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Abstract 

Background: The Futures Academy Program provides students the opportunity to earn 

an associate’s degree and industry certifications in high-demand career fields 

concurrently while completing their high school diploma.  There is a need for empirical 

investigations on the effectiveness of this program in improving students’ academic 

achievement.  Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of school 

environmental conditions on students’ academic achievement in a Futures Academy 

Program at the “experimental site” (School E) versus three other Futures Programs at 

control sites one (School C1.1, C1.2, & C2.3), and three other high school programs at 

control sites two (School C2.1, C2.2, & C2.3) in an urban school district in Texas. 

Method: The study explored if there were significant differences in mean scores on the 

STAAR/EOC tests (A1, E1, & E2) of students with multiple risk factors based on the 

High School Program they pursue across the research sites. The study also examined if 

there were significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on the 

Transformational status of the high school they attend.  Finally, the study explored how 

students’ STAAR/EOC scores were related to a combination of: type of High School 

Program, Principal Turnover frequency, % High School Education or Below in 

community, Public Housing status, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status. An Ex Post 

Facto research design and linear prediction model was employed.  Results: The results of 

One-Way ANOVA analyses revealed that students from School E had significantly 

higher mean STAAR/EOC scores than students from the “control sites” (p = .000).  

Multiple Linear Regression analyses confirmed that students’ STAAR/EOC scores are 

significantly related to the combination of: type of High School Program, Principal 
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Turnover frequency, % High School Education or below in community, Public Housing 

status, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status [R = .352 (A1), .428 (E1), & .393 (E2), p = 

.000].  Conclusion: The best predictors of students’ STAAR/EOC scores were At-Risk 

status and Attendance at School E.  The results of the study verify that the practices at 

School E positively impacted students’ achievement.  These practices can be tested and 

reproduced and eventually lead to a positive transformation of urban education in Texas 

and beyond.   
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Chapter I  

Introduction 

Five years ago, the investigator was charged by the Superintendent of a large 

urban district with adding a high school program to the current middle school campus and 

implementing a Futures Academy program within the high school.  At that time, there 

were four other high school principals in the district with a simila r charge which was to 

offer an associate’s degree and industry certification within a specialty area. The Futures 

Academy Program gives students the opportunity to earn an associate’s degree and 

valuable industry certifications in high-demand career fields while in high school and it is 

tuition free. Upon completion of the program, students are in position to be employable 

by industry as well as transfer to four-year colleges and universities. 

The study attempted to determine if there was a significant difference in 

STAAR/EOC scores of students identified as English Language Learners, 

Refugee/Immigrants, Economically disadvantaged or At-risk based on the High School 

Program they pursued.  The study sought to determine if there was a significant 

difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students identified as English Language 

Learners, Refugee/Immigrants, Economically disadvantaged or At-risk based on the 

district transformational high school they attended.  An additional question explored was: 

can students’ STAAR/EOC scores be predicted from the high school program, 

transformational high school, principal turnover, percentage of high education or below, 

public housing, students’ gender and risk factor? The study results hope to serve as a 

guide for other practitioners with like students in urban schools to improve their practice 

in achieving and improving student success.   
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Background of the problem 

Students at Jane Doe Academy Pharmacy Futures Program hope to gain 

employment as pharmacy technicians upon the completion of high school.  Jane Doe 

Pharmacy Futures Academy collaborates with a local community college to provide 

students with courses of study that offer valuable technological and academic skills. 

Upon completion of the program, students are in position to transfer sixty college hours 

to a four year university, have earned an associate’s degree in Allied Health Science and 

gain employment as a pharmacy technician.  Most of the students in the program must 

work to help support their families and cover college expenses once they graduate from 

Jane Doe Academy. Currently, there are eight Future Academies and a total of forty-five 

high school programs in the district.   The Futures Academy programs are specifically 

tailored to meet the current and future needs of the city’s thriving industries, which 

include the fields of medicine/pharmacy, shipping, energy, manufacturing, and computer 

technology.   

The other Future Academy programs offered in the district, reside in already 

established high schools, thus enabling students who do not succeed with the rigorous 

requirements of the Future Academy programs to exit the Futures Academy program, and 

continue obtaining credits to complete a more traditional high school diploma under the 

House Bill 5 requirement.    

The purpose of the study was to review how leadership, the principalship, 

transformational leadership, teacher development, interventions, and student grit impact 

students in large urban settings. Specifically, how English language learners or ELLs, 

refugees, immigrants, economically disadvantaged, and at-risk students are effected. The 
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study explored the Futures Academy Pharmacy Technology program in a large urban 

district to determine what makes this program different (more/less effective in serving all 

students, particularly ELLs, refugees, immigrants, economically disadvantaged, at-risk 

students) from the other Futures’ programs, transformational programs, and high school 

programs throughout the district, and if this difference ultimately impacts student 

STAAR EOC scores and student success.  The gap in knowledge was how to better serve 

the academic needs of ELL, refugee/immigrant, economically disadvantaged, and at-risk 

students in all high school programs in a large urban setting especially those students who 

attend transformational schools. 

In its inception, August 2012, The Futures Academy Pharmacy Technology 

Program was originally designed to boost enrollment at Jane Doe Academy and keep 

minority students living in the Gulfton neighborhood in Texas enrolled in school, 

providing students with real world career and skills-based opportunities that were not 

present before. In making this program a reality and a hands-on, applicable opportunity, 

the program sought to prevent large numbers of students from dropping out; some even 

before enrolling in a high school program. In looking closely at the demographic makeup 

of the Gulfton area there is a high number of ELL, refugee/immigrant, economically-

disadvantaged, and at-Risk students.  

Gulfton is a community found in Southwest Texas, United States and includes a 

3.2 square mile group of apartment complexes that primarily house Hispanic, refugee, 

and immigrant populations.  The 2000 census identifies Gulfton as a “hard to enumerate” 

tract with the densest neighborhood in the city, estimated at 45,000 people in 

approximately 3 square miles. Civic leaders estimate Gulfton's population to be 70,000, 
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with 25,000 juveniles and the reason for under-representation in the census was likely as 

many of the area's immigrants, especially those residing in the country illegally, may 

have been distrustful of the government’s attempt to obtain personal information. 

Murdock (2017), a demographer for the state of Texas, argues that a major problem in an 

undercount is not just an immigration issue as it’s always difficult to count any 

population that is highly mobile, poor, and living in a diversity of households. If the 

current trends in the growth of these student populations in the Gulfton area from year to 

year continue, these numbers will escalate, and educational programs will need to adjust 

with the growth.   

As of 2010, Gulfton has citizens of 82 countries, and 16 languages are spoken in 

the community. These numbers are believed to have doubled in the last six years with the 

recent influx of newcomers crossing the Texas border at record numbers. The southwest 

neighborhoods around Gulfton and Renwick have seen the most violent gang crimes in 

all of the city. This past year, there has been a gang war between the Southwest Cholos 

and the Maratruchas or MS 13.  Many of the students and families at Jane Doe Academy 

have been effected by gang violence. 

