993).   

Educators and research experts suggest that schools need to take an honest look at 

their systems and attempt to answer the question: why do students not want to come to 

school?  Schools need to provide a positive, welcoming safe environment, which is 

academically challenging, and is personable so that students want to attend school. 

Fowler and Walberg (1991) found that student’s attendance rates were shown to be 

higher for students that attended smaller schools versus students that attended larger 

schools.  In one case study, the students that attended “schools within schools” or 

“instructional houses” in Chicago’s poorest areas attended up to five more days per 

semester as compared to students in larger traditional schools (Wasley, P.A., Fine, M., 

Gladdan, M., Holland, N.E., King, S.P., Mosak, E., & Powell, L.C. (2000).   

Dropout Rates 

 Recent articles and documentaries identify a dropout problem in the United States 

and some even reference the educational system as a “Dropout Nation” (Thornburgh, 

2006).  Each year more than 1.1 million students drop out of high school without a high 

school diploma (Balfanz, R., Bridgeland, J. M., Bruce, M., & Fox, J. H., 2012).  

Rumberger (2001) found that dropouts are more likely to be unemployed, living on 

government assistance, in prison, unhealthy, divorced, and single parents often with 

children who will eventually drop out of school themselves.  Lotz and Lee (1999) also 

found that potential dropouts have lower grades, poor attendance, and are more likely to 

be involved in delinquent acts and crime.  Consistent yearly research reveals that students 

that drop out of high schools, specifically minority African American and Hispanic 
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students, end up incarcerated in state and federal penitentiaries (Sum, A., Khatiwada, I., 

McLaughlin, J., with Palma, S., 2009).   

 Currently, only about 69-71% of all American high schools students graduate in 

the expected four years with their cohort (USDOE, 2010).   The figures are even lower 

for minority students, as only 58% of Hispanic, 53% of African American, and 49% of 

Native American students graduate on time, compared to 76% of white students 

(USDOE, 2010).  Princiotta and Reyna (2009) found that the majority of minority 

students that do not graduate in today’s high schools are historically disadvantaged and 

impoverished and are more likely to be attending large schools in urban districts.  

Why do students drop out?   

 There is no single reason why students decide to drop out of high school.  Each 

individual student’s decision is unique to their own situation.  Rumberger and Lim (2008) 

suggest two common sets of factors that may be predictors of a students’ decision to drop 

out of school.  The first factor is associated with the institutional traits of their families, 

schools, and communities and the other factor is associated with the individual traits of 

the students.  Students reported multiple factors for dropping out of school such as: lack 

of connection to the school environment; finding classes boring; lack of motivation or 

inspiration to work hard; grade retention; academic challenges, and current real world 

events (Rumberger, 2001).  While the reasons for dropping out may vary somewhat from 

large cities to rural areas, the general reasons remained the same for why adolescents 

chose to leave school. 

The family related category includes the factors such as parental support, whether 

one or both parents live in the home, and family mobility.  Farmer and Payne (1992) 
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concluded that students who come from families with poor parent involvement and single 

parent homes are more likely to dropout from school as compared to students who come 

from two parent homes with parents that are involved in their child’s education.  

Researchers Goldschmidt and Wang (1999) reported that students that come from single 

parent homes have parents that tend to have less time and resources to provide toward 

their children’s education.  

Students living in a home in which both parents are involved in their child’s 

education are reported to have lower dropout rates and higher levels of educational 

attainment than their counterparts.  In these two parent homes, increased parental support 

(both financially and emotionally) is key to a child’s success in staying in school.  If 

parents are involved early in their child’s schooling the child is more likely to be 

successful in school (Goldschmidt & Wang 1999).  

School-related factors are those controlled by the school or the school district.  

These factors occur during the school day and are related to student interaction with the 

school system.  According to the U.S. Department of Education, the following school 

related factors that contribute to students dropping out of school are: academic struggles, 

academic retention, and chronic student absenteeism (USDOE, 2010).  

 Community factors that play a role in whether students stay in school include 

societal pressures, environmental influences, and poverty.  The community factor that has 

the strongest effect on whether a student will stay in school or drop out is poverty (Wells 

& Hambly, 1989).  Poverty influences the success that these students may have at school. 

As a result of these conditions students are not prepared for class, fail to attend due to 

work, illness, stress or responsibility for sibling or elderly care (Balfanz, 2012).  
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Eventually these students miss so much school that they become discouraged and get so 

far behind that they see no hope of catching up and see dropping out as the only viable 

option.    

Negative outcomes that high school dropouts experience. 

 High school dropouts confront a number of negative outcomes as a result of 

leaving school early.  Dropouts are less likely to be employed as compared to classmates 

that stay in school and graduate.  The U.S Bureau of Labor and Statistics reported that the 

2008 unemployment rate for students without a high school diploma was 54 percent.  The 

figure dropped to 32 percent for high school graduates without any college and to 21 

percent for those high school graduates taking college courses (USBLS, 2010).  

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (2008) reported the 

rate of incarceration for high school dropouts was more than 63 times higher than among 

students that stayed in school and graduated.  The same report found that nearly 82 

percent of the individuals in prison do not have a high school diploma.  A survey by the 

Department of Justice in 2007 estimated that a black male high school dropout stood a 33 

percent greater chance of going to prison as compared to his counterpart that graduated 

(USDOJ, 2007).   

Female dropouts were six times more likely to have given birth as teenagers than 

their peers that remained in high school and graduated (Sum, et al., 2009).  Of those 

females that had children, 60 percent were unmarried and dependent on government 

assistance (UBLS, 2010). On average dropouts cost the United States more than $300 

billion per year through various assistance programs (UBLS, 2010).   
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These negative outcomes of high school dropouts are a result of students losing 

their way along the educational path.   Educators must look to programs that will keep 

students engaged and excited about attending school.  The fact that dropout rates are 

shown to be less on smaller schools may be reason enough to look into such programs 

that may ultimately keep students in schools (Darling & Hammonds, 2002).    

Achievement Gap 

Williams (2003) defines the term “achievement gap” as the difference in 

educational performance by minority and/or low-income students as compared to the 

performance of their White and Asian counterparts.  The differences between the scores 

of students with different backgrounds are quantifiable through analysis of standardized 

test scores (Williams, 2003).   Carpenter (2006) reported that the achievement gap has 

been a long standing problem in the American public school system.  Achievement gaps 

present themselves early in students, often leading to long-term gaps such as differences 

in high school and college completion and the types of careers students obtain as adults. 

Barton (2004) in his article “Closing the Achievement Gap: Why does the Gap 

Persist?” reported that there are two separate categories of achievements gaps.  The first 

group consists of non-school related factors.  These factors would include parental 

support, parent availability, poverty and student mobility.  Those students that are lacking 

in this area of support are performing at a lower level as compared to those students that 

have greater resources and come from more stable homes.  The second group consists of 

school related factors.  Barton (2004) reported that school related factors included school 

safety, class/campus sizes, teacher preparation programs, and the rigor of campus 

curriculum. 
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The achievement gap in our American schools is already having an impact in 

terms of how we stack up internationally.  The Organization for Economic Co-operation 

and Development (OECD, 2010a) reported that international comparisons rank the 

United States eighteenth for high school graduation rates, fifteenth for high school 

reading assessments among fifteen year olds in developed countries, and twenty-fifth for 

high school math.  Among the countries examined by the OECD (2010a), America has 

one of the largest gaps in the world between highest-and-lowest performing students.  

The gap is established at the lower grades and continues to grow as the student moves 

into the higher grade levels (OECD, 2010a).   

Closing the gap is still possible, but our efforts must include renewed focus on 

how we meet the needs of modern-day, at risk high school students.  This requires 

commitment, time, perseverance, and reform.  The solutions to these educational gaps are 

not simple and there is not a quick solution to closing the gap.  Consider the following 

shortcomings of public education as reported by Robert Wise in Raising the Grade: How 

Secondary School Reform Can Save Our Youth and the Nation (2008). 

1. The Nation’s report card from the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP) reported that less than one-third of eight graders read at a proficient level. 

The number is even lower for low-income/minority eighth grade students, of 

which just 15 percent read at proficient levels (p.7).   

2. In high poverty urban high schools, half of the incoming ninth grade students read 

at a fifth or sixth grade level (p. 7).   

3. Nearly three out of four 8
th

 and 12
th

 grade students cannot write proficiently (p. 

7). 
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4. At America’s four-year public colleges, nearly 20 percent of all entering students 

are required to take at least one remedial reading course. (p. 7).                                                                              

The literature indicates that the communities with high minority and impoverished 

students show consistent success when students were educated in smaller schools 

(Howley, C., & Bickel, R. 2000).  Evidence does exist that suggests that proper reform 

initiatives in schools can produce student gains at any age when provided with the proper 

support, resources and environments (Howley, et al., 2000).  

The Federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) was implemented to help 

address the achievement gap.  It requires states to report student achievement data by 

ethnic subgroups of students, including African American and Hispanic students, so that 

performance gains for all students can be measured from year to year.  Schools must 

show that students in all groups have performed at grade level on all state assessments 

and the school must show “Adequate Yearly Progress” (AYP).  The law also contains 

accountability measures that penalize schools that are not able to show achievement gains 

made by all subgroups of students from year to year.  Schools that continue to receive 

these sanctions are predominantly large high schools with a high percentage of minority 

and impoverished students.  The hope is that these accountability measures will help 

monitor large schools that have become “dropout factories” and help initiate gains in 

achievement for all students. 

Safe Schools 

The Annual Phi Delta Kappa Gallup poll of the public’s attitudes toward public 

schools, published each September, has, for multiple decades, identified the lack of 

campus safety as one of the top five major problems in public schools (Bushaw & Lopez, 
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2012).  In fact, the journal has singled out lack of campus discipline as the number one 

problem more often than any other issue.  Teachers have yearly voiced concerns about 

the number of campus disruptions that occur in a given day and the effects that it has on 

daily instruction.  The problem has had a rippling effect in the public school system 

affecting campus discipline procedures (policies), teacher attrition, test scores, attendance 

and dropouts.  

A 2006 study by the U.S. Department of Education and the U.S. Department of 

Justice revealed that public schools experiencing violent incidents increased from 71 to 

81 percent over a five year period (1999-2004) (USDOE, 2010).  Campus safety has had 

a major impact on the educational environment.  Annual studies reveal that most new 

teachers leave the profession within the first three years because of large classroom sizes, 

unsafe working environments, student behavioral problems, lack of time to prepare, poor 

salaries, and standardized testing (USDOJ, 2007). 

According to Barker and Gump (1964) and Heck, Larsen, and Macroylides 

(1990), schools that are smaller in size are more easily managed and have fewer 

discipline problems than schools with a large number of students.  Students in smaller 

schools are more likely to participate in campus activities, feel less alienated, and 

experience a sense of belonging (Sammon, 2000).  The students on these smaller 

campuses display positive behavioral effects in being more punctual, attending class 

more regularly, and participating in more school activities (Huber, 1993; Sergiovanni, 

1994).   

Raywid (1997) also found an observable link between school size and school 

disruption.  She found that smaller schools have fewer discipline problems, lower dropout 
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rates, higher student participation levels, and steadier academic progress.  Gottfredson 

and Gottfredson (1985) in a “Safe Schools Study” that culminated in their paper, 

Victimization in Schools, came to the same conclusions that reducing school size and 

reorganizing instruction so teachers could deal more closely with a smaller number of 

students produced academic results. 

Small Learning Communities (SLC’s) 

Sammon (2000, p. 13) defines the Small Learning Community as “any separately 

defined, individualized learning unit within a larger school setting that is designed to 

provide individual instruction while developing important student and teacher 

relationships.”  There are several types of programs used in this initiative to move from 

large high schools to Small Learning Communities including: establishing houses, career 

academies, magnet programs, and schools within a school (Cotton, 2001).  According to 

the U.S. Department of Education (2001), nearly 50% of high school students attend 

schools enrolling more than 1500 students on one campus.  A review of this literature 

focused on the impact that the SLC reform model may have on student achievement in 

larger high schools that have structured themselves into smaller populations of students to 

create a small school feeling.    

The main purpose of Small Learning Communities is to take large high schools 

and divide them into smaller teams that work closely with 100-150 students that are 

assigned to 4-5 core teachers.  In smaller schools students have opportunities to build 

closer relationships with a group of classmates as well as teachers.  Small Learning 

Communities campuses frequently locate teams in a common area of the school where 

students will take most or all of their classes with the same group of teachers.  This 
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separation enables the teams to be more manageable and allow for students and teachers 

to create a community of learners.  Meier (2002) recommends that these schools should 

be small enough that schools and families can collaborate with each other face to face.  

Small Learning Communities Models 

 To help large districts and high schools create more personable campuses, small 

school initiatives have been implemented to address improvements in achievement, 

attendance and graduation rates.  There are multiple variations of small learning 

communities’ models that have been implemented on campuses throughout this country. 