The number of the first freshmen cohort in the Futures Academy Pharmacy 

Technology Program or FAPTP was capped at 60 students.  Interest in the program has 

increased tremendously, as is evidenced by the fact that more and more students are 

applying to the FAPTP.  The FAPTP has received over 200 freshmen applications for the 

2016-2017 school year this with KIPP and Yes charter schools across the street and eight 

other charter schools within a half mile of the Jane Doe Academy campus competing for 

students.  Students are eager to seek admission into the program, as it promises rigorous 
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academic instruction, an opportunity to gain an associate’s degree without any financial 

responsibility placed on the student or the student’s family, industry certification, and job 

placement opportunities upon high school graduation. 

A deeper look into the impact an effective leader has in regard to cultivating the 

inception of a new educational organization like the district’s Futures Programs is critical 

in laying the footwork and creating the framework around building a school program 

from the ground up. To build, implement, and sustain such programs, leaders must be 

fearless risk takers and use best practices in implementing strategies that will grow 

successful organizations.  More importantly, principals that build such programs must 

navigate and fly the plane as it is being built.   

Theorists have concluded that effective leadership skills are essential to building 

successful organizations (Kouzes & Postner, 2002).  By examining the specific skills that 

are utilized by principals and teachers in public schools, there is an opportunity to 

understand how those leadership skills contribute to the success of students and schools.  

Some theorist maintain that leaders are not born but that they grow and develop skills that 

enable them to lead (Avolio, 1999) and yet other theorists, such as Bennis (2003), believe 

that the chief administrator does not need to possess all the skills as long as members of 

the group shared the necessary skills to lead the organization.  It is important to 

remember that a sustainable principal fosters teacher retention resulting in a sustainable 

and accountable culture and academic excellence which equates to student success.   

Wellins and Weaver (2003) maintain that by developing a leader’s capacity, the more 

successful the organization becomes, the more sustainable the organization will be.  
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The underlying commonality of principal leadership is the influence one has on 

maximizing the efforts of others towards the achievement of a common goal.  Leaders of 

transformational schools must clearly understand the state’s accountability system to 

effectively coach and lead their respective teams to ensure that all stakeholders are not 

only committed to the work, they are also implementing practices that will inevitably lead 

the school to the change necessary.  Leaders take risks and possess and practice moral 

ethics and values.   It is far too easy for leaders to become stagnate, as often times they 

may feel defeated by the demands of the state’s accountability system, the adversities 

their students face daily, and neighborhood challenges that effect student success that are 

beyond the control of the principals and teachers in large urban schools and districts.   

Dweck (2006) believes that leaders who have a positive attitude and desire to 

continuously excel will be successful.  “If you have a growth mindset; however, you 

know that talents can be developed and that great abilities are built over time. This is the 

path of opportunity—and success” (Dweck, 2006, p. 1). Principals not only set, but they 

model high expectations for their students, teachers and schools, specifically in 

transformational schools.  Whitaker (2004) agrees: “Effective principals always have to 

understand that the most important thing teachers can do is model appropriate ways to 

interact with students. Yet, if our schools and classrooms can have that as a foundation, 

many of the other things can be accomplished with much less resistance” (p. 22).  It is 

especially important in transformational schools for principals to be effective so that they 

can inspire and equip their students, faculty, and staff.  

Principals must possess knowledge of curriculum and instruction and the ability 

to have situational awareness and prioritize need and time.  Few of today’s 250,000 
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school leaders are prepared to recruit and retain top staff members, educate newcomers 

and veterans alike, and understand and become comfortable with an education system 

undergoing dramatic and continuing change (Levine, 2005, p.12). Principal leaders, 

especially in urban settings, coach and support learning as they step into classrooms to 

support their teachers and instruction by team teaching and modeling effective teaching 

strategies. 

An effective leader knows and understands the needs of his/her school, students, 

families and community. An effective principal is an anomaly in that s/he strays from 

common rules and methods while taking risks with fire in his/her belly.  Futures 

Academy principals exemplify this point because they possess risk taking abilities as they 

pilot dual credit programs in the large urban district. They also build trust through action 

and foster relationships among their students, teachers and parents as is evidenced in 

recruiting efforts for their programs.    

It is imperative to employ effective principals, as school leadership is second only 

to teaching in its impact on student learning.  Simply, effective principals support good 

teachers, and good teaching equals good schools.  Principals must develop strong 

teachers and school leaders, set clear goals and high expectations, and finally, monitor 

progress while continuously coaching all staff to greatness. Covey (2012) argues that 

equally important to the use of best practices with regard to instruction is identifying and 

implementing strong principles. “The key to dealing with the challenges that face us 

today is the recognition of a principle-centered core within both ourselves and our 

organizations” (Covey, 2012, p. 1).  
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Student success is directly correlated to good teaching and effective principal 

leadership because effective teachers seek to turn theory into practice and teach for 

student meaning and understanding.  Leaders of Futures programs such as the pharmacy 

program at Jane Doe Academy, must inspire students to persevere to meet the 

expectations of a demanding program. Students that come from an educational 

background whose foundation is not English, possess a certain level of grit needed to 

persevere in a program with high rigor and intensity, all the while battling the common 

issues that English language learners face on a day-to-day basis.  Principals and teachers 

increase student achievement through the use of effective curriculum, instruction, and 

assessment also known as “CIA” models. The use of differentiated instruction and high 

yield teaching strategies also prove to be helpful in increasing student knowledge and 

success.   

Principals and teachers use data from assessments to inform and drive instruction, 

resulting in the ability to provide quick, prescribed, response to interventions and ongoing 

student and teacher monitoring.  Many researchers and educational leaders agree that a 

strong CIA model is a must for students to succeed; thus, it is important for leaders to 

continuously inspect and improve their CIA models. The purpose of CIA is to develop a 

scope and sequence for learning while seeking vertical and horizontal alignment with 

district and state curriculum. CIA models also consist of a plan to disaggregate data and 

use assessment data to plan for instruction.  Assessment is a formidable process and that 

with well-designed assessments, comes natural classroom differentiation (Tomlinson, 

2008).   
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Finally, effective principals agree that student success occurs when students make 

sense of and apply their learning through authentic performance, and when teachers 

provide good teaching.  Teachers are coaches of understanding, not mere purveyors of 

content knowledge, skill, or activity (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).   

Statement of the Problem 

Principals must navigate the politics of larger bureaucratic entities but never lose 

sight of what is most important: working for students. Teachers and principals, 

specifically in urban schools and districts, must recognize that they are leaders of learners 

and possess high morals and values while always modeling high expectations.  Principals 

or instructional leaders must clearly understand the state accountability system for which 

they are responsible so that they can meet state standards while continuing to foster 

teaching and learning on their respective campuses. In Texas, the Texas Education 

Agency is known to make significant changes to their accountability system on a yearly 

basis.  Principals need to understand and keep up with changes as school accountability 

ratings can be effected.  It is also critical for principals to conduct a needs assessment of 

their campus and create campus goals for student success around the accountability 

system as this is the standard that causes campuses to be “transformational” campuses. 

Principals, must lead with passion and be maniacal when it comes to doing what 

is best for students.  Future Academy, Transformational, and High School principals must 

take risks and think outside of the box, especially when it comes to designing, 

implementing and leading non-traditional public high schools.  Principal leaders inspire 

and equip their teams, teachers, and students to achieve academic greatness. They are 
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resilient and persevere never losing sight of learning and teaching goals.  Principal 

leaders are coaches, teachers, and students, and they must possess the ability to be 

followed by others toward one common goal.   

It is true that principals face significant challenges, such as economic difficulties 

that produce a decrease in resources (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003), demands on personnel 

(Wiggins, 1988), and a quickly changing academic climate with higher academic 

expectations (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). It is vital for principals to be resourceful, 

remain flexible, prioritize need, foster business partners, and create and implement 

effective systems to organize their schools.  A gap exists in the knowledge in how 

principal leadership effects high school programs, accountability, culture, and how it 

addresses students’ needs in urban settings by ensuring that students meet graduation 

requirements and achieve academic success.  

At Jane Doe and other Futures programs, leaders must ensure that students 

complete requirements for a high school diploma, an associate’s degree, and industry 

certification concurrently. There is a need for figuring out what works and how to 

navigate students to success because there is a discrepancy in how universities prepare 

teachers and leaders and the reality of the school environment they work in. This is a 

valid reason leaders must design an effective theory of action for their respective school 

so that continued growth and student success can occur.  It is a challenge to build and 

implement such programs specifically among populations of ELL, refugee/immigrant, 

economically disadvantaged, and at-risk students, because all too often there is little 

support or direction from home, as the lack of academic knowledge is generational. 
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Purpose of the study 

 This quantitative study reviewed the mean STAAR/EOC scores of ELL, 

refugee/immigrant, economically disadvantaged, and at-risk students across the high 

school programs in the Broad prize winning, large urban district.  The purpose of the 

study was to determine if there was a significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores 

of students that are enrolled in Futures Academy Pharmacy Technology Program at Jane 

Doe Academy, other Futures Programs and all other high school programs in the district 

to serve as a guide for other practitioners running like schools in the attainment of student 

success.  The following research questions guided the study:  

1. Is there is a significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students 

identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-

Risk   based on the High School Program they pursue (Futures Academy 

Pharmacy Program at Jane Doe Academy, other Futures Programs, and all 

other high school programs in the district)?   

2. Is there is a significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students 

identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-

Risk  based on the urban transformational high school they attend?   

3. Can students’ STAAR/EOC scores be predicted from their high school 

program, transformational high school, principal turnover, percentage of high 

school education or below, public housing, students’ gender and risk factor? 

STAAR/EOC data from students across 46 high schools in a large urban district 

was gathered, and student academic achievements, including TSI, SAT, PSAT 

standardized testing, was reviewed while researching the students’ categorical data such 



12 
 

 

 

as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk.   STAAR/EOC 

data is public record and was obtained through the district’s Research and Accountability 

department once permission was granted.  The study or data collection did not interfere 

with standardized testing, instructional time, or require human participants as it sought to 

study subject’s data. 

The research variables consisted of a dependent variable, which are the 

STAAR/EOC scores, and independent variables, which include High School Program 

(Futures Academy Pharmacy Program at Jane Doe Academy, other Futures programs and 

all other high school programs in the district) and Transformational High School attended 

(School 1, School 2, School 3….School n).  The independent variables type is nominal 

and the dependent variable type is interval/ratio.  Independent variable 2: 

Transformational High School Attend (School 1, School 2, School 3… School n). The 

third question investigated was: Can students’ STAAR/EOC scores be predicted from the 

high school program, transformational high school attended, principal turnover, 

percentage of high school education or below, public housing, students’ gender and risk 

factor?  The dependent variable in the last question is SAT (Math, Reading, & Writing) 

scores and the independent variable is the school attended (Jane Doe Academy, other 

future academies and regular High Schools) Principal turnover (# of principals 2010-

2015), percentage of high school education or below, and public housing (yes or no). 
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Significance of the study  

 It was imperative to determine the components which make up an effective 

Futures Academy program and to answer the gap of knowledge by determining how 

principal leadership effects the Futures, high school and transformational programs and 

how it addresses students’ needs by ensuring that students meet all requirements for a 

high school diploma, and earn credit toward an associate’s degree and industry 

certification concurrently. The goal was for teachers and principals to improve practice in 

educating all students, specifically those that are categorized as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, 

Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk.   

The new information gained in the study resulted in students who are positively 

impacted by the Futures and other high school programs in urban settings, students who 

are better prepared for the workforce, and students who increase their marketability with 

regard to gaining new opportunities in four year universities and life beyond grade 13. 

Teachers, principals, and district leaders are able to use the knowledge and data gained 

from this urban education study to drive instruction, make better decisions, implement 

more effective teaching and learning models and improve educational policies to propel 

student success. 

     Additionally, teachers, principals, and district leaders, will be able to utilize the skills 

and components learned from the study to improve current practices and grow and 

sustain the program by adding different strands and giving students more choice with 

regard to specialty areas such as the Allied Health Sciences.  
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Ideally, the new data gained in this research study will aid stakeholders in 

determining what works, what strategies are effective in getting students through the 

program, and how to improve STAAR/EOC, TSI, SAT and other high stakes test scores, 

specifically among special populations that have underperformed in previous years.  

Leaders hope to learn about what does not work and improve their practice so as to 

empower and close the achievement gaps specifically among students who are classified 

as English Language Learners, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged and/or 

At-Risk resulting in program and high school completion. 

Data was collected to answer the following questions: Is there a significant 

difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students identified as ELL, 

Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At Risk based on the High School 

Program they pursue (Futures Academy Pharmacy Program at Jane Doe Academy, other 

Futures Programs and all other high school programs in the district)? Is there a significant 

difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students identified as ELL, 

Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk based on the district 

transformational high school they attend?   

Upon completion of the exploration, the study found that the knowledge gained 

from the quantitative examination answered the questions above.  The study tested the 

researcher’s prediction for the reason there is a gap in the knowledge.  The research 

questions included a null and an alternative hypothesis. 
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Research Design 

 The research design included the review of student STAAR/EOC scores; there 

were no human participants in this study. The study sought to identify those key factors 

or conditions that affect students’ STAAR/EOC scores and/or impact high school 

programs using historical data. The study used district wide high school data gathered 

from public record and provided by the district when approved.   

The exploration was a quantitative study because of the variables involved, and a 

descriptive statistical analyses was conducted to examine the data through the use of 

SPSS, version 21. Data was collected and analyzed, by using patterns of information to 

determine theories. The statistical technique used to review the subject data collected was 

a one-way ANOVA to answer the research questions.  The study utilized district wide 

high school data gathered from public record and provided by the district; hence, no 

instrument was needed.  The data analysis is validated in detail in chapter 3.  

The data was analyzed and utilized as it was retrieved.  The data gathered will 

help to improve practice and bring awareness to the topic studied. The study employed a 

one way ANOVA statistical test to determine if there is a significant difference in mean 

STAAR/EOC scores of students identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically 

Disadvantaged, or At-Risk based on the high school program they pursue (Futures 

Academy Pharmacy Program at Jane Doe Academy, other Futures Programs and all other 

high school programs in the district to include transformational schools).  
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Theoretical Framework 

The study hopes to be used to improve practice among principals and campus 

leaders and hopes that there will be improved academic achievements of ELL, refugee, 

economically disadvantaged and at-risk students in urban schools.  Historically, the 

students in these subgroups underperform their peers in STAAR/EOC scores, graduation 

rates and other academic achievements. This study was designed to provide researchers, 

educators, policymakers, and practitioners with an in-depth understanding of the 

components that being an ELL, refugee, economically disadvantaged or at-risk student in 

an urban district can have on academic success. 