Sammon states that:  

There is no one model for the creation of small learning communities. 

Their variety is as individual as the schools and school systems in which 

they are housed (Sammon, 2000, p.13). 

Sammon (2000) goes on to place the most common structures of Small Learning 

Communities into six campus models: career academies, houses, small learning 

community/school-within-school, magnet schools, ninth grade/freshmen academies, and 

pathways or clusters.  The following is a brief description of the more common models of 

Small Learning Communities used on high school campuses: 

Career Academies:  A Small Learning Community in which students and teachers 

self-select to be part of the academy.  The career academies have a broad based 

career theme; coursework related to the career, work-based experiences, and 

partnerships with business and community partners (Sammon, 2000; USDOE, 

2001).   
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House Plan:  The House plan divides students in a large school into groups either 

by grade level or across grade levels and arrangements may be year-long or multi-

year.  Each house usually has its own procedures, policies, building location, and 

staff.  Students may take some or all courses with their house members and house 

teachers (Duke, D.L. & Trautvetter, S, 2001; USDOE, 2008). 

SLC/School-within-School:  Students are usually housed within a larger 

comprehensive high school.  Schools-within-schools have their own culture, 

programs, personnel, students, budget, and school space (Sammon, 2000; 

USDOE, 2001). 

Magnet Schools:  Magnet schools are usually based on a specialty core focus 

(such as math, science, creative arts, or a career theme) to attract specific students 

from the entire school district.  Some magnet programs have competitive 

admission requirements, while others are open to any interested student (Sammon, 

2000; USDOE, 2001). 

Ninth Grade/Freshmen Academies:  The ninth grade academy is designed to 

bridge middle and high school. It is a school-within-a-school organized around a 

core team of English, Math, Science, and Social Studies teachers.  Incoming 

freshmen are assigned to a select team of teachers that work in a collaborative 

environment and are committed to the educating of the students they share 

(USDOE, 2008). 

Pathway or Cluster:  This type of small learning community offers students the 

opportunity to enroll in courses that are closely linked with their graduation 

pathway (Sammon, 2000; USDOE, 2001). 
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Effectiveness of Small Learning Communities 

 Research in the past 35 years which included case studies, participant 

observations, and quantitative and qualitative work, revealed the negative impact that 

large schools have on students academically and emotionally.  These studies looked at 

campuses’ state testing results, attendance, dropout rates, teacher/student satisfaction, and 

safety of high school campuses that successfully favored smaller schools versus large 

high schools (Cotton, 2001).  These smaller schools benefit students, teachers, and 

parents by providing an environment that allows for fluid communication, smaller groups 

for collaboration, and fostering closer relationships between teachers and students.  These 

smaller environments are shown to be more manageable and safer for all educational 

stakeholders. 

Cotton (2001) found that students that attend smaller schools achieve at higher 

levels than students that attend large schools based on standard evaluating instruments 

(state exams, ACT, and SAT exams).  They attend school more frequently and their 

completion rates are much higher than students that attend larger schools.  Students that 

attend smaller schools are more involved with clubs or extracurricular programs versus 

students that attend larger schools (Irmsher, 1997; Gewertz, 2001).  Fine and Somerville 

suggest that: 

When done well….small schools can be remarkable for improving the intellectual 

and social life of children, youth, educators, and parents.  Successful small 

schools provide an educational environment where all students can achieve at 

high levels and where staffs have exciting opportunities to teach and learn – and 
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small schools can be systematic strategy for inciting momentum into urban school 

reform (Fine, M., and Somerville, J., 1998, p. 104). 

The positive outcomes of SLC’s identified in this section have shown some 

results for most students, but they have been specifically beneficial for students that are 

deemed “at risk” (Gladden, 1998).  In eight of the eleven studies reviewed, Gladden 

(1998) found that poor and minority students in small schools did significantly better 

compared to demographically similar students in large schools.  These smaller units 

foster the support that these students need to stay engaged and focus in their academic 

endeavor. 

Challenges Facing Small Learning Communities 

The research on Small Learning Communities is extensive and their benefits have 

been well documented.  However few changes occur without obstacles and the process of 

implementing SLC’s within large high schools is no exception (Oxley, 2001).  Oxley 

(2001) identified several barriers to successful implementation of Small Learning 

Communities and explains how building campus vision and district support is essential. 

The first barrier to adding a SLC model to a traditional campus is the competition 

for resources.  With the implementation of a Small Learning Community the 

organizational makeup of a campus must change.  The campus must learn to operate the 

old school system while initiating the new one (Raywid, 1999).  Raywid (1999) suggests 

that “schools-within-schools can be divisive and likely to introduce contention.  The new 

campus will exist as subunits within an educational system that will have to learn to share 

students, staff, space, and supplies” (Oxley, 2001).  The implementation process must be 

a smooth process that will enable faculty, staff, and students to transition from one 
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organization to another.  Administrators must be willing to dedicate the needed resources 

to provide effective staff development and in-service programs to support the transition 

(Heath, 2005).   

Oxley (2001) states that the second barrier facing Small Learning Communities is 

the restructuring and personalizing of large schools into smaller units with the belief of 

improving students’ outcome.  A common danger for schools implementing this model is 

the idea that school size alone will impact student achievement.  Raywid (1999) suggests 

that conditions created by smaller learning communities offer a large school an 

environment that is conducive to change but must be accompanied by research based 

school reform.  

For these barriers to be overcome, researchers emphasize that conditions designed 

to simulate small schools must be authentic (Oxley, 2001).  An honest attempt must be 

made to establish separate and independent learning environments on these large 

campuses.  The campuses that are piloting these types of programs must identify experts 

in this field to provide training to campuses and teachers.  The implementing campus 

must have a well-developed professional development plan that uses researched best 

practices from the field.  Campus personnel need to visit other schools that have 

implemented Small Learning Communities and have been successful.  If implemented 

correctly, the conditions created by Smaller Learning Communities offer larger high 

schools a vehicle to help monitor and improve student academic achievement, graduation 

rates, attendance, and campus safety for all students.  These new small schools can help 

provide an educational environment where all students can achieve at high levels of 

success (Irmsher, 1997).   
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SLC Not a Silver Bullet 

 Campus leaders have a seemingly endless list of campus initiatives that have been 

researched and implemented with the intent to impact overall campus academic 

performance, the academic performance of campus at risk student groups, campus and 

student safety, cohort graduation rates and student attendance.  Career academies, house 

or teams, schools within schools, magnet schools, and ninth grade/Freshmen academies 

are all examples of campus initiatives to take large high schools and make them smaller 

(Sammon, 2000).  

The programs that were discussed in the literature review have provided research 

that shows some success in helping large campuses transition into smaller more 

manageable campuses, but a small school alone is not the silver bullet that will solely 

impact students’ success on large campuses (Fine & Somerville, 1998).  In What Great 

Principals do Differently, Whitaker (2003) in his introduction to the book states:  

There is no one answer, if there were, surely we’d all have it by now. Education is 

extremely complex, and so is school leadership (p. 1). 

Sammon (2000) summarizes that when Small Learning Communities are 

implemented as stand-alone initiatives they will not produce results.  The research 

suggests that the small school initiatives are simply the frame that may help to organize 

the pieces that are needed to implement a campus initiative (Cotton, 2001).  In School 

Leadership that works, researchers Marzano, Waters, and McNulty reviewed 35 years of 

educational leadership.  A conclusion from their literature review suggested that effective 

school leadership is an important characteristic of successful schools (Marzano, Waters, 

& McNulty, 2005).  
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Leadership Role  

A 1970 U.S. Senate Committee report on Equal Educational Opportunity (U.S. Congress, 

1970) identified the principal as the most influential person in a school: 

In many ways the school principal is the most important and influential individual 

in any school.  They are the person responsible for all activities that occur in and 

around the school building.  It is the principal’s leadership that sets the tone of the 

school, the climate for teaching, the level of professionalism and morale of 

teachers, and the degree of concern for what students may or may not become. 

The principal is the main link between the community and the school, and the 

way he or she performs in this capacity largely determines the attitudes of parents 

and students about the school.  If a school is vibrant, innovative, child-centered 

place, if it has a reputation for excellence in teaching, if students are performing 

to the best of their abilities, one can almost always point to the principal’s 

leadership as the key to success. (p. 56). 

Millions of students attend thousands of schools throughout this country in hopes 

that an education will drastically improve their chance of success.  For schools to be able 

to provide this opportunity to students, these organizations must be run effectively.  With 

the increase of administrative accountability on building principals, more data on the 

effect that principals may have on students is being reviewed.  There is evidence 

suggesting the importance of leadership in creating successful schools (Donaldson 2001, 

Sergiovanni 2001, and Snowden & Gorton 2002).  

Research on effective schools suggests that the principal is responsible for 

providing the conditions that promote an effective school (Flath, 1989).  A 1970 U.S. 
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Senate Committee report on Equal Educational Opportunity (U.S. Congress, 1970) 

identified the principal as the most influential person in a school and the Wallace 

Foundation (2012) research found that the building principal is second only to the 

classroom teachers in their impact on student achievement.  Fullan (1991) makes the 

statement that the role of the school principal has become more complex and is in the 

state of transition.  The following illustrates a list of roles that the principal’s leadership 

has in promoting an effective functioning school building (Marzano, et al., ; Wallace 

Foundation, 2012). 

1. School vision for academic success for all students. 

2. School Climate  

3. School Culture  

4. Managing the processes that foster school improvement--Cultivating leadership 

in others and Improving instruction 

The four roles all have to interact with each other if the school is to be effective.  A more 

in-depth understanding on how each role impacts the success of effective schools 

follows. 

School Vision  

Glickman (1990) stated that in every major research study successful schools 

have been shown to be more effective when the principal and the staff have collectively 

established the vision/mission for the school.  Buffie (1989) explains that: “visioning is 

the capacity to conceptualize and communicate a desired situation… which includes 

commitment and enthusiasm in others” (p. 12).  The school vision statement establishes a 

clear preferred future reality of what the school aspires to become so that students may 
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succeed.  It provides the school with a clear direction of the work that all stakeholders 

have collectively agreed upon.  The vision and mission of the school is the main thing 

and you must, in the words of Cottrell, “keep the main thing the main thing” (Cottrell, 

2002, p .27).  The school vision statement should include elements that are (Buffie, 

1989): 

- clear and not ambiguous  

- descriptive of a hopeful and achievable future 

- expressive, memorable and engaging 

- oriented toward evidence based results 

- aimed at a specific point in time. 

Bamburg and Andrews (1990) stated that effective leadership must have a clear 

vision for the organization that is focused on the attainment of academic excellence for 

all students.  The vision of the school will dictate what resources are essential to 

accomplish the vision.  The principal will clearly set the direction of the school by 

communicating the vision to all stakeholders so all know the desired future of the school.  

The vision must become part of the daily culture of the school.  The collaboration of all 

stakeholders will create a supportive environment that will place the campus vision into 

action. 

School Climate/School Culture 

 The principal plays a key role in promoting the environment, establishing, and 

maintaining a school culture and climate that is supportive to student learning.  Purkey 

and Smith (1982) summarized that school culture and climate are the foundations for 

school improvement; 
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We have argued that an academically effective school is distinguished by its 

culture: a structure, process, and climate of values and norms that channel staff 

and students in the direction of successful teaching and learning… The logic of 

the cultural model is such that it points to increasing the organizational 

effectiveness of a school building and is neither grade-level nor curriculum 

specific.  (p. 68)  

  Early educational reformers such as Perry (1908), Dewey (1916), and Durkheim 

(1961) were some of the first to suggest that school climate affected the specific 

behaviors of individuals.  McGregor (1960) stated that the term climate was also being 

used to define the characteristics of an environment that influenced the behavior of an 

individual or a group.  Over time, the definition of climate went on to show the 

relationship between the individual and the organizational group.  Deal and Peterson 

(2002) and Barth (2002) explained organizational climate as the patterns of student, 

parent, and school personnel experiences within the school that make up the 

organizations norms, goals, values, traditions, language, purpose, teaching and learning 

practices, and organizational structures that have been created over an organization’s 

history.   

In the United States and around the world, researchers and educators have shown 

an increased interest in the importance of school climate/culture and the role it may have 

on school improvement.  The National School Climate Council (2007) recommended 

that:  

Positive school climate fosters youth development and learning necessary for 

productive, contributive, and satisfying life in a democratic society.  This climate 
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includes norms, values, and expectations that support people feeling socially, 

emotionally and physically safe.  People are engaged and respected.  Students, 

families and educators work together to develop, live, and contribute to a shared 

vision.  Educators model and nurture an attitude that emphasizes the benefits of, 

and satisfaction from, learning.  Each person contributes to the operations of the 

school as well as the care of the physical environment. (p. 4). 