There are countless educational theories that frame the work to be done in 

ensuring academic growth and achievement of students.  The study reviewed leadership 

theory, theory of action, and transformational leadership theory to better understand the 

needs of high school students in urban schools.  Further, the in-depth study of these 

theories hoped to enable practitioners to implement interventions which will address the 

specific needs of students, parents, teachers, community members, principals and district 

leaders, ultimately improving student success. Components of the abovementioned 

theories in the literature review are discussed throughout the study. 

Assumptions, Limitations, and Scope (Delimitations) 

A delimitation of the study was that the researcher is the campus leader of Jane 

Doe Academy, a transformational school located in the heart of the Gulfton area in a 

large urban district in Texas.  
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Definition of Terms 

Effective—a term that is used to identify results which can be observable and measurable 

by outcomes.  

Best practices—is a method or technique that has consistently shown results superior to 

those achieved with other means.  

CIA—Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment 

ELL—English language learner, non-native English speaker  

Economically disadvantaged—low socio economic status 

FAPTP—Futures Academy Pharmacy Technology Program High School          

Futures Programs—High School programs in the district that offer a certification strand 

and dual credit college hours 

High School—houses students in grades 9-12.          

Leadership—focuses on the development of an organization’s purpose and systematic 

structure.  Leadership teaches people throughout an organization (Rost, 1991). 

Middle School—houses students in grades 6-8.  

Principal—a term that is used to describe the overall instructional leader of a school 

campus. 

Sustainability—refers to development strategies that meet current organizational and 

leadership challenges as well as the organizational and leadership challenges of 

the future. 
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Urban Schools—schools that are located in a large city, with a diverse population and 

where the population density, crime levels, and the poverty level is high. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 Chapter II  

Literature Review 

Introduction 

 The study sought to better serve the needs of ELL, refugee, economically 

disadvantaged, and at-risk students in urban schools.  Thus the research questions 

proposed were as follows: Is there a significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores 

of students identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically disadvantaged or At-

Risk based on the high school program they pursue?  A second question reviewed if there 

was a significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students identified as ELL, 

Refugee/Immigrants, Economically Disadvantaged or At-Risk based on the large urban 

transformational school they attend.  Lastly, could students’ STAAR/EOC scores be 

predicted form high school program, transformational high school, principal turnover, 

percentage of high school education or below, public housing, students’ gender, and risk 

factor?  

Traditionally, underserved populations of students are not successful in turn 

around schools such as Jane Doe Academy located in a large urban district.  The study 

was intended to inform and improve practice while serving as a guide for practitioners 

with like students in urban schools in hopes that they would use the information to 

improve their practice in achieving and improving student success. The study hoped to 

improve student performance and increase student academic achievement while serving 

as a guide for other like schools found in large urban districts.  
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The study explored different categories of students to include ELL, 

Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged and At-Risk. STAAR/EOC exams as 

they relate to the Texas accountability system was defined before reviewing how state 

accountability, leadership, the principalship, transformational work, effective 

interventions and student perseverance impact student success.  The research was 

necessary to determine if the interventions implemented with ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, 

Economically Disadvantaged, At-Risk students at Jane Doe Academy were more 

successful than other Futures programs, other high schools and other transformational 

schools in a large urban district.  The information gained hoped to aid teachers and 

principals in leading and growing effective programs resulting in improved student 

success.  The research study examined the literature while comparing, contrasting, and 

analyzing what is found in the literature. 

This research study was important because it sought to help leaders of learners 

implement effective skills and strategies to improve their practice and programs, 

hopefully resulting in students being better prepared for college and the workforce.  

Themes that emerged from the research included the importance of leadership, building 

strong relationships, serving the whole child, the importance of effective communication 

among all stakeholders, and effective interventions for students in urban schools. 

For the purpose of this study, it was critical to define the differences between 

immigrants, refugees and newcomers not to be confused with ELLs.  Many of the 

immigrants, refugees and newcomers coming to the United Stated are classified as 

English Language Learners as they are learning English as a second language (ESL).  
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English Language Learners 

 Bilingual education in the United States dates as far back as the first settlements 

in North America in 1664. At least 18 languages were spoken in the U.S. in the 17th 

century. In 1839, some states began to utilize bilingual education laws that commissioned 

instruction in languages other than English. Notwithstanding, during the first few decades 

of this century, immigrants in large urban areas were trained to incorporate and 

encouraged to change their own cultural heritage to that of a more “American” one. Non-

English speakers were often “submerged” in the English-only classroom, with little to no 

second language instruction. It was not until the 1960s when the government stepped in 

and interceded school systems to sanction bilingual programs. In fact, in 1963, due to the 

rise in the number of Cuban immigrants during this time, the first large-scale 

government-sanctioned bilingual program was started in Dade County, Florida. This 

bilingual program became the unofficial model for the nation. 

 The top 10 states experiencing the highest English Language Learner population 

or ELL, growth are South Carolina, Kentucky Nevada, Delaware, Arkansas, Kansas, 

Mississippi, Alabama, Virginia, and North Carolina. The U.S. ELL population has grown 

about 18 percent from 2000-2012. When it comes to funding ELL education, states that 

elect to fund ELL-specific services do so in different ways and at varying levels, 

including block grants, additional per-pupil dollars, weighted formulas, or unit or general 

“lump sums” (Horsford & Sampson, 2013). Currently, North Carolina holds the highest 

amount of dollars spent per ELL student beyond regular per-pupil funding at $741. 

Moreover, the basic average cost per pupil for Bilingual/ESL pupils in a large urban 

district in Texas is $3,492. 
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 The Texas Education Agency (TEA) offers a Bilingual/ESL Unit in the Division 

of Curriculum. This unit provides direction and leadership with regard to the 

implementation of Bilingual and English as a Second Language (ESL) programs for 

English Language Learners. The Texas Education Code states that in accordance with the         

policy of the state to ensure equal educational opportunity to every student and in 

recognition of the educational needs of students of limited English proficiency, this 

subchapter provides for the establishment of bilingual education and special language 

programs in the public schools and provides supplemental financial assistance to help 

school districts meet the extra costs of the programs (Sec. 29.051). Herein lies the 

connection between the Bilingual/ESL services provided in schools and the academic 

supports necessary to see the program through to ensure English language efficiency in 

all classrooms.  

On January 7, 2015, the U.S. Department of Education (DOE) and the U.S. 

Department of Justice (DOJ) released a joint statement that provides guidance to state 

agencies and school districts for educating English Language Learners (ELLs). The joint 

guidance echoes both the EEOA and Lau v. Nichols (1974), stating that school districts 

take “affirmative steps to address language barriers so that ELL students may participate 

meaningfully in schools’ educational programs” (Lau v. Nichols, 1974).  

The United States boasts an incredible language diversity among students and 

parents that are served in U.S. schools with exemplary bilingual education programs and 

remarkable individuals who are committed to fairness and excellence.  There are over 

100 languages other than English spoken among the 215,000 students in the large urban 

district studied. The district is the seventh largest public school district in the United 
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States and the largest in Texas.  There are over 50 languages spoken among the students 

at Jane Doe Academy. Research shows that states who offer English Immersion 

programs, now called Structures English Immersion (SEI), work the best and have had 

more desirable results with regard to student achievement. 

Refugee/Immigrant 

As is common knowledge, there are many people crossing U.S. Borders, 

specifically, there is a high concentration of people from Central America and Mexico 

crossing the border in massive waves and they have been described as immigrants or 

refugees. The distinction is significant and could determine whether the migrants are 

subject to deportation to their home country or eligible to remain in the United States 

under asylum.  Many of the migrants are unaccompanied minors.   

A refugee is someone who has been forced to flee his or her home country. 

Refugees can apply for asylum in the United States but it is important to recognize that in 

doing so, the process can take years.  Refugee applicants have to prove that if they return 

to their home country, they'll be injured because of their race, religion, nationality, 

membership in a particular social group or their political opinion. 

Grandi (2016), UN High Commissioner for Refugees, says: “Migrants, especially 

economic migrants, choose to move in order to improve the future prospects of 

themselves and their families,” and “Refugees have to move if they are to save their lives 

or preserve their freedom.” (Grandi, 2016). 

An immigrant is someone who chooses to resettle to another country.  The United 

States has a legal process for immigrants to seek legal residency and eventually 
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citizenship.  Many immigrants to the United States, however, don’t have such legal status 

and are thus undocumented. As such, they are subject to deportation from the United 

States Government. 

There are well over 11 million undocumented immigrants in the United States. 

This issue has caused public and social agencies to revisit their practices and determine 

how to better serve their respective needs while educating them.  It has also led 

Democrats and Republicans alike to declare the U.S. immigration system as “broken.” 

Under Title III of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), the term 

immigrant children and youth is defined as, “individuals who are aged 3 through 21; were 

not born in any state; and have not been attending one or more schools in any one or 

more states for more than 3 full academic years. The term State refers to each of the 50 

States, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. P.L. 107-110 

Title III, Part C, § 3301(6)” (as cited in Texas Education Agency, 2010). 

Economically Disadvantaged   

Economically disadvantaged is a term used by government institutions to classify 

students.  The classification allocates free school meals to “a student who is a member of 

a household that meets the income eligibility guidelines for free or reduced-price meals 

(less than or equal to 185% of Federal Poverty Guidelines)” or business grants 

(Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, 2017). Seventy- six percent of all the 

students in the district are considered economically disadvantaged. Ninety six percent of 

the student body enrolled at Jane Doe Academy qualify for free and reduced lunch. Only 
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forty-one percent of all the students in Texas are not economically disadvantaged as they 

do not receive free or reduced lunch. 

The public school system in Texas needs reform in order to improve the 

educational achievement and attainment of its students.  The data clearly indicate that 

students are both failing to master basic subjects and dropping out of high school at 

alarmingly high rates. Moreover, these deficiencies are even greater across low-income 

and minority populations, and this achievement gap is not insignificant in a state where 

59% of students are economically disadvantaged and 69% are minority. 

At-Risk  

AT-RISK-INDICATOR-CODE indicates whether a student is currently identified 

as being at risk of dropping out of school using state-defined criteria only (TEC §29.081, 

Compensatory and Accelerated Instruction). Students are not identified as at-risk solely 

because they are on free and/or reduced lunch.  As per the Texas Education Agency’s 

Public Education Information Management System or PEIMS, if a student at-risk of 

dropping out of school includes a student who is under 21 years of age and who meets 

one of the 13 criteria listed below:  

1. is in prekindergarten, kindergarten or grade 1, 2, or 3 and did not perform 

satisfactorily on a readiness test or assessment instrument administered during the 

current school year; 

2. is in grade 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, or 12 and did not maintain an average equivalent to 70 

on a scale of 100 in two or more subjects in the foundation curriculum during a 

semester in the preceding or current school year or is not maintaining such an 
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average in two or more subjects in the foundation curriculum in the current 

semester; 

3. was not advanced from one grade level to the next for one or more school years; 

(Note: From 2010-2011 forward, TEC 29.081 (d-1) excludes from this criteria 

prekindergarten or kindergarten students who were not advanced to the next grade 

level as a result of a documented request by the student’s parent.) 

4. did not perform satisfactorily on an assessment instrument administered to the 

student under TEC Subchapter B, Chapter 39, and who has not in the previous or 

current school year subsequently performed on that instrument or another 

appropriate instrument at a level equal to at least 110 percent of the level of 

satisfactory performance on that instrument; 

5. is pregnant or is a parent; 

6. has been placed in an alternative education program in accordance with TEC 

§37.006 during the preceding or current school year; 

7. has been expelled in accordance with TEC §37.007 during the preceding or 

current school year; 

8. is currently on parole, probation, deferred prosecution, or other conditional 

release; 

9. was previously reported through the Public Education Information Management 

System (PEIMS) to have dropped out of school; 

10. is a student of limited English proficiency, as defined by TEC §29.052; 



27 
 

 

 

11. is in the custody or care of the Department of Protective and Regulatory Services 

or has, during the current school year, been referred to the department by a school 

official, officer of the juvenile court, or law enforcement official; 

12. is homeless, as defined NCLB, Title X, Part C, Section 725(2), the term 

“homeless children and youths”, and its subsequent amendments; or 

13. resided in the preceding school year or resides in the current school year in a 

residential placement facility in the district, including a detention facility, 

substance abuse treatment facility, emergency shelter, psychiatric hospital, 

halfway house, or foster group home. 

Again, a student who is under 21 years of age and meets one of the 13 risk 

factors, is in fact classified as an at-risk student. 

STAAR/EOC  

The research study reviewed Texas high school level standardized exams to 

determine if there was a significant difference in the mean scores of students identified as 

ELL, refugee/immigrant, economically disadvantaged or at-risk.  

The State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) program, 

which was implemented in spring 2012, includes annual assessments for reading and 

mathematics, grades 3–8 writing at grades 4 and 7, science at grades 5 and 8, social 

studies at grade 8 and end-of-course (EOC) assessments for English I, English II, Algebra 

I, biology and U.S history taken while in grades 9-12. These exams measures the Texas 

Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) curriculum standards across elementary, middle 
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and high school students.  Students taking end of course exams must pass all five exams 

to graduate from high school. 

As the mounting evidence of the weak effects of the No Child Left Behind Act 

illustrates, it is difficult to design accountability systems that take into account the intense 

challenges of educating high concentrations of poor children and at the same time 

provide incentives for educators to work together to serve all students well.  

State Accountability 

Texas provides annual academic accountability ratings to its public school 

districts, charters, and schools. The ratings are based largely on performance on state 

standardized tests and graduation rates. The ratings examine student achievement, student 

progress, efforts to close the achievement gap and postsecondary readiness. A well-

designed accountability system promotes a willingness to use resources in new ways and 

offers incentives for school faculties to work together to develop the skills of every 

student (Duncan & Murnane, 2011).  The accountability rating system created by the 

Texas Education Agency, also known as TEA, is divided into four groups or indices. 

Each index has a set of standards that students and schools must meet to be rated, this 

document designed by TEA functions much like a rubric for schools and districts.   

Schools in Texas must meet state and index guidelines for Index I or II and 

Indices III and IV to be scored or labeled as “met accountability.”  If a school does not 

meet index I or II it will be labeled as “improvement required.” 

The purpose of Index I is to measure student achievement and provide a snapshot 

of performance across subjects. In 2015, Index I was based on the STAAR results at the 
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phase-in 1 Level II passing standard, English Language Learners (ELL) progress measure 

at or above expectations, and state approved substitute assessments.  