A positive school climate has been shown to foster cooperative learning, campus unity, 

respect, and mutual trust, which in turn directly improves the students learning 

environment (Finnan, Schnepel, & Anderson, 2003; Kerr, Ireland, Lopes, Craig, & 

Cleaver, 2004).  Additional correlational studies have supported the notion that school 

climate may impact all levels of schooling (Sterbinksky, Ross, & Redfield, 2006; Brand, 

Felner, Shim, Seitsinger, & Dumas, 2003; Stewart, 2008; Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 

1989; MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009).  Furthermore, Witziers suggests that student 

achievement may be indirectly impacted by the principal’s leadership in establishing the 

climate and culture of the school (Witziers et al. 2003).   

Principals that provide a positive climate continuously work on building a strong 

sense of team among educational stakeholders (students, teachers, and community). 

These schools have leadership, high academic standards, and professional collegiately 

that provides a climate that impacts student achievement (Hoy, 1990).  Seashore Louis 

stated,  

Leadership effects on student achievement occur largely because effective 

leadership strengthens professional community—a special environment within 

which teachers work together to improve their practice and improve student 
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learning.  Professional community, in turn, is a strong predictor of instructional 

practices that are strongly associated with student achievement (2010, p. 37). 

Principals that establish learning environments that foster a positive culture and 

climate that promote high levels of student and staff learning and create conditions to 

support both are creating a productive learning environment.  Effective administrators 

need to foster the culture that they want instilled in their schools (Picucci, Brownson, 

Kahlert, & Sobel, 2000).  MacNeil, et al. stated that:  

Strong school cultures have better motivated teachers.  Highly motivated teachers 

have greater success in terms of student performance and student outcomes. 

School principals seeking to improve student performance should focus on 

improving the schools culture by getting the relationships right between 

themselves, their teachers, students and parents. (p. 4) 

Managing the processes that foster school improvement  

Finally for school improvement to occur the campus principal has to manage a 

number of campus activities that will bring student success to the campus. The Wallace 

Foundation’s work since 2000 suggests the following five principal responsibilities to 

foster improvement: 

- Campus leadership will collaboratively develop a campus vision of high 

academic standards and success for all students.  The campus vision will 

entail an organizational plan of action that will take the campus where it 

aspires to be in the future.  Sashin and Walberg (1993) suggest that within the 

school organization, the leader must clearly define, display, and support the 

shared values and beliefs that the organization has agreed upon.  The principal 
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must make it very clear that the vision is a nonnegotiable (Louis, Leithwood, 

Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010, p.84). 

- Creating a climate and culture that is safe, orderly, and promotes high 

standards.  Students and teachers deserve a learning environment that is safe 

and conducive to learning.  The campus sets a tone of support and high 

standards and expectations for all (Portin, Knapp, Dareff, Feldman, Russell, & 

Samuelsson, 2009).   

- Develop leadership in others in your building that will provide shared 

ownership of the school vision.  Gardner (1993) suggests that leaders in all 

organizations depend on others to help accomplish the goals of the 

organization and encourages the development of leadership throughout the 

organization. 

- Improving instruction enables teachers to teach at their very best and students 

to learn at their very highest levels.  Providing effective instruction is the 

ability to use a variety of teaching methods according to the needs of students. 

According to Porter and Brophy (1988) effective teachers are aware of 

campus goals, develop instruction to address goals, communicate goals to 

students, provide a variety of  learning opportunities for students to promote 

creative thinking, and lastly reflect and evaluate their work.  Seashore Louis 

(2010) concluded, “Leadership practices targeted directly at improving 

instruction have significant effects on teachers working relationships and, 

indirectly, on student achievement (p. 37).” 
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- Managing people, data and processes allows the campus leadership to work as 

a team to direct resources to the needs of the campus vision that will foster 

school improvement.  How leaders manage influences the success of the 

organization (Hall & Hord, 2011).  Principals need to first hire great teachers.  

William Sanders (1996), a noted educational statistician, found that teachers 

had a greater impact on student academic achievement than any other 

intervention.  Teachers who have a strong knowledge of their 

content/curriculum and strong educational pedagogy are capable of getting 

students excited about learning.  These teachers were able to build 

relationships with students and make learning fun.  The principals can support 

teachers by the use of campus data to make adjustments in student instruction.  

That data should be used to open dialog with teachers that might be struggling 

to lend them the professional development support needed to impact student 

achievement.  Campus data can also inform the principal where the school 

may be in reference to campus goals and vision.  The use of data should be 

used to inform, not to assign fault.  This encourages an environment of 

transparency and shared responsibility. 

Conclusion 

Chapter two of this study provided relevant research related to the problems in 

large public high schools and the impact that may result based on the implementation of 

Small Learning Communities.  Research indicated that high schools with 400 to 900 

students tend to show more promise for student academic success than the larger schools 

(Irmsher, 1997).  Schools that were smaller in size showed gains in student attendance, 
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lower dropout rates, and increased student participation in extra-curricular activities 

(Irmsher, 1997; Gewertz, 2001).  Schools and school districts across this nation have 

become receptive to the small school reform initiative as a potential model that may 

impact the success of students as they continue to face poor attendance, high drop-out 

rates, achievement gaps, and school safety issues combined with high-stakes testing and 

state accountability requirements for graduation.  The literature review also touched on 

the every changing role and responsibilities of the campus principal and the indirect 

impact that they may have on the achievement of students.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Chapter Three 

Methodology 

Chapter three presents the research design, research questions, setting for study, 

subjects, procedures for study, and instruments used to gather research data.  The study 

looked at one experimental campus that had implemented Small Learning Communities 

as a new campus and compared it to the Texas Education Agency's annual list of forty 

Campus Comparison groups of control campuses, with similar demographics, that do not 

implement the Small Learning Communities model.  

The purpose of this study was to determine if statistical significant differences 

existed in student academic achievement and attendance as measured by TAKS scores for 

grade levels (9-11)/ subjects (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies), academic 

achievement by grade level (9-11)/ subjects (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) of 

campus student groups: White, Hispanic, and African American, and the attendance rates 

by grade level (9-11) as compared to a controlled sampling of traditional campuses.  For 

the years studied 2007-2010, the participating traditional campuses were annually placed 

in the campus A’s Texas Education Agency's Campus Comparison group of forty.  

The campuses were similar in size, demographics, and economically 

disadvantaged students for the school years studied.  The student achievement data in 

TAKS ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies were taken from the Texas Education 

Agency’s annual AEIS reports for the following school years 2007-2010.  The study 

examined one campus that implemented the Small Learning Communities model as a 

campus initiative and compared it to five traditional campuses that are similar in student 

demographics and campus size for the years that are applicable to this study.  The results 
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of this study provided minimal statistical significant quantitative data that the small 

school model could be a viable initiative that can impact student academic performance, 

academic performance of campus student groups and student attendance on large high 

school campuses as compared to traditional high school settings. 

Research Design 

The research design for this study was a quantitative design that utilized 

quantitative methods of data collection and analysis.  The quantitative component of this 

research examined a Small Learning Communities model school (Campus A) and the 

other five traditional campuses (Campuses B-F) that are annually placed into Campus A’s 

forty campus comparison group based on the Texas Academic Excellent Indicator 

System reports of schools for the 2007-2010 school years.  

 For the purpose of this study, the researcher compared a three year period of the 

overall campus TAKS academic performance by grade level (9-11)/subject (ELA, Math, 

Science, and Social Studies), TAKS academic performance by grade level (9-11)/subject 

(ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) of campus student groups: White, Hispanic, 

and African American, and the attendance rates of students by grade level (9-11) who 

attended Campus A, a Small Learning Communities model campus, with the students that 

attended the other five traditional campuses.   

The historical data for each campus in this study were obtained from TEA’s 

annual AEIS reports for the 2007-2010 school years.  These reports are produced 

annually for each campus and were obtained from the TEA websites.  The researcher 

took the AEIS campus summary data from TEA’s website for the 2007-2010 school 

years and transposed it into Microsoft Office Excel so data could be disaggregated and 
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compared descriptively side by side prior to being entered into the SPSS software to 

measure significance.  The collected campus data pertaining to the three research 

questions were grouped and organized by each campus (A-F) and compared using a 

quantitative instrument (MANOVA) to measure statistical significance.  

The researcher used the Statistical Product and Service Solution (SPSS) software 

package to run a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) that tested for statistical 

significance for two or more groups. This test analyzed situations with several 

independent variables.  In these situations, a MANOVA will show if the independent 

variables (campus setup Traditional vs. Small Learning Communities) interact with the 

dependent variables (overall academic performance on TAKS tests for grades nine 

through eleventh grade, performance of campus student groups: White, Hispanic, and 

African American on TAKS tests for grades nine through eleventh grade, and yearly 

attendance rates for the Small Learning Communities campus versus the five traditional 

campuses).  

Dependent Variable 

 The dependent variables for this study are; 

1. Academic performance (TAKS test scores in Reading, Writing, Math, Science, 

and Social Studies) for all regular education students in the Small Learning 

Communities’ group campus A and the traditional campuses B-F for the 2007-

2010 school years. 

2. Academic performance (TAKS test scores in Reading, Writing, Math, Science, 

and Social Studies) for campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African 

American) in the Small Learning Communities’ group campus A and the 
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traditional campuses B-F for the 2007-2010 school years. 

3. Campus attendance data for the six participating schools. 

Independent Variables 

The independent variable for this study is: 

The two types of campuses that students are on: Small Learning Communities 

campus A and the traditional campuses B-F. 

The data from participating campuses were placed into the following performance 

categories: 

1. Overall TAKS scores for the 2007-2010 school years for grades 9
 
- 11 in the areas 

of: ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies for participating campuses. 

2. Student groups’ (White, Hispanic, and African American) scores on TAKS for 

participating campuses for the 2007-2010 school years for grades 9
 
- 11 in the 

areas of: ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies for participating campuses.  

3. Attendance rates for the 2007-2010 school years as reported by Texas Education 

Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System reports. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions have guided this study. 

1. Do statistically significant differences exist in academic performance by grade 

level (9-11) and subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) as measured by 

TAKS overall campus scores for the 2007-2010 school years between students 

who attended a traditional high school campus and those who attended a campus 

incorporating the Small Learning Communities model?   

2. Do statistically significant differences exist in academic performance by grade 

level (9-11) and subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) for campus 
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student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) as measured by TAKS 

for the 2007-2010 school years between students who attended a traditional high 

school campus and those who attended a campus incorporating the Small 

Learning Communities model?   

3. Do statistically significant differences exist in student attendance rates by grade 

level (9-11) for the 2007-2010 school years between students who attended a 

traditional high school campus and those who attended a campus incorporating 

the Small Learning Communities model?  

Setting 

Campuses across the state of Texas are annually assigned to a unique campus 

comparison group of forty other public schools in the state of Texas.  This document can 

be found in the Texas Education Agency's yearly AEIS reports that chronicle the 

previous performance based on the yearly TAKS test.  The schools that make this list of 

forty are matched according to six characteristics: student groups -White, Hispanic, and 

African American; Economically Disadvantage, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), and 

percent mobility (TEA, 2015).  These comparison groups are provided so that schools 

can compare their performance on AEIS reports to those schools that are similar in size 

and demographics to each other throughout the state of Texas. 

All schools are first grouped by grade; elementary, middle, and high school.  Then 

the group is determined on the basis of the most predominant features at the target school.  

The comparison group of forty schools is recreated each year to account for any changes 

that may occur in each campus demographics from year to year.  The demographic 

characteristics used to develop the yearly campus comparison groups include those 
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defined in statute as well as others found to be statistically related to performance.  They 

are (TEA, 2015):  

 the percent of White, Hispanic, and African American students enrolled for the 

previous school year;  

 the percent of economically disadvantaged students enrolled for the previous 

school year;  

 the percent of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students enrolled for the previous 

school year;   

 the percent of mobile students as determined from previous years cumulative 

attendance.   

The researcher took the forty campus comparison groups’ data from TEA’s 

website for the 2007-2010 school years and transposed it into Microsoft office Excel so 

data could be disaggregated and compared descriptively side by side for this study.  The 

researcher took the five campuses that annually, for the three years of data that was 

analyzed closely, resembled the campus that was being studied (Campus A).   

The six high schools that were included in this study were all traditional four year 

high schools.  These campuses offer general courses, Pre-AP/AP courses, dual credit, 

career/technology courses, and a variety of extracurricular electives (Fine Arts and 

Athletics).  All participating campuses are on traditional calendars and bell schedules 

with school beginning in late August and running through early June.  The high schools 

studied have the same graduation plans:  Distinguished Academic Plan, Recommended 

Academic Plan and the Minimum Academic Plan.  All students attending the campuses 

that participated in this study must have a minimum of 26 credits to graduate.  Campus A 
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is the Small Learning Community high school and the five other high schools B through 

F are schools that do not use the Small Learning Communities model.  

The quantitative data for this study were obtained from the Texas Education 

Agency’s website databases.  The two main databases used were archival Academic 

Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) annual reports and the comparison group of forty 

other public schools in the state of Texas reports for the following three school years 

2007-2010.  The campus data pertaining to the three research questions for this study 

were organized by each campus (A-F) for side by side descriptive and quantitative 

comparison. 