Index II measures student progress and the purpose of Index II is to provide a 

measure of student progress by student group across all subject areas independent of 

overall student achievement levels. In 2015, student growth was evaluated using a 

STAAR weighted progress rate across all subjects (reading, Algebra I only in 2015, and 

writing). Results are reported for all students combined and for nine student groups: 

African American, American Indian, Asian, Hispanic, Pacific Islander, White, two or 

more races, special education, and ELL.  

Index III focuses on closing the performance gap and measures the scores of 

students who qualify for economically disadvantaged and the two lowest performing 

ethnic/racial groups.  

Finally, Index IV measures postsecondary readiness and credit is based on the 

average of two indicators: STAAR post-secondary readiness and standard (final Level II) 

and high school graduation rates and diploma plans.  

The STAAR progress measure quantifies a student’s year-to-year improvement 

by comparing current and prior-year scores on STAAR. By comparing the change in his 

or her score to growth expectations, each student is assigned one of three categories: did 

not meet growth expectations, met growth expectations, or exceeded growth 

expectations. 
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Large Urban District 

The study reviewed high school programs in a large, urban district found in the 

southern part of the United States. The district is the largest school district in the state and 

the seventh-largest in the United States.  There are a total of 287 schools in the district. 

The student demographic breakdown is as follows: 62.1% Hispanic, 24.5% African 

American 3.7% Asian, 8.4%. Of the 215,627 students being educated in the district, 

75.5% qualify as economically disadvantaged. Over the last eight years, the number of 

district students passing (with a minimum score of 3) the College Board’s Advanced 

Placement exams has increased 92%, the dropout rate has decreased by 42% and the 

graduation rate has increased by 23%. 

The district is the first two-time winner of the Broad Prize, which awards 

graduating seniors with over $500,000.  Every year, this prestigious award recognizes the 

public school system across the country that has demonstrated the greatest overall 

performance and improvement in student achievement while reducing achievement gaps 

among poor and minority students in urban schools.  

Futures Academy and High School Programs  

The Futures Academy Programs give students the opportunity to earn an 

associate’s degree and valuable industry certifications in high-demand career fields while 

in high school and is tuition free.  Futures Academy Programs collaborate with 

community colleges to provide students courses of study that offer valuable technological 

and academic skills. Upon completion of the program, students are in position to be 

employable by industry as well as recruited by four-year colleges and universities. 
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The programs are specifically tailored to meet the current and future needs of the 

city’s thriving industries, which include the fields of medicine, shipping, energy, 

manufacturing, and computer technology.  There are eight academies to choose from with 

access to college classes, industry mentors, field experiences, and internships.   

The study explored the organization and way in which the leadership, 

principalship, and transformational practices implemented at Jane Doe Academy have 

had a positive effect on student achievement and ultimately result in student success. 

Leadership 

Leadership cannot be defined by a single term or statement as it has a distinct 

meaning across different industries.  The underlying commonality of leadership is the 

influence one has on maximizing the efforts of others towards the achievement of a 

common goal. 

Leadership is a learned behavior that becomes automatic and systematic over 

time. To paint a picture of this, in the time it typically takes a person to understand a 

question, a leader has already made several important decisions about the question and 

issue at hand. How do leaders know how to make the best decisions, given the immense 

amount of pressure they are under? There are numerous models with which leadership is 

defined, however those at the forefront, based on years of empirical data, are instructional 

leadership and transformational leadership (Hallinger, 2010). 

Leadership is decisive, and successful leaders make decisions automatically. 

According to Llopis (2013), the most successful leaders, do 15 things automatically every 

day. Instead of intimidating colleagues, successful leaders make their constituents feel 
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safe to speak up much like teachers who provide a conducive and safe learning 

environment for students. Leaders are experts in the art of decision making and 

communicate their expectations clearly. The most successful leaders understand their 

colleagues’ mindsets, capabilities, and areas for improvement (Llopis, 2013). In addition, 

successful leaders challenge people to think, are accountable, and lead by example while 

providing continuous feedback and performance praise.  

Myatt (2014), discusses the importance of understanding the role of a leader 

before one is placed in that type of position, as he or she attempts to qualify a leadership 

job description. Because those in leadership roles have failed to define leadership in an 

acceptable fashion, society has allowed the practice of leadership to be commoditized, 

which in turn, has made it all too common for non-leaders to assume leadership positions 

thus continuing the devolution of leadership as a practice (Myatt, 2014).   Myatt also 

asserts that society must stop contributing to the crisis within leadership and instead 

begin fostering and maintaining a culture of leadership and be more attentive listeners. 

Educational literature is filled with an abundance of leadership theories.  For the 

purpose of this study, some of the top leadership theories have been reviewed and are 

found in the literature; they include the great man theory, trait theory, behavioral theory 

contingency theory, and action theory.  The Great Man Leadership Theory simply states 

that leadership is innate, and leaders are born to be leaders (Straker, 2017). Trait 

leadership theorists believe that leaders possess certain traits and skills such as good 

decision making, assertiveness, and integrity that help them excel in leadership.  

Behavioral theorists believe that leadership can be taught through a cause and effect 

model.  In other words, behavioral leadership theorists believe that leaders can be 
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conditioned and learn skills, tasks, and personality traits required of effective leaders. 

Finally, contingency leadership theorists believe that leadership is based on certain 

environments and how leaders behave or perform in those environments.  Contingency 

theorists believe that there is no single way one should lead, and instead base their 

behavior on the situation at hand.  

Many of the leaders found in the Futures, high school and transformational 

programs possess one or more of the aforementioned characteristics found in the top four 

leadership theories.  It is pertinent to have the desire to learn, grow and be flexible as a 

leader.  Equally important, specifically in transformational settings like Jane Doe 

Academy, is possessing situational awareness with regard to student body, culture, and 

neighborhood.  

Courageous leaders are in high demand and short supply these days (Tardanico, 

2013). Forbes shares key data from a 2011/2012 Kenexa report that suggests that 

workplace stress is at the highest level it has ever been in four years and the study 

findings suggest that this is mostly due to fear. Tardanico (2013) suggests some traits that 

courageous leaders model, including confronting reality head-on, seeking and listening to 

feedback, saying what needs to be said, and encouraging push-back of peers and 

subordinates.  

The face of leadership is ever-changing; however, a leader is usually the drum 

major, the person who keeps a vision in front of people (Darling-Hammond, 2010a).  

Further, Darling-Hammond (2010a) claims that leaders should not be afraid to break 

rules, demand better, desire continuous improvement, and go creatively crazy to drive 

innovation. 
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Building and leading learning cultures requires vision, perseverance, and 

positivity.  Successful leaders exert a positive influence on student learning and live by 

working through and with others in the school system. The purpose of this research is to 

shed light on tangible things that leaders can do to build and sustain a culture of learning 

in urban schools. It is important to create a conducive culture that concentrates on the 

notion of a learning culture, a number of learning conditions, and the actions leaders take 

to influence student and teacher learning. 

As important as it is to identify qualities of an effective leader, it is equally crucial 

to identify why leaders fail.  T. S. Rainer (2012), President and Chief Executive Officer 

of Lifeway Christian Resources, studied records and stories detailing why leaders from 

different industries failed.  Rainer’s findings suggest that the common characteristics 

shared and reasons why leaders fail include: they feel they are invincible, they are 

paralyzed by fear, they fail to grow themselves academically and professionally, and they 

are not passionate about their area of leadership. 