The campus for this study is a suburban campus located outside of the Houston 

area.  The district has 26 elementary schools, 10 intermediates, 5 large high schools, 2 

small based high schools, and 1 alternative campus.  The district is comprised of over 

37,000 students.  The SLC campus for this study was in its fifth year of existence when 

the study was conducted.  The campus administration prior to the building opening had 

the opportunity to hire all staff with the focus that the campus would be setup as a Small 

Learning Community campus.  

Table 3.1 below illustrates the study campus and the control campuses that were 

used for this study and their average demographic makeup for the three years 2007-2010 

that pertained to this study.  Table 3.2 illustrates the Texas Education Agency’s ratings 

for the experimental campus and the comparative campuses for the 2007-2010 school 

years.  As demonstrated through data disaggregation and analysis for the 2007-2010 

school years, the five traditional campuses studied annually resembled the closest 

comparison to the experimental campus. 
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Table 3.1  

Demographic Average breakdown for each campus for the 2007-2010 school years. 

School Year  

Campus 

Size 

White 

% 

Hispanic 

% 

Afr Am 

% 

Econ Dis 

% 

Mobility 

% 

LEP 

% 

A-SLC 

07-10 

1801 59.33 19.17 12.80 12.07 13.73 1.53 

B 1433 60.57 18.50 13.70 14.87 13.47 2.87 

C 2797 62.57 16.13 10.03 14.17 13.57 1.87 

D 3178 58.30 20.87 12.43 18.90 11.57 2.60 

E 3238 57.93 23.17 11.17 19.03 12.03 2.17 

F 2115 60.33 17.00 14.77 20.37 12.77 2.00 

 

Avg 2427 59.84 19.14 12.48 16.57 12.86 2.17 

 

 

Table 3.2 

Texas Education Agency's Academic rating for the 2007-2010 school years. 

Campus Label  
TAKS Rating  

07-08 

TAKS Rating  

08-09 

TAKS Rating  

09-10 

A-SLC  Recognized Recognized Exemplary 

B Academically Acceptable Recognized Exemplary 

C Academically Acceptable Recognized Recognized 

D Recognized Recognized Recognized 

E Academically Acceptable Recognized Recognized 

F Academically Acceptable Recognized Recognized 

 

 In 2010 Campus A had been open for three years and had its first graduating 

class.  In its inaugural year Campus A opened with just ninth and tenth grade students. 

Campuses B-F were all campuses that had grades 9-12 present on their campus for all 

three years that data was reviewed.  One coincidental note: when researching the 

comparative campuses, all comparative campuses (Campuses B-F) were broken up by 

alpha by grade level.  The reason given by the campuses that had the alpha breakdown by 

grade level was that it was easier to split the students for campus purposes. 
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 High School A is a comprehensive suburban high school with a student 

population of 2,450 students in grades 9–12 (2009-2010) (9th-684, 10th -663, 11th-591, 

and 12th-512).  It is composed of five Small Learning Communities: Business, 

Communication, Engineering, Medical, and Visual Performing arts.  The teachers that 

make up Campus A participated in four years of ongoing staff development to best 

implement the Small Learning Community model and teacher best practices.  Yearly, the 

district provided two day in-service trainings prior to the school year starting.  For the 

past three years the campus had six late arrival days each year that allowed for teacher 

collaboration to focus on student needs and how to address them.  The campus also 

designated one day of the week (Wednesday) for teachers to plan after school.  This 

allowed teachers opportunities to cross curricular lines to plan in-depth instruction that 

will best engage students.  

 The campus also participated in a weekly advisory program.  Students were 

grouped into advisory classes where one adult on campus is an advocate for a class of 

students.  This practice provided the students with a mentor that monitored students’ 

progress throughout the year.  The advisory teacher charted the students’ grades, 

attendance, and established/maintained parental contact throughout the year.  The campus 

took advisories one step further by looping advisories for the past four years.  This means 

that one teacher worked with a group of students and their parents for all four of their 

high school years.  This allowed teachers and students the opportunity to build strong, 

long- lasting relationships. 

 The construction of this campus was intended to support Small Learning 

Communities.  The campus is distinctly setup with three large academic pods that house 
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two Small Learning Communities in each pod.  Located in each of the Small Learning 

Communities are the SLC principal and SLC counselor for immediate accessibility and 

support.  Each pod has twenty-two classrooms and 6 science rooms/with labs.  The pod is 

diamond shaped and is divided in half for each Small Learning Community.  One pod 

houses one academic Small Learning Community and the additional area is used for 

elective courses.  The administrative team strategically organized teachers in each pod by 

core departments to provide instructional alignment and departmental support.  Students 

flexed in and out of their academic pods for all their elective courses. 

  The five SLC communities were theme based communities.  Every February 

during course selection, students requested their Small Learning Community of choice.  

Each Small Learning Community has specific elective courses requirements that students 

had to enroll in.  Small Learning Community counselors would monitor student course 

cards every year to insure that students were selecting the correct courses.  The Small 

Learning Community team of teachers worked closely together monitoring and 

supporting their population of students in their community.  The teachers solicited the 

support of each other, the student and their parents.  

The re-organization of faculty into five teams that work with the same group of 

students over several years and the creation of an advisory system that fosters the 

development of teacher-student relationships is different from most traditional middle 

and high schools.  Teachers are given opportunities to build relationships with their 

students and come to know their interests, strengths, and weaknesses as learners.  By 

fostering these relationships, teachers are able to monitor and support each of their 

students.   
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 For the 2009-2010 school year 2,450 students were enrolled with each academy 

housing between 450-550 students and 25-30 teachers.  The school employed 207 

professional staff members; 162 teachers, 36 professional support staff, and 8 

administrative staff members.  On this campus the average years of teaching experience 

is 8.6 years.  The school was a Texas Recognized campus for the 2007-2008 and 2008-

2009 school years and was rated a Texas Exemplary campus for the 2009-2010 school 

year.  The campus’ yearly and three year average of demographic data for the 2007-2010 

calendar years can be found in Table 3.3.  

Table 3.3 

Campus A Percentage of Demographic information for 2007-2010 school years. 

School Year  Campus Size White Hispanic Afr Am Econ Dis Mobility LEP 

A 

07-08 1150 (9th-10th) 60.1 18.6 12.5 9.6 14.1 1.5 

08-09 1804 (9th-11th) 58.7 19.5 13.6 14.2 13.8 1.5 

09-10 2450 59.2 19.4 12.3 12.4 13.3 1.6 

 

Avg 1801 59.3 19.2 12.8 12.1 13.7 1.5 

High School B is a traditional comprehensive high school with a student 

population for the 2009-2010 school year of 1,435 students in grades 9–12 ( 9th-431, 

10th -386, 11th-316, and 12th-302).  The students for the 2009-2010 school year were 

grouped on campus by four alphabetic grade level groups for administrative and 

counseling support.  The school employed 164.5 professional staff members; 135 

teachers, 10 professional support staff, and 6 administrative staff members.  This campus’ 

average years of teaching experience is 11.6 years. The school was a Texas Academically 

Acceptable campus 2007-2008, a Texas Recognized campus for the 2008-2009, and a 
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Texas Exemplary campus 2009-2010 school year.  The campus’ yearly and three year 

average of demographic data for the 2007-2010 calendar years can be found in Table 3.4.   

Table 3.4 

Campus B Percentage of Demographic information for 2007-2010 school years. 

School Year  Campus Size White  Hispanic  Afr Am  Econ Dis  Mobility  LEP  

 B 

07-08 1477 60.9 19.3 13.4 13.5 14.5 3.2 

08-09 1388 61.5 18 13.1 14.6 14.8 2.9 

09-10 1435 59.3 18.2 14.6 16.5 11.1 2.5 

 

Avg 1433 60.6 18.5 13.7 14.9 13.5 2.9 

High School C is a traditional comprehensive high school with a student 

population for the 2009-2010 school year of 2,776 students in grades 9–12 ( 9th-710, 

10th -747, 11th-638, and 12th-681).  The students for the 2009-2010 school year were 

grouped on campus by five alphabetic, multi grade level groups for administrative and 

counseling support.    The school employed 261.5 professional staff members; 191 

teachers, 32.4 professional support staff, and 9 administrative staff members.  This 

campus’ average years of teaching experience is 11.2 years.  High School C was a Texas 

Recognized campus for the following school years 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-

2010.  The campus’ yearly and three year average of demographic data for the 2007-2010 

calendar years can be found in Table 3.5.   

Table 3.5 

Campus C Percentage of Demographic information for 2007-2010 school years. 

School Year  Campus Size White  Hispanic  Afr Am  Econ Dis  Mobility  LEP  

 C 

07-08 2807 63.4 15.8 9.9 11.8 15.2 1.6 

08-09 2807 62.3 15.8 10.3 13.4 12.8 2.1 

09-10 2776 62 16.8 9.9 17.3 12.7 1.9 

 

Avg 2797 62.6 16.1 10.0 14.2 13.6 1.9 
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 High School D is a traditional comprehensive high school with a student 

population for the 2009-2010 school year of 3,191 students in grades 9–12 ( 9th-913, 

10th -801, 11th-810, and 12th-667).  The students for the 2010-2011 school year were 

grouped on campus by six alphabetic multi grade level groups for administrative and 

counseling support.  The school employed 225 professional staff members; 201 teachers, 

16 professional support staff, and 8 administrative staff members.  This campus’ average 

years of teaching experience is 13.6 years.  The school was a Texas Recognized campus 

for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school year.  The campus’ yearly and 

three year average of demographic data for the 2007-2010 calendar years can be found in 

Table 3.6. 

Table 3.6 

Campus D Percentage of Demographic information for 2007-2010 school years. 

School Year  Campus Size White  Hispanic  Afr Am  Econ Dis  Mobility  LEP  

 D 

07-08 3271 62.2 19.6 10.9 13.1 12.3 2.6 

08-09 3071 56.7 21.3 13.1 20.7 10.7 2.8 

09-10 3191 56 21.7 13.3 22.9 11.7 2.4 

 

Avg 3178 58.3 20.9 12.4 18.9 11.6 2.6 

 

 High School E is a traditional comprehensive high school with a student 

population for the 2009-2010 school year of 3,247 students in grades 9–12 ( 9th-905, 

10th -819, 11th-785, and 12th-738).  The students for the 2010-2011 school year were 

grouped on campus by six alphabetic multi grade level groups for administrative and 

counseling support.  The school employed 220 professional staff members; 174 teachers, 

17.5 professional support staff, and 14.2 administrative staff members.  This campus’ 

average years of teaching experience is 13.1 years.  The school was a Texas 

Academically Acceptable campus for 2007-2008, and a Texas Recognized campus for 
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the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school year.  The campus’ yearly and three year average of 

demographic data for the 2007-2010 calendar years can be found in Table 3.7.   

Table 3.7 

Campus E Percentage of Demographic information for 2007-2010 school years. 

School Year  Campus Size White  Hispanic  Afr Am  Econ Dis  Mobility  LEP  

 E 

07-08 3235 60.3 22 10.5 15.4 12 2.2 

08-09 3233 57.3 23.2 11.8 20.7 12.8 2.1 

09-10 3247 56.2 24.3 11.2 21 11.3 2.2 

 

Avg 3238 57.9 23.2 11.2 19.0 12.0 2.2 

High School F is a traditional comprehensive high school with a student 

population for the 2009-2010 school year of 2,292 students in grades 9–12 ( 9th-493, 

10th -449, 11th-703, and 12th-647).  The students for the 2010-2011 school year were 

grouped on campus by four alphabetic, grade level groups for administrative and 

counseling support.  The school employed 180 professional staff members; 161 teachers, 

10.7 professional support staff, and 9 administrative staff members.  This campus’ 

average years of teaching experience is 8.8 years.  The school was a Texas Academically 

Acceptable campus for 2007-2008, and a Texas Recognized campus for the 2008-2009 

and 2009-2010 school year.  The campus; yearly and three year average of demographic 

data for the 2007-2010 calendar years can be found in Table 3.8.   

Table 3.8 

Campus F Percentage of Demographic information for 2007-2010 school years. 

School Year  Campus Size White  Hispanic  Afr Am  Econ Dis  Mobility  LEP  

 F 

07-08 1940 62.1 16.8 14.2 20.3 13.5 2.1 

08-09 2112 61.0 17.0 14.1 19.3 13.7 2.5 

09-10 2292 57.9 17.2 16.0 21.5 11.1 1.4 

 

Avg 2115 60.3 17.0 14.8 20.4 12.8 2.0 
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The researcher accessed the controlled campuses data both at the campus, district, 

and state level through Texas Education Agency’s AEIS annual reports.  The researcher 

worked closely with Campus A district personnel that oversee district and campus data, 

the director from the control campus's district Office of Research and Accountability, and 

the control campus's Dean of Instruction to assure accuracy of data used for this study.  

The district personnel discussed above take state, district, and campus data and 

disaggregate for campus and district use. 

The study looked at three specific pieces of statistical data for all six campuses. 

First, a comparison of overall campus TAKS performance by subject/grade level was 

reviewed for all campuses.  A secondary comparison was looked at for participating 

campuses student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) TAKS performance 

in each grade level sets of tests.  The third piece of data that was observed for this study 

evaluated student overall attendance rates for the three years of the study.  The years that 

were observed for this study were the 2007-2010 school years. 

Subjects 

The subjects for this study were divided into two groups based on the first two 

research questions that had to do with student overall performance and overall 

performance of student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) on TAKS 

subject tested areas for grades nine through eleventh for the 2007-2010 school year. The 

overall performance data percentages of students tested that were used for research 

question one for this study were based on students that took the regular tested subject 

(ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) areas for TAKS for the 2007-2010 school year. 

The overall performance data percentages of student groups (White, Hispanic, and 
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African American) tested that were used for research question two for this study were 

based on student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) that took the regular 

tested subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) areas for TAKS for the 2007-

2010 school year.  The performance data percentages of students tested for TAKS 

Alternate and TAKS Modified test scores for the 2007-2010 school years were not used 

for this study.  

The campuses for this study ranged in size from 1,433 to 3,238 students for the 

2007-2010 school years.  The control campus size for the 2009-2010 school year is 2,450 

with the mean of the campuses studied being 2,427.  The student groups that were 

included in this study were White, Hispanic, and African American students.  The White 

student group for the school years 2007-2010 for the participating campuses ranged from 

57.93% to 62.57%, with the mean being 59.84%.  The control campus’s White student 

group for the three years (2007-2010) has been 59.33%.  The Hispanic student group for 

the school years 2007-2010 for the participating campuses ranged from 16.13% to 

23.17%, with the average being 19.14 %, and the control campus’s Hispanic student 

group for the three years (2007-2010) has been 19.17%.  The African American student 

group for the school years 2007-2010 for the participating campuses ranged from 10.03 

% to 14.77 %, with the mean being 12.48 %, and the control campus’s African American 

student group for the three years (2007-2010) has been 12.80 %.  The economically 

disadvantage student group for the school years 2007-2010 for the participating campuses 

ranged from 12.07% to 20.37%, with the average being 16.57%, and the control 

campus’s economically disadvantage student group for the three years (2007-2010) has 

been 11.57%.  The mobility population for the school years 2007-2010 for the 
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participating campuses ranged from 11.57 % to 13.73 %, with the mean being 12.86%, 

and the control campus’s mobility population for the three years (2007-2010) has been 

13.87 %.  The LEP student group for the school years 2007-2010 for the participating 

campuses ranged from 1.53% to 2.87%, with the average being 2.17%, and the control 

campus’s LEP student group for the three years (2007-2010) has been 1.53%.  Table 3.9 

reflects the average student enrollment by whole and by student groups as identified in 

the AEIS reports for three years (2007-2010) of study.   

Table 3.9 

2007-2010 Average Student Enrollments by Campuses and by Student Groups  

School Campus 

Avg Size 

07-10 

White 

% 

Hispanic 

% 

Afr Am 

% 

Econ Dis 

% 

Mobility 

% 

LEP 

% 

A-SLC Campus 1801 59.33 19.17 12.80 12.07 13.73 1.53 

B 1433 60.57 18.50 13.70 14.87 13.47 2.87 

C 2797 62.57 16.13 10.03 14.17 13.57 1.87 

D 3178 58.30 20.87 12.43 18.90 11.57 2.60 

E 3238 57.93 23.17 11.17 19.03 12.03 2.17 

F 2115 60.33 17.00 14.77 20.37 12.77 2.00 

Average 2427 59.84 19.14 12.48 16.57 12.86 2.17 

 

Procedures 

 The archival data used for the participating campuses (Campus A-F) for this study 

came from the Texas Education Agency yearly AEIS annual reports for the 2007-2010 

school years.  Prior to beginning the data collection process for this study, the researcher 

completed the University of Houston Division of Research CITI online training, course, 

and quiz of human subjects.  Upon completion of the CITI training course, the researcher 

completed an application on the University of Houston’s Research Administration 

Management Portal (RAMP) website to apply for IRB approval from the University of 
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Houston.  The application was submitted and approved by the chairperson for this study 

and was forwarded to the IRB committee for review.  The IRB committee reviewed 

application and approved the study.  

The archived quantitative data used for this study came from two primary yearly 

reports by the Texas Education Agency.   

1. The first report, the annual forty campus comparison group provided the 

quantitative data that produced the studies participants.  The five campuses that 

were used as comparative campuses for this study were the five campuses that 

annually for the three years of the study were listed as comparative campuses 

demographically and performance based.  The study followed the ninth grade 

cohort from the 2007-2008 school year for the following three years 2007-2010.  

The study will conclude with the ninth grade students of 2007 as eleventh graders. 

The data that was used from the comparative campuses (B-F) for this study 

followed the participating campuses 2007-2008 ninth grade cohorts.   

2. The second report, the annual Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) 

provided individual campus data on a yearly basis that included; school size, 

school demographics, school performance on yearly tested areas, progress of  

prior years’ TAKS re-testers, attendance rates, annual dropout rates, college 

readiness indicators, staff information, and campus budgets.   

Instruments 

This study utilized Texas Education Agency’s archival TAKS data for nine 

through eleventh grade for the 2007-2010 school years for the participating campuses.  

The TAKS tests is a standardized test given yearly in the following content areas and 
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grade levels in high school; ninth grade Math and ELA, tenth grade Math, ELA, Social 

Studies, Science, and an exit exam (11
th

 and 12
th

 if needed) in Math, English Language 

Arts, Social Studies and Science.  The TAKS test is given for the above grade levels to 

assess the states curriculum yearly and to measure the students’ performance for that 

year.  Students in Texas must pass all four areas of the TAKS exit exam as well as meet 

all state course requirements to graduate from a Texas high school.  

The TAKS scores for the participating campuses and grade levels were taken 

from the Texas Education Agency’s AEIS reports archival data for the 2007-2010 school 

years.  The researcher transposed the archival data into Microsoft excel spreadsheets for 

disaggregation of data.  The data was grouped by year (2007-2010) campus (Campus A-

F), grade level (9
th

, 10
th

, and 11
th

), and by student groups (White, Hispanic, and African 

American).  All data that was collected for the three research questions to measure for 

validity for this study was analyzed by the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this research was to determine the impact that Small Learning 

Communities may have on student academic performance, academic performance of 

campus student groups and student attendance rates as compared to the performance of 

students on traditional campuses.  The researcher reviewed the overall campus TAKS 

performance data for the six campuses studied in each area tested for the three years 

listed (2007-2010).   

 The experimental campus A  performance was compared to the performances of 

the  top five campuses that the Texas Education Agency has placed in the yearly 

comparison group that do not have the Small Learning Communities model.  Data from 
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the quantitative instrument (MANOVA) were reviewed to look for statistical significant 

levels of performance differentiation across the two types of campuses.  The findings 

from the data analysis will be presented in Chapter four.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Chapter Four 

Results 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether the implementation of the 

Small Learning Communities initiative on one campus would impact student academic 

performance, academic performance of campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and 

African American) and student attendance as compared to students that attended a 

traditional campus.  The hypothesis for this study expected to reveal an association with 

the overall student academic performance, academic performance of campus student 

groups and the attendance of students that attend a large high school campus arranged 

into the Small Learning Communities model, when compared to students that attend 

large, traditional high schools. 

The data that were analyzed for this study came from annual Academic 

Excellence Indicator System reports for all six participating campuses for the following 

three years of the study 2007-2010.  The campus data were grouped based on the three 

research questions that guided this study.  The first group of data analyzed included the 

overall campus TAKS scores in Reading, Math, Science, and Social Studies for all six 

campuses for nine, tenth, and eleventh grades.  The second group of data analyzed 

included the overall campus TAKS scores in Reading, Math, Science, and Social Studies 

for campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) for all six campuses 

for nine, tenth, and eleventh grades.  The third group of data analyzed included the 

overall attendance rates for all six campuses for nine, tenth, and eleventh grades.     
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This chapter will provide the descriptive data used for this study as well as the 

quantitative statistical significant results of all campus data for the three research 

questions posed in this study.  

The following research questions have guided this study. 

1. Do statistically significant differences exist in academic performance by grade 

level (9-11) and subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) as measured by 

TAKS overall campus scores for the 2007-2010 school years between students 

who attended a traditional high school campus and those who attended a campus 

incorporating the Small Learning Communities model?   

2. Do statistically significant differences exist in academic performance by grade 

level (9-11) and subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) for campus 

student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) as measured by TAKS 

for the 2007-2010 school years between students who attended a traditional high 

school campus and those who attended a campus incorporating the Small 

Learning Communities model?   

3. Do statistically significant differences exist in student attendance rates by grade 

level (9-11) for the 2007-2010 school years between students who attended a 

traditional high school campus and those who attended a campus incorporating 

the Small Learning Communities model?  

Statistical Analysis 

The quantitative data for the three research questions that were analyzed for this 

study were put through the Statistical Product and Service Solution (SPSS) software 

package to measure for statistical significance.  Due to multiple dependent (SLC and 

traditional campuses) and independent (TAKS scores for campuses and campus student 
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groups) variables a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used.  The tests 

that were run to address the three research questions for this study were based on the 

statistical significance value of .05 alpha level of significance.  The following three 

sections will provide the descriptive data as well as the quantitative statistical results for 

each of the three research questions posed in this study after being run through the SPSS 

software.  There were forty-one total data collections that were reviewed for the three 

research questions that guided this study (10 overall campus TAKS performances, 30 

overall campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) TAKS 

performances, and one overall campus attendance rates).  

Summary of Findings 

Analysis of Research Question One 

Do statistically significant differences in academic performance by grade level (9-

11) and subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) as measured by TAKS overall 

campus scores for the 2007-2010 school years exist between students who attended a 

traditional high school campus and those who attended a campus incorporating the Small 

Learning Communities model?  Data was retrieved for the 2007-2010 school years from 

the Texas Education Agency for each campus. 

The purpose for research question one was to observe the impact that Small 

Learning Communities may have on the overall campus performance of students  that 

took the TAKS assessments on Campus A (SLC campus) as compared to the overall 

campus performances of students that attend Campuses B-F (traditional campuses) for 

the 2007-2010 school years.  The data was based on the overall scores of ninth, tenth and 

eleventh grade students that took the regular tested subject (ELA, Math, Science, and 
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Social Studies) areas for TAKS for the 2007-2010 school years.  Research question one 

had ten potential areas for review that might reveal statistical significance based on the 

data being run through a MANOVA to measure for significance.  

The following assessments per grade for the 2007-2010 schools years were included: 

1. Ninth grade Reading, Math 

2. Tenth grade English Language Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies 

3. Eleventh
  
grade English Language Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies   

Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 illustrate the cumulative side by side descriptive data 

taken from TEA’s AEIS reports that were utilized for research question one for all six 

participating campuses for the three year period of the study.  The three descriptive data 

tables reflect scores for all three grade levels for the three years of study and the content 

tested.   

Table 4.1 

9
th

 Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per Campus for 2007-2010 

     

Campus 

 Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 
Reading 87 94 94 96 96 95 95 96 77 93 

Math 64 83 77 84 86 83 81 77 45 76 

08-09 
Reading 91 97 96 98 99 96 96 96 75 93 

Math 71 87 80 90 89 87 82 83 30 77 

09-10 
Reading 92 97 96 98 97 96 98 97 96 97 

Math 72 87 82 90 88 86 89 82 84 87 

 

Descriptively, the data for Table 4.1 for research question one revealed that out of the 

six areas tested over a three year period for ninth grade students campus A showed higher 

reported descriptive scores than the state, district and campus groups as reported by 
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TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that participated 

in this study, campus A had the highest campus descriptive scores for 4 out of the 6 areas 

measured. Those areas included:  

1. Reading for the 2007-2008 and 2009-2010 school years.  

2. Math for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

Table 4.2 

10
th

 Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per Campus for 2007-2010 

     

Campus 

 Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 

ELA 89 95 93 98 92 94 95 94 90 94 

Math 66 79 76 82 82 85 81 81 78 82 

Science 65 83 76 84 84 87 80 76 78 82 

Social Studies 89 95 93 95 94 97 94 91 91 94 

08-09 

ELA 90 96 94 97 97 94 96 93 94 95 

Math 69 84 77 84 91 87 85 81 78 84 

Science 67 87 80 87 90 89 83 81 81 85 

Social Studies 91 97 95 98 98 97 96 95 94 96 

09-10 

ELA 91 96 95 97 96 94 95 93 93 95 

Math 75 87 84 91 91 91 89 83 80 88 

Science 75 91 85 93 94 89 90 87 84 90 

Social Studies 93 97 96 98 99 98 98 96 92 97 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.2 for research question one revealed that out of the 

twelve areas tested over a three year period for tenth grade students campus A showed 

higher reported descriptive scores than the state, district and campus groups as reported 

by TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that 

participated in this study, campus A had the highest campus descriptive scores for five 

out of the twelve areas measured.  Those areas included: 

1. ELA for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years.  
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2. Math for the 2009-2010 school year. 