Transformational change efforts in transformational schools fail for similar 

reasons.  There is a lack of school vision, personnel buy-in, and a culture that lacks 

situational awareness.  Leading change is both absolutely essential and incredibly 

difficult (Kotter, 2007). Kotter (2007) describes eight critical success factors some of 

which include establishing a sense of extraordinary urgency, creating short-term wins, 

and changing the culture. Kotter studied large organizations, small organizations, 

companies based in the U.S. and elsewhere, as well as corporations that were on their 

knees and alternatively, companies that were earning good money. 
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Barth (1990) agrees that it is crucial to have a vision of a good school and want to 

be a part of that school.  “I see a good school as one in which I would like to teach or be a 

principal” (Barth, 1990, p. 512). In A Personal Vision of a Good School, Barth (1990) 

outlines his personal conception of what might be, what could be, and what should be a 

vision for a great school. Barth states that a visionary school should consist of a 

community of learners where students and adults are encouraged to take risks and where 

everyone exercises choice and commitment.  Further, Barth speaks of the importance of a 

shared respect for diversity and good humor. 

All students deserve good schools, and it is important to identify when there is a 

need for transformation in transformational schools.  Transforming chronically low-

performing schools is challenging work.  It requires fundamental re-thinking of the 

change process and a systematic rather than school-by-school approach (Robinson & 

Buntrock, 2011). Robinson and Buntrock (2011) partnered with 43 districts and 123 

schools through the University of Virginia’s School Turnaround Specialist Program.  

Robinson and Buntrock studied and worked with leaders to outline a list of conditions 

that the school district must be willing to create in order to enable competent 

transformational leaders and their respective staffs to be successful. The average school 

completing the two-year program saw a 40 percent rise in average student academic 

proficiency.  

In conclusion, contrary to the Great Man Theory of leadership where theorists 

believe leading is innate, leaders are not born, they are cultivated. Leadership is a learned 

behavior over time and through experience. Leadership is paramount in school reform. 
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Although leadership begins at the district level, where administrative staffing decisions 

are made, school-based leaders are ultimately accountable for school improvement.  

To build, implement, and sustain programs such as the Futures Academy 

Pharmacy Technology Program, leaders must be fearless risk takers and use best 

practices in implementing strategies that will grow successful organizations.  More 

importantly, and as stated previously, principals must navigate and fly the plane as it is 

being built.   

As also aforementioned, theorists conclude that leadership skills are important to 

a successful organization (Kouzes & Postner, 2002).  Bennis (2003) and Avolio (1999) 

express similar approaches to the development of the skills by claiming leadership skills 

are developed over time, and such skills do not need to be perfected once other members 

of the organization have faith in the necessary skills used to lead or collectively possess 

the skills. It is important to remember that a sustainable principal fosters sustainable 

teachers resulting in a sustainable culture and academic excellence.    

Principalship 

The study hoped to identify and describe the effective components necessary to 

establish and sustain successful Futures Academy programs by answering the following 

questions. What does it mean to be a principal leader, and what are the characteristics of 

an effective leader?  Why does it matter? How does it impact student and teacher 

success? 

Schools today face many challenges with the ever changing accountability 

standards of state laws and growing diverse populations. Leithwood, Seashore Louis, 
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Anderson and Wahlstrom (2004) in How Leadership Influences Student Learning, argue 

that for principals to be successful, they must create and sustain a competitive school, 

provide instructional guidance, empower others to make significant decisions, and 

develop and implement strategic school improvement plans. Leaders take risks and 

possess and practice moral ethics and values.   It is far too easy for leaders to become 

stagnate as often times they may feel defeated especially in large urban schools and 

districts.  Leaders must work toward building and fostering relationships with all 

stakeholders and build trust through actions in their buildings and beyond. 

What do principals who are strong leaders do? Being that principals are in the 

business of teaching and learning, it is vital that principal leaders are life-long learners 

because they should continuously work toward improving their craft and striving for 

excellence.  Thus, it is critical for principals to design a meaningful, strategic plan, also 

known as the theory of action.  A superior theory of action identifies the current state of 

the school while designing a plan of action to move the school to the desired state of the 

school.  Designing a solid theory of action is important for all principal leaders especially 

those who lead transformational schools. A well written theory of action aides Futures, 

high school, and transformational high school programs to design a vision and narrow the 

focus of needed details to execute an effective program.   

Principals take risks and possess and practice moral ethics and values even though 

at times they may feel overwhelmed or defeated. Principals strive for excellence every 

minute of every day.  Excellence can be defined as teaching to be the best; it is not 

teaching to a standardized test.  It is critical for principals to effectively communicate and 

attentively listen to teacher focus groups, identify student strengths and weaknesses and 
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continue pushing all stakeholders toward the improvement of student academic abilities.  

Effective principals inspire and equip their students, faculty and staff. Principals, 

especially in urban districts, must be willing to do whatever it takes to support students 

and teachers success.  Principals focus and align their respective teams as they delegate 

non-instructional responsibilities and step into classrooms to support their teachers and 

instruction by team teaching and modeling effective teaching strategies. 

What it means for principals to build the plane as they fly it is that they have built 

trust through action and fostered relationships among their students and parents as is 

evidenced in recruiting efforts and increased enrollment for their programs. Principals 

realize that their teachers want their jobs to challenge, grow, and develop them, both 

personally and professionally (Kelly & Stark, 2016). Parents and students take chances 

on principals’ visions, in hopes that the academic and hands-on experiences students 

receive, will serve them well after graduation.   

Another example of principals who are fearless risk takers include Future 

Academy principals who push back on district rules with regard to course sequencing 

resulting in graduation.  Principals who send their students off campus (a district no-no), 

to attend college classes on college campuses, give their students a tangible college 

experience resulting in student boosted self-esteem and an “I can do this” mentality.  

Future Academy principals think outside of the box when it comes to branding 

their programs.  For example, the pharmacy technology program at Jane Doe Academy 

conducts a white coat ceremony at the end of their first semester to award students a 

transcript of completed credits and a white lab coat memorializing their 

accomplishments.  White lab coats are worn in pharmacy classes, practicums and by 
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pharmacists. All students participate in the ceremony with freshmen who receive their 

initial lab coats, sophomore level students get their names embroidered on their white 

coats, and juniors receive patches and pins for their white coats. Students who complete 

high school graduation requirements and obtain industry certification and an associate’s 

degree in Allied Health Science keep their respective lab coats. The idea behind this 

practice is to continue to inspire and equip students by providing recognition when major 

milestones are achieved. 

Future Academy principals also are not afraid to negotiate and encourage 

competition among their business partners.  To explain, the product of the pharmacy tech 

program are the students who complete their pharmacy certifications and who are 

employable to CVS, Walgreens, and other traditional and non-traditional pharmacies.  

The pharmacies are competing to hire students who are bi-lingual (Spanish, Farsi, Arabic, 

Urdu, Vietnamese, other and English). For example, one principal secured summer 

pharmacy internship opportunities for students with the condition that the principal would 

send workforce candidates to the pharmacy for employee recruitment upon graduation.  

This is a win/win opportunity for students who receive on the job training as 

pharmacy technicians and internship credits needed for state certification purposes.  