3. Social Studies for the 2008-2009 school year. 

Table 4.3 

11
th

 Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per Campus for 2008-2010 (Note—

Campus A did not have a 11
th

 grade class in 2007-2008) 

     

Campus 

 Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

08-09 

ELA 93 98 96 99 98 97 98 96 96 97 

Math 82 91 88 90 96 94 91 87 91 92 

Science 86 96 91 97 96 97 93 92 93 95 

Social Studies 97 99 99 99 99 99 99 98 98 99 

09-10 

ELA 93 99 97 98 99 97 97 95 95 97 

Math 89 96 95 96 98 97 96 91 92 95 

Science 92 98 97 99 99 97 97 94 97 97 

Social Studies 98 99 99 99 99 99 99 98 99 99 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.3 for research question one revealed that out of 

the eight areas tested over a two year period for eleventh grade students, campus A 

showed higher reported descriptive scores than the state, district and campus groups as 

reported by TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that 

participated in this study, campus A had the highest campus descriptive scores for five 

out of the eight areas measured.  Those areas included: 

1. ELA for the 2008-2009 school year.  

2. Science for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

3. Social Studies for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

Tables 4.4-4.6 represent the MANOVA data output for research question one for 

ninth, tenth and eleventh grade students.  Out of the ten possible areas of statistical 

significance, only one area represented statistical significance.  The overall campus 

scores for tenth grade English Language Arts recorded a statistical significant value of 
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.005.  Although the analysis of the ten possible areas of statistical significance found one 

area of significance, the researcher could not substantiate that the SLC model was the 

sole determining factor that contributed to the statistical significant result.  As a result of 

the quantity of data produced for research question one, the decision was made to not 

accept the null hypothesis.  But based on the quantity of significance found, there is not 

enough statistical data over the three year period that supports the notion that the 

implementation of Small Learning Communities impacts student overall academic 

performance on TAKS testing.   

Table 4.4 

Research Question 1: Overall Grade 9 Campus scores in core tested areas 

Ninth  Grade   Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Reading 

Between Groups 33.611 1 33.611 0.727 0.407 

Within Groups 740.00 16 46.25 
  

Total 773.611 17       

Math 

Between Groups 243.378 1 243.378 0.951 0.344 

Within Groups 4095.733 16 255.983 
  

Total 4339.111 17       

 

*No statistical significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05 was found for overall 

Grade 9 campus TAKS scores in tested areas of Reading and Math for years 2007-2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



71 
 

 

Table 4.5 

Research Question 1: Overall Grade 10 Campus scores in core tested areas 

Tenth Grade    Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

ELA 

Between Groups 27.778 1 27.778 10.42 0.005 

Within Groups 42.667 16 2.667 
  

Total 70.444 17       

Math 

Between Groups 5.378 1 5.378 0.248 0.625 

Within Groups 347.07 16 21.692 
  

Total 352.44 17       

Science 

Between Groups 24.544 1 24.544 0.968 0.34 

Within Groups 405.73 16 25.358 
  

Total 430.28 17       

Soc Studies 

Between Groups 6.944 1 6.944 1.096 0.311 

Within Groups 101.33 16 6.333 
  

Total 108.28 17       

 

* Statistical significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05 was found for overall Grade 

10 campus TAKS scores in the tested area of ELA for years 2007-2010.   

 

Table 4.6 

Research Question 1: Overall Grade 11 Campus scores in core tested areas 

Eleventh Grade    Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

ELA 

Between Groups 4.817 1 4.817 2.992 0.114 

Within Groups 16.1 10 1.61 
  

Total 20.917 11       

Math 

Between Groups 0.15 1 0.15 0.012 0.915 

Within Groups 126.1 10 12.61 
  

Total 126.25 11       

Science 

Between Groups 10.417 1 10.417 2.063 0.181 

Within Groups 50.5 10 5.05 
  

Total 60.917 11       

Social Studies 

Between Groups 0.15 1 0.15 0.714 0.418 

Within Groups 2.1 10 0.21 
  

Total 2.25 11       
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* No statistical significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05 was found for overall 

Grade 11 campus TAKS scores in tested areas of ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies 

for years 2007-2010.  

  

Analysis of Research Question Two 

Do statistically significant differences in academic performance by grade level (9-

11) and subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) for campus student groups 

(White, Hispanic, and African American) as measured by TAKS for the 2007-2010 

school years exist between students who attended a traditional high school campus and 

those who attended a campus incorporating the Small Learning Communities 

model?  Data was retrieved for the 2007-2010 school years from the TEA for each 

campus. 

The purpose for research question two was to observe the impact that Small 

Learning Communities may have on the academic performance of campus student groups 

(White, Hispanic, and African American) of students that took the TAKS assessments on 

Campus A (SLC campus) as compared to the student groups performances of students 

that attend Campuses B-F (traditional campuses) for the 2007-2010 school years.  The 

data was based on the overall scores for campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and 

African American) of ninth, tenth and eleventh grade students that took the regular tested 

subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) areas for TAKS for the 2007-2010 

school year.  Research question two had 30 potential areas for review in which 

significance could have been found based on the data being run through a MANOVA to 

measure for statistical significance. The following assessments per grade by campus 

student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) were included: 

1. Ninth grade Reading, Math 
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2. Tenth grade English Language Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies 

3. Eleventh grade English Language Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies   

Tables 4.7 through 4.15 illustrate the cumulative side by side descriptive data taken from 

TEA’s AEIS reports that were utilized for research question two for all six participating 

campuses for the three year period of the study.  The nine data tables reflect scores for all 

three grade levels campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) for 

the three years of study and the content tested.   

Table 4.7  

Ninth Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per African American campus student 

group for 2007-2010. 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist 

 

Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 
Reading 87 94 94 97 85 85 87 91 80 88 

Math 64 83 77 87 70 60 62 55 * 67 

08-09 
Reading 91 97 96 96 98 90 99 94 79 93 

Math 71 87 80 84 83 72 81 64 17 67 

09-10 
Reading 92 97 96 97 97 91 94 96 94 95 

Math 72 87 82 82 77 59 81 72 73 74 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.7 revealed that out of the six areas tested over a 

three year period for ninth grade African American students, campus A showed some of 

the highest reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups as 

reported by TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that 

participated in this study, campus A African American students showed the highest 

campus descriptive scores for 5 out of the 6 areas measured.  Those areas included: 

1. Reading for the 2007-2008 and 2009-2010 school years. 

2. Math for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years. 
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Table 4.8 

Tenth Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per African American Campus 

Student group for 2007-2010. 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist 

 

Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 

ELA 89 95 93 98 93 88 97 88 90 92 

Math 66 79 76 69 71 56 70 58 69 66 

Science 65 83 76 72 74 60 62 44 63 63 

Soc Studies 89 95 93 93 99 91 91 78 84 89 

08-09 

ELA 90 96 94 97 99 88 92 92 91 93 

Math 69 84 77 83 81 74 74 57 57 71 

Science 67 87 80 82 70 82 62 57 65 70 

Soc Studies 91 97 95 99 99 97 94 86 85 93 

09-10 

ELA 91 96 95 97 99 82 92 94 96 93 

Math 75 87 84 90 85 75 85 76 70 80 

Science 75 91 85 90 83 72 88 82 71 81 

Soc Studies 93 97 96 93 99 98 98 93 88 95 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.8 revealed that out of the twelve areas tested over a 

three year period for tenth grade African American students, campus A showed some of 

the highest reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups as 

reported by TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that 

participated in this study, campus A African American students showed the highest 

campus descriptive scores for six out of the twelve areas measured. Those areas included: 

1. ELA for the 2007-2008 school year. 

2. Math for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

3. Science for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

4. Social Studies for the 2008-2009. 
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Table 4.9 

Eleventh Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per African American Campus 

Student group for 2008-2010. (Note—Campus A did not have a Eleventh grade class in 

2007-2008) 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

08-09 

ELA 93 98 96 99 95 92 99 91 92 95 

Math 82 91 88 72 98 84 85 79 80 83 

Science 86 96 91 94 98 86 88 85 87 90 

Soc Studies 97 99 99 99 99 99 99 96 97 98 

09-10 

ELA 93 99 97 96 99 93 95 93 94 95 

Math 89 96 95 94 91 95 89 77 86 89 

Science 92 98 97 99 94 92 88 79 93 91 

Soc Studies 98 99 99 99 99 97 99 95 98 98 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.9 revealed that out of the eight areas tested over a 

two year period for eleventh grade African American students, campus A showed some 

of the highest reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups 

as reported by TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses 

that participated in this study, campus A African American students showed the highest 

campus descriptive scores for four out of the eight areas measured. Those areas included: 

1. ELA for the 2008-2009 school year. 

2. Science for the 2009-2010 school year. 

3. Social Studies for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 
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Table 4.10 

Ninth Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per Hispanic Campus Student group 

for 2007-2010. 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 
Reading 87 94 94 91 90 89 91 90 67 86 

Math 64 83 77 71 70 71 67 66 44 65 

08-09 
Reading 91 97 96 99 98 91 90 94 68 90 

Math 71 87 80 89 81 72 74 74 33 71 

09-10 
Reading 92 97 96 98 94 92 96 94 95 95 

Math 72 87 82 87 80 77 78 73 76 79 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.10 revealed that out of the six areas tested over 

a three year period for ninth grade Hispanic students, campus A showed some of the 

highest reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups as 

reported by TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that 

participated in this study, campus A Hispanic students showed the highest campus 

descriptive scores for six out of the six areas measured.  Those areas included: 

1. Reading for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

2. Math for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years. 
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Table 4.11 

Tenth Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per Hispanic Campus Student group 

for 2007-2010. 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 

ELA 89 95 93 98 88 91 91 91 87 91 

Math 66 79 76 80 70 71 71 73 70 73 

Science 65 83 76 79 70 73 73 61 74 72 

Soc Studies 89 95 93 92 85 94 90 88 89 90 

08-09 

ELA 90 96 94 96 92 88 94 90 94 92 

Math 69 84 77 77 84 79 73 76 74 77 

Science 67 87 80 86 77 84 72 71 75 78 

Soc Studies 91 97 95 99 91 95 93 90 93 94 

09-10 

ELA 91 96 95 95 92 90 90 93 86 91 

Math 75 87 84 87 85 83 82 76 73 81 

Science 75 91 85 89 90 76 80 80 75 82 

Soc Studies 93 97 96 98 98 94 96 95 84 94 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.11 revealed that out of the twelve areas tested 

over a three year period for tenth grade Hispanic students, campus A showed some of the 

highest reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups as 

reported by TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that 

participated in this study, campus A Hispanic students showed the highest campus 

descriptive scores for ten out of the twelve areas measured.  Those areas included: 

1. ELA for the 2007-2008, 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

2. Math for the 2007-2008 and 2009-2010 school years. 

3. Science for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

4. Social Studies for the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 school years. 
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Table 4.12 

Eleventh Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per Hispanic Campus Student 

group for 2008-2010. (Note—Campus A did not have a Eleventh grade class in 2007-

2008) 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

08-09 

ELA 93 98 96 98 96 98 96 92 95 96 

Math 82 91 88 87 98 90 85 79 87 88 

Science 86 96 91 95 91 98 87 87 88 91 

Soc Studies 97 99 99 99 99 99 96 98 92 97 

09-10 

ELA 93 99 97 96 96 92 94 89 93 93 

Math 89 96 95 96 98 94 96 87 91 94 

Science 92 98 97 97 98 93 94 89 98 95 

Soc Studies 98 99 99 99 99 99 99 96 99 99 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.12 revealed that out of the eight areas tested 

over a two year period for eleventh grade Hispanic students, campus A showed some of 

the highest reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups as 

reported by TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that 

participated in this study, campus A Hispanic students showed the highest campus 

descriptive scores for four out of the eight areas measured.  Those areas included: 

1. ELA for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

2. Social Studies for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 
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Table 4.13 

Ninth Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per White Campus Student groups for 

2007-2010. 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 
Reading 87 94 94 98 99 97 98 98 81 95 

Math 64 83 77 87 92 88 89 83 50 82 

08-09 
Reading 91 97 96 98 99 99 97 97 77 95 

Math 71 87 80 91 91 92 91 90 27 80 

09-10 
Reading 92 97 96 98 98 98 99 97 96 98 

Math 72 87 82 92 92 92 94 86 88 91 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.13 revealed that out of the six areas tested over 

a three year period for ninth grade White students, campus A showed some the highest 

reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups as reported by 

TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that participated 

in this study, campus A White students did not show the highest descriptive scores in any 

area measured. 
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Table 4.14 

Tenth Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per White Campus Student groups for 

2007-2010. 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 

ELA 89 95 93 97 92 95 95 95 90 94 

Math 66 79 76 83 88 90 84 87 82 86 

Science 65 83 76 85 90 93 85 86 82 87 

Soc Studies 89 95 93 96 96 98 96 94 94 96 

08-09 

ELA 90 96 94 97 97 96 98 94 95 96 

Math 69 84 77 84 94 89 90 85 82 87 

Science 67 87 80 87 97 91 91 87 86 90 

Soc Studies 91 97 95 98 99 98 97 97 96 98 

09-10 

ELA 91 96 95 98 96 97 96 93 94 96 

Math 75 87 84 91 93 95 90 86 85 90 

Science 75 91 85 93 96 95 93 89 92 93 

Soc Studies 93 97 96 99 99 99 99 97 96 98 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.14 revealed that out of the twelve areas tested 

over a three year period for tenth grade White students, campus A showed the highest 

reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups as reported by 

TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that participated 

in this study, campus A White students showed the highest campus descriptive scores for 

three out of the twelve areas measured.  Those areas included: 

1. ELA for the 2007-2008 and 2009-2010 school years. 

2. Social Studies for the 2009-2010 school years. 
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Table 4.15 

Eleventh Grade side by side TAKS Comparative Data per White Campus Student groups 

for 2008-2010. (Note—Campus A did not have an Eleventh grade class in 2007-2008). 

     

Campus 

 

Year Subject State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

08-09 

ELA 93 98 96 99 99 98 99 98 98 99 

Math 82 91 88 93 95 96 94 91 94 94 

Science 86 96 91 99 97 98 96 96 96 97 

Soc Studies 97 99 99 99 99 99 99 98 99 99 

09-10 

ELA 93 99 97 99 99 98 99 97 95 98 

Math 89 96 95 96 99 98 98 95 94 97 

Science 92 98 97 99 99 99 99 99 98 99 

Soc Studies 98 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 

 

Descriptively the data for Table 4.15 revealed that out of the eight areas tested 

over a two year period for eleventh grade White students, campus A showed the highest 

reported descriptive scores based on the state, district and campus groups as reported by 

TEA’s annual AEIS reports.  Compared specifically with the campuses that participated 

in this study, campus A White students showed the highest campus descriptive scores for 

six out of the eight areas measured.  Those areas included: 

1. ELA for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

2. Science for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

3. Social Studies for the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. 

Tables 4.16-4.18 represent the MANOVA data output for research question two 

for ninth, tenth and eleventh grade students.  Out of the thirty possible areas of 

significance, two areas represented statistical significance.  The Hispanic scores for tenth 

grade ELA recorded a statistical significant value of .001 and Hispanic tenth grade 

Science scores recorded a statistical significant value of .037.  Although the analysis of 



82 
 

 

the thirty possible areas of statistically significance found two areas of significance, the 

researcher could not substantiate that the SLC model was the sole determining factor that 

contributed to the statistical significant results.  As a result of the quantity of data 

produced for research question two, the decision was made to not accept the null 

hypothesis.  But based on the quantity of statistical significance found, there is not 

enough statistical data over the three year period that supports the notion that the 

implementation of Small Learning Communities impacts campus student groups (White, 

Hispanic, and African American) overall academic performance on TAKS testing.   
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Table 4.16 

 Research Question 2: Overall Campus scores by African American Campus Student 

groups in core tested areas. 

 

African American      

    Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

9th Reading 

Between Groups 90.000 1 90 2.599 0.126 

Within Groups 554.000 16 34.625 
  

Total 644.000 17       

9th Math 

Between Groups 817.501 1 817.5 3.372 0.086 

Within Groups 3636.381 16 242.43 
  

Total 4453.882 17       

10th ELA 

Between Groups 69.344 1 69.344 3.728 0.071 

Within Groups 297.600 16 18.6 
  

Total 366.944 17       

10th Math 

Between Groups 256.711 1 256.71 2.619 0.125 

Within Groups 1568.400 16 98.025 
  

Total 1825.111 17       

10th Science 

Between Groups 380.278 1 380.28 2.902 0.108 

Within Groups 2096.667 16 131.04 
  

Total 2476.944 17       

10th Soc Studies 

Between Groups 22.500 1 22.5 0.566 0.463 

Within Groups 636.000 16 39.75 
  

Total 658.500 17       

11th ELA 

Between Groups 17.067 1 17.067 2.288 0.161 

Within Groups 74.600 10 7.46 
  

Total 91.667 11       

11th Math 

Between Groups 19.267 1 19.267 0.287 0.604 

Within Groups 670.400 10 67.04 
  

Total 689.667 11       

11th Science 

Between Groups 93.750 1 93.75 3.415 0.094 

Within Groups 274.500 10 27.45 
  

Total 368.250 11       

11th Soc Studies 

Between Groups 2.400 1 2.4 1.224 0.294 

Within Groups 19.600 10 1.96 
  

Total 22.000 11       
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*No statistical significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05 was found for the African 

American Campus Student group scores in grades ninth, tenth, and eleventh in tested 

areas of Reading/ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies for years 2007-2010.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



85 
 

 

Table 4.17 

 Research Question 2: Overall Campus scores by Hispanic Campus Student groups in 

core tested areas. 

Hispanic      

    Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

9th Reading 

Between Groups 113.344 1 113.344 1.483 0.241 

Within Groups 1222.933 16 76.433 
  

Total 1336.278 17       

9th Math 

Between Groups 440.011 1 440.011 2.639 0.124 

Within Groups 2667.600 16 166.725 
  

Total 3107.611 17       

10th ELA 

Between Groups 86.044 1 86.044 15.934 0.001 

Within Groups 86.400 16 5.400 
  

Total 172.444 17       

10th Math 

Between Groups 71.111 1 71.111 2.559 0.129 

Within Groups 444.667 16 27.792 
  

Total 515.778 17       

10th Science 

Between Groups 214.678 1 214.678 5.155 0.037 

Within Groups 666.267 16 41.642 
  

Total 880.944 17       

10th Soc Studies 

Between Groups 54.444 1 54.444 3.430 0.083 

Within Groups 254.000 16 15.875 
  

Total 308.444 17       

11th ELA 

Between Groups 14.017 1 14.017 2.160 0.172 

Within Groups 64.900 10 6.490 
  

Total 78.917 11       

11th Math 

Between Groups 1.667 1 1.667 0.044 0.839 

Within Groups 383.000 10 38.300 
  

Total 384.667 11       

11th Science 

Between Groups 22.817 1 22.817 1.200 0.299 

Within Groups 190.100 10 19.010 
  

Total 212.917 11       

11th Soc Studies 

Between Groups 3.267 1 3.267 0.675 0.430 

Within Groups 48.400 10 4.840 
  

Total 51.667 11       
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*Statistical significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05 was found for the Hispanic 

Campus Student group scores in Grade 10 in two tested areas of ELA and Science for 

years of 2007-2010.   
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Table 4.18 

Research Question 2: Overall Campus scores by White Campus Student group in core 

tested areas. 

 

White      

    Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

9th Reading 

Between Groups 17.778 1 17.778 0.448 0.51 

Within Groups 635.333 16 39.708 
  

Total 653.111 17       

9th Math 

Between Groups 122.5 1 122.5 0.395 0.54 

Within Groups 4956 16 309.75 
  

Total 5078.5 17       

10th ELA 

Between Groups 15.211 1 15.211 4.029 0.06 

Within Groups 60.4 16 3.775 
  

Total 75.611 17       

10th Math 

Between Groups 10 1 10 0.588 0.45 

Within Groups 272 16 17 
  

Total 282 17       

10th Science 

Between Groups 8.711 1 8.711 0.466 0.51 

Within Groups 299.067 16 18.692 
  

Total 307.778 17       

10th Soc Studies 

Between Groups 1.111 1 1.111 0.398 0.54 

Within Groups 44.667 16 2.792 
  

Total 45.778 17       

11th ELA 

Between Groups 1.667 1 1.667 1.19 0.3 

Within Groups 14 10 1.4 
  

Total 15.667 11       

11th Math 

Between Groups 1.35 1 1.35 0.237 0.64 

Within Groups 56.9 10 5.69 
  

Total 58.25 11       

11th Science 

Between Groups 2.817 1 2.817 1.749 0.22 

Within Groups 16.1 10 1.61 
  

Total 18.917 11       

11th Soc Studies 

Between Groups 0.017 1 0.017 0.185 0.68 

Within Groups 0.9 10 0.09 
  

Total 0.917 11       
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* No statistical significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05 was found for the White 

Campus Student group scores in grades ninth, tenth, and eleventh in tested areas of 

Reading/ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies for years 2007-2010.  

  

Analysis of Research Question 3 

Do statistically significant differences in student attendance rates by grade level 

(ninth-eleventh) for the 2007-2010 school years exist between students who attended a 

traditional high school campus and those who attended a campus incorporating the Small 

Learning Communities model?  Attendance data was retrieved for the 2007-2010 school 

years from the TEA’s AEIS annual reports for each campus. 

The purpose for question three was to observe the impact that Small Learning 

Communities may have on the campus attendance of students on Campus A (SLC 

campus) as compared to student attendance for Campuses B-F (traditional campuses) for 

the following school years 2007-2010.  The data will be based on the attendance rates of 

ninth, tenth and eleventh grade students for participating campuses.  Research question 

three had one potential area for review that statistical significance could have been found 

based on the data being run through a MANOVA to measure for significance. 

Table 4.19 illustrates the cumulative side by side overall campus descriptive 

attendance data taken from TEA’s AEIS reports that was utilized for research question 

three for all six participating campuses for the three year period of the study.  

Table 4.19 

Campus side by side Percentage of attendance for 2007-2010 

    
Campus   

Year  State Dist Campus Group A B C D E F Avg 

07-08 95.5 95.7 94.8 95.6 94.1 95.9 94.3 94.2 95.9 95.00 

08-09 95.6 95.8 94.9 95.1 94.9 96.2 93.5 93.7 96.3 94.95 

09-10 95.5 95.9 95.3 95.0 95.8 95.9 93.0 94.0 95.9 94.93 
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Descriptively the data for Table 4.19 reveals that out of a three year period for the 

study, campus A did not show a higher rate of attendance for all participating campuses 

for the three years of the study. 

Table 4.20 represents the MANOVA data output for research question three for 

grades ninth, tenth and eleventh grade students.  No statistical significant value was 

found in the attendance of students that attended the school with the small learning 

communities’ model versus students that attended traditional campuses. As a result of no 

data being found for research question three, the decision was made to accept the null 

hypothesis.  The results found by the researcher for research question three did not 

support that the implementation of Small Learning Communities impacts student 

attendance for grades ninth, tenth and eleventh grade students versus students that 

attended traditional campuses. 

Table 4.20  

Research Question 3: Overall campus attendance.  

Overall Campus Attendance 
     

    
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Attendance                 

2007-2010 

Between Groups 0.267 1 0.267 0.237 0.633 

Within Groups 17.976 16 1.124 
  

Total 18.243 17       

 

*No statistical significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05 was found for overall 

campus attendance for years 2007-2010.   

 

Conclusion 

 In summary, this study expected not to reveal statistical significant differences in 

the overall ninth, tenth and  eleventh grade student academic performance on TAKS, 

overall ninth, tenth and eleventh grade student academic performance on TAKS of 
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campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American), and the overall 

attendance of ninth, tenth and eleventh grade students that attend a large high school 

campus which has implemented a Small Learning Communities model when compared to 

students that attend large traditional high schools.   

The results from the MANOVA tests that were run on the three research questions 

that guided this study found three tested areas of statistical significance.  In analyzing 

data for research question one, the MANOVA test results showed that students on the 

campus that had implemented the Small Learning Communities model showed slightly 

higher levels of overall performance on the tenth grade English Language Arts test versus 

students that attended traditional campuses.  Although the analysis of the ten possible 

areas of statistical significance found one area of statistical significance for research 

question one, the researcher could not substantiate that the SLC model was the sole 

determining factor that contributed to the statistical significant result.  As a result of the 

data produced for research question one; the decision was made to not accept the null 

hypothesis.  But based on the quantity of statistical significance found, there is not 

enough statistical data over the three year period that supports the notion that the 

implementation of Small Learning Communities impacts student overall academic 

performance on TAKS testing.  

 In analyzing the data for research question two, the MANOVA test results 

showed that the students on the campus that had implemented the Small Learning 

Communities model showed slightly higher levels of overall campus student group 

performance for Hispanic students on the tenth grade English Language Arts and the 

tenth grade Science test scores versus students that attended traditional campuses.  
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Although the analysis of the thirty possible areas of statistical significance found two 

areas of significance for research question two, the researcher could not substantiate that 

the SLC model was the sole determining factor that contributed to the statistical 

significant result.  As a result of the data produced for research question two, the decision 

was made to not accept the null hypothesis.  But based on the quantity of statistical 

significance found, there is not enough statistical data over the three year period that 

supports the hypothesis that the implementation of Small Learning Communities impacts 

campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African American) overall academic 

performance on TAKS testing.   

In analyzing the data for research question three, the MANOVA test results 

showed no statistical significant value on student attendance for the students that attended 

the Small Learning Communities campus versus the traditional campuses.  As a result, 

the decision was made to accept the null hypothesis that no statistical significance was 

found between SLC’s and traditional campus’ overall attendance. 

Conclusions, implications for further research, implications for school leaders, 

and discussions of results will be provided in Chapter 5. 



 

 

Chapter Five  

                        Conclusions and Discussions of the Results 

Chapter 5 provides an introductory overview that addresses the purpose of the 

study and discussion of the results of data analysis based on the three research questions 

that guided the study.  The chapter will also include discussion on the implications for 

school leaders, suggestions for further research, and conclusion of the study. 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a Small Learning Community 

campus model produced measureable differences in student academic achievement as 

measured by TAKS scores for students in grades nine, ten, and eleven and student 

attendance rates.  The tested TAKS areas that were measured included English Language 

Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies.  The study examined one campus that 

implemented a Small Learning Community model as a campus initiative and compared it 

to five traditional campuses with similar demographics/size.  

 For the purpose of this study, the researcher compared a three year period (2007-

2010) of the overall campus TAKS academic performance by grade level subject (ELA, 

Math, Science, and Social Studies), TAKS academic performance by grade level and 

subject (ELA, Math, Science, and Social Studies) of campus student groups (White, 

Hispanic, and African American), and the attendance rates of students by grade level (9-

11) who attended Campus A, a Small Learning Communities model campus, with the 

students that attended the other five traditional campuses.   

The historical data for each campus in this study came from the AEIS reports for 

the 2007-2010 school years.  These reports are produced annually for each campus and 
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can be obtained from the Texas Education Agency’s websites.  The researcher took the 

AEIS campus summary data from Texas Education Agency’s website for the 2007-2010 

school years and transposed them into Microsoft Office Excel so data could be 

disaggregated prior to being entered into the SPSS software to measure statistical 

significance.  The collected campus data were grouped and organized by each campus 

(A-F) and compared descriptively and quantitatively based on the three research 

questions that guided this study using a MANOVA test to measure for statistical 

significance.  

Discussion of Results 

The 2007-2010 school years’ historical data that were used for this study for the 

participating campuses were grouped, disaggregated, and compared with one another.  

The comparison was based on the performance of students on the ninth, tenth and 

eleventh grade TAKS test scores of students that attended the Small Learning 

Community campus versus students that attended traditional campuses.  The three years 

of data that were reviewed for the three grade levels (two tests for ninth graders and four 

tests for the tenth and eleventh graders) included forty-one pieces of quantitative data that 

were analyzed for this study.  

Out of the forty-one pieces of data reviewed, three areas of statistical significance 

were found within the three research questions that guided this study.  Although the 

analysis of the forty-one possible areas of statistical significance found three areas of 

significance, the researcher could not substantiate that the SLC model was the sole 

determining factor that contributed to the statistical significant results.  Based on the 

quantity of statistical significant data found three out forty-one pieces, there is not enough 
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statistical data over the three year period that supports the notion that the implementation 

of Small Learning Communities impacts student overall academic performance, overall 

academic performance of campus student groups (White, Hispanic, and African 

American) on TAKS testing and student attendance.  The following section will look 

specifically at the three research questions that guided this study and the results that were 

found.  

Research Question One 

Research question one, which measured the overall student performance on 

TAKS testing for grades ninth, tenth and eleventh
 
for participating campuses, had the 

potential of ten favorable conditions for Small Learning Communities.  The reported 

scores that were reviewed for research question one for the 2007-2010 school years for 

this study were transposed into Microsoft Excel from TEA’s AEIS yearly reports, 

disaggregated and compared descriptively and quantitatively.  

Results 

The descriptive data did show that out of the six participating campuses whose 

data were reviewed Campus A did show consistently slightly higher scores in the tested 

areas that were reviewed for this study.  The data for research question one were then run 

through a MANOVA test.  For the data to register significance in value, the data had to 

reflect a statistically significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05.  Research question 

one measured a statistical significant value in the area of overall TAKS scores for grade 

ten in English Language Arts (.005).  Although the analysis of the ten possible areas of 

statistical significance found one area of significance, the researcher could not 

substantiate that the SLC model was the sole determining factor that contributed to the 



95 
 

 

statistical significant result.  As a result of the quantity of data produced for research 

question one, the decision was made to not accept the null hypothesis.  But based on the 

quantity of significance found, there are not enough statistical data over the three year 

period that support the notion that the implementation of Small Learning Communities 

impacts student overall academic performance on TAKS testing.   

Research Question Two 

Research question two, which measured the overall student performance on 

TAKS testing for grades nine, ten and eleven for participating campuses’ student groups 

(White, Hispanic, and African American), had the potential of 30 favorable conditions for 

Small Learning Communities.  The reported scores that were reviewed for research 

question two for the 2007-2010 school years for this study were transposed into 

Microsoft Excel from TEA’s AEIS yearly reports, disaggregated and compared 

descriptively and quantitatively.  

Results 

 The descriptive data did show that out of the six participating campuses whose 

data were reviewed, Campus A did show consistently slightly higher scores in the tested 

areas that were reviewed for this study.  The data for research question two were then run 

through a MANOVA test.  For the data to register significance in value, the data had to 

reflect a statistical significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05.  Research question 

two measured two areas of statistical significant values in the areas of overall TAKS 

scores for grade ten in English Language Arts (.001) and Science (.037) for the Hispanic 

campus student group.  Although the analysis of the thirty possible areas of statistical 

significance found two areas of significance, the researcher could not substantiate that the 
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SLC model was the sole determining factor that contributed to the statistical significant 

results. As a result of the data produced for research question two, the decision was made 

to not accept the null hypothesis.  But based on the quantity of significance found, there 

is not enough statistical data over the three year period that supports the hypothesis that 

the implementation of Small Learning Communities impacts campus student groups 

(White, Hispanic, and African American) overall academic performance on TAKS 

testing.   

Research Question Three 

Research question three, which measured the overall student attendance for 

grades nine, ten and eleven for participating campuses, had the potential of one favorable 

condition for Small Learning Communities.  The reported attendance rate that was 

reviewed for research question three for the 2007-2010 school years for this study was 

transposed into Microsoft Excel, disaggregated and compared descriptively and 

quantitatively.  

Results 

The descriptive data did show that out of the six participating campuses whose 

data were reviewed, Campus A did not show higher attendance rates for the Small 

Learning Communities campus versus traditional campuses that were reviewed for this 

study.  The data for research question three were then run through a MANOVA test.  For 

the attendance data to register significance in value, the data had to reflect a statistical 

significance of less than the alpha level of 0.05.  Research question three did not measure 

a statistically significant value based on student attendance for students that attended the 

Small Learning Community campus versus students that attended the traditional 
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campuses.  As a result, the decision was made to accept the null hypothesis that no 

statistical significance was found.  

Summary of MANOVA Test Results 

The summary of findings from the analysis of all MANOVA data revealed other 

areas of statistical significance that were not reported as they did not apply to the 

researcher’s three research questions.  The results do suggest that “at-risk” students do 

show improvement in achievement when enrolled in smaller schools (Wasley, 2000).  

The following data revealed that Campus A’s Special Education and Economically 

Disadvantaged populations showed significant differences in the following tested areas. 

Listed below are all the measured areas of significance that the researcher found during 

the study that may suggest additional areas for further research: 

MANOVA Significant Results: 

1. Ninth Grade SPED Math   .029 

2. Ninth Grade SPED All Tests   .030 

3. Tenth Grade Campus Reading  .005* 

4. Tenth Grade Hispanic Reading  .001* 

5. Tenth Grade SPED Reading    .004 

6. Tenth Grade ECO Disadvantage Reading .008 

7. Tenth Grade Hispanic Science  .037* 

8. Tenth Grade SPED Science   .003 

9. Tenth Grade ECO Disadvantage Science .030 

10. Tenth Grade SPED All Tests   .001 

11. Tenth Grade ECO Disadvantaged All Tests .030 
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*Denotes identified statistical significance pertinent to the researchers three research 

questions for this study. 

Implications for School Leaders 

The purpose of this study was to quantify the effectiveness of a campus that had 

implemented the Small Learning Community model on student attendance as well as the 

overall performance of students and campus student groups on TAKS scores for students 

in ninth, tenth and eleventh grade versus students that attended traditional campuses that 

were of comparable size and demographic makeup.   

The SLC programs that were discussed in the literature review provided research 

that showed some success in helping large campuses transition into smaller more 

manageable campuses, but a small school alone is not the silver bullet that will solely 

impact students’ success on large campuses (Fine & Somerville, 1998).  The research 

suggests that the small school initiatives are simply the frame that may help to organize 

the pieces that are needed to implement a campus initiative (Cotton, 2001).  School 

leaders will have to determine whether the Small Learning Communities model is a 

viable program that is the right vehicle to initiate and sustain student progress.   

Implications for Further Research 

The results of this study raised additional questions that need to be further 

addressed to better understand the impact that Small Learning Communities may have on 

a campus.  The findings are only applicable to the parameters of this study, research 

methodology, and participating campuses that were involved in this study.  Further 

studies will need to be conducted to substantiate whether Small Learning Communities 
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are a viable educational vehicle that may impact student success in this country’s large 

high schools.  The following recommendations for further research are: 

1. Case studies of individual campuses that have implemented Small Learning 

Communities and the instruments that were used to measure campus success. 

2. Case studies of individual campuses that have implemented Small Learning 

Communities and student completion rates. 

3. Further research studies of Small Learning Communities as it relates to all 

students.  This would include English Language Learners and students with 

disabilities. 

4. Further research should be conducted to determine student perceptions of Small 

Learning Communities’ implementations. 

5. Further research should be conducted to determine teacher perceptions of Small 

Learning Communities’ implementations. 

6. Further research should be conducted to determine parent perceptions of Small 

Learning Communities’ implementations. 

7. Further research should be conducted to determine administrator perceptions of 

Small Learning Communities’ implementations. 

Conclusion 

Card’s (2004) research suggests that large, overcrowded high schools of over 

1,000 students are not effective and may contribute to student disengagement as well as 

poor academic performance and dropouts.  This study provided one example of one large 

high school campus that over a three year period implemented a Small Learning 

Communities model.   



100 
 

 

This study was conducted to gain a better understanding of school size and its 

impact on student academic performance and attendance.  Campus data were collected, 

disaggregated, and analyzed to show one small learning communities campus’s 

performance compared to five similar traditional campuses in its state.  Although the 

analysis of the forty-one possible areas of statistical significance found three areas of 

significance, the researcher could not substantiate that the SLC model was the sole 

determining factor that contributed to the statistically significant result.  As a result of the 

quantity of data produced for the three research questions, there are not enough statistical 

data over the three year period that support the notion that the implementation of Small 

Learning Communities impacts student overall academic performance on TAKS testing.   

The review of additional MANOVA findings that were provided in this chapter 

that were not pertinent to this study suggests that this educational model does show the 

need for additional studies.  These additional findings can suggest opportunities for 

further research to be conducted to substantiate whether this educational initiative 

provided the results that were found to impact students that attended the Small Learning 

Communities campus. 
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APPENDIX A 

HUMAN SUBJECTS IRB APPROVAL LETTER

 

 

 
 

 
 

September 15, 2014 
 

 
Saint Ruiz, 

c/o Dr. Steven Busch 

Dean, Education 

 
Dear Saint Ruiz, 

 
Based upon your request for exempt status, an administrative review of your research proposal entitled 

“The Impact of Smaller Learning Communities in High School on Student Performance.” was conducted on 

February 14, 2014. 

 
At that time, your request for exemption under Category 4 was approved pending modification of your 
proposed procedures/documents. 

 
The changes you have made adequately respond to the identified contingencies. As long as you continue 
using procedures described in this project, you do not have to reapply for review. * Any modification of this 
approved protocol will require review and further approval. Please contact me to ascertain the appropriate 
mechanism. 

 
If you have any questions, please contact Nettie Martinez at 713-743-9211. 

Sincerely yours, 

 
 

Kirstin Rochford, MPH, CIP, CPIA 
Director, Research Compliance 

 

 
*Approvals for exempt protocols will be valid for 5 years beyond the approval date. Approval for this project 

will expire September 14, 2019. If the project is completed prior to this date, a final report should be filed 

to close the protocol. If the project will continue after this date, you will need to reapply for approval if you 

wish to avoid an interruption of your data collection. 

 

 
Protocol Number: 14241-EX 
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