Pharmacies also benefit as they get qualified and trained job applicants who speak at least 

two languages to fill their vacancies. Students graduating from Jane Doe Academy 

Pharmacy Technology program are able to seek employment in traditional and non-

traditional pharmacies like those found in hospitals or private compounding pharmacies.  

Like many allied health professionals, pharmacy technicians can benefit from 

shift work and continue to pursue four year degrees while having the flexibility of 
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working to help their respective families financially and cover the rising costs of 

continued education. Preparing students with the academic knowledge and skills needed 

to succeed in gaining an associate’s degrees and industry certifications is challenging 

work; however, it is important to note that academic preparation is not quite enough to 

secure employment, thus Jane Doe Academy teachers and principals must teach and hone 

student soft skills such as interviewing, resume writing, interpersonal skills, and more to 

secure employment. The students are afforded promising opportunities because of the 

constant collaboration and fostering of a common vision among teachers and principals 

which is a minimum requirement in attaining student success and an example of how to 

propel students to dream big and work hard.   

Principals include teachers and other campus leaders in developing the vision of 

their respective programs.  Including all stakeholders in the vision of a new program or 

school initiative results in ownership of the success of the program.  In other words, 

everyone goes beyond the call of duty and is vested because they want the program to 

succeed.  The collaboration among teachers and campus leaders promotes the ability to 

work together in the face of challenges, have clear dialogue, and brainstorm interventions 

which fosters solid relationships and more risk taking to achieve excellence on behalf of 

all the stakeholders.   

Much has been written on the importance of school culture and using forms of 

collaboration effectively; however, literature on the importance of transparent dialogue 

and how it influences school culture is sparse. The literature on the many styles of 

successful leadership such as distributed leadership, transformative leadership, and 

collaboration in any given situation, provides a working framework for urban educators. 
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Strategic plans and/or well-structured frameworks are not successful without stakeholder 

communication, thus it is important remember the importance of open and effective 

communication among all.  Little has been written in terms of dialogue and discourse 

especially with regard to what dialogue sounds like and its outcomes (Cohen, 2006; 

Gronn, 2002; Johansson, 2001; Pellicer, 2008). 

Some important character traits school principals must have include a willingness 

to make mistakes, be vulnerable, seek guidance and assistance and accept failure when it 

happens. It is especially critical to learn from all experiences, good and bad. Another 

important character trait principals must possess is the ability to operate with great 

integrity at all times especially in the face of adversity.   

It is crucial that principals have integrity, high moral ethics and values and build a 

culture of community in schools.  Sergiovanni writes in Building Community in Schools, 

“we become connected for reason of commitment rather than compliance” (as cited in 

Westheimer, 1996). “People are bonded to each other as a result of their mutual bindings 

to shared values, traditions, ideas, and ideals” (as cited in Westheimer, 1996).   

Westheimer (1996) asks: “How should we justify efforts to build community in terms of 

academic gains? We shouldn’t, [Sergiovanni] suggests. We serve school breakfasts 

because it is important to feed hungry children, not to raise test scores.” Similarly, 

principals emphasize improving working conditions for teachers because it is a good 

thing to do.   

Effective principals are also humble as they publically recognize when they have 

failed, pick themselves up and dust themselves off and try again which is an ability also 

required of teachers and especially important in urban schools. Humble principals 
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understand that it takes a team, and solid systems in place, to have a positive impact on 

student learning.  Effective principals share credit for success, own failures as their own 

without making excuses, and are fearless with regard to decision making.  If it is good for 

all students, then do it. Leaders with humility do not seek success for their own glory; 

rather success is necessary so that the team and organization can thrive (Collins, 2001). 

Why does it matter?  Principals continuously seek to enhance and improve 

student achievement.  Principals help their respective teachers and teams by working 

alongside their team members, actively listening to their needs and providing needed 

resources and professional development to help them improve their practice.  Principals 

also model the importance of using data to drive instruction, use best teaching and 

management strategies resulting in the development of strong professional learning 

communities, provide focus groups, are attentive listeners and deliver authentic 

professional development.  Principals must view teachers as colleagues and listen to them 

attentively and inspect what is expected, especially in the collaborative work in 

Professional Learning Communities or “PLCs.”   

Principals design master schedules that include time for teachers to work in PLCs, 

plan effective lessons, observe their peers in instructional rounds and study student data. 

Professional learning communities focus on three major questions: What do we want 

each student to learn? How will we know when each student has learned it? How will we 

respond when a student experiences difficulty in learning?  Dufour (2004) argues that: 

“The answer to the third question separates learning communities from traditional 

schools” (p. 8).  Dufour goes on to say that schools are successful when as a team, they 

address student interventions in a timely manner.  
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In other words, teachers and leaders must use student data to drive instruction.  

Frequent checking for student understanding and common assessments are a must as they 

provide the foundation for improved student achievement.  Teachers who teach students 

how to track their own assessment data and provide progress reports every three weeks, 

ensure that students understand their respective level of mastery and provide a plan or 

framework to increase learning.  Data trackers also help teachers and principals quickly 

identify students who need additional support; putting the focus on intervention rather 

than remediation. Teachers and leaders who plan for and provide students with help as 

soon as they experience difficulty rather than relying on summer school or other remedial 

measures are effective.   

Response to intervention during the school day has proven to be effective in many 

urban schools because teachers and principals are making the most of instructional time 

and reteach opportunities while the students are in school. It is difficult to expect students 

in urban schools to attend after school or Saturday tutorials as so often they are 

responsible for caring for younger siblings or working a part time to help support their 

families financially.  To continue, principals must also direct students to receive 

additional help or tutorials until they master concepts in a systematic manner and this is, 

again, planned and inspected through the collaborative work performed in professional 

learning communities, classroom observations, common assessment and standardized test 

scores.   

Setting and communicating clear, campus-wide, school goals is a must for 

effective principals.  Principals use different data sets including student and teacher 

attendance, state standardized tests, and discipline and grade information to set smart 
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goals.  Goals inform and communicate teacher practice, student work, and leader 

expectations.  Further, it is necessary to include teachers, students, campus leaders and 

community members in the creation and development of goals.  

Much like a shared vision, if stakeholders are a part of the decision making 

process with respect to setting campus improvement and achievement goals, they will 

then own and foster the implementation of set goals.  Bass (1990) extended the works of 

House (1976) and Burns (1978) through establishing the need to emphasize the goals of 

the organization. Bass (1990) suggests that transformational leadership motivates 

followers to do more than required by (a) elevating the levels of consciousness in regards 

to organizational goals and norms, (b) getting followers to surpass their own interests for 

the sake of the organization, and (c) moving followers to focus on the priorities of the 

organization. 

Many campus leaders use the smart goal framework designed by Dr. Doran 

(1981) to guide their annual goal setting practice.  As is the case of the smart goal 

framework, educators have adopted many business protocols to conduct teaching and 

learning. Dr. Doran (1981), who has a business management background, created the 

acronym “S.M.A.R.T.” to empower goal creators to set smart, measurable, assignable, 

realistic and timely aspirations. 

In addition to developing a needs assessment and school improvement goals, most 

principals also have a set of instructional rules, or as Marzano (2009) refers to them, 

“non-negotiables.”  Campus non-negotiables help create routines and expectations which 

foster a uniform campus culture and are practiced throughout the campus resulting in the 

ritualization of goals and a positive shift in culture.  Marzano’s (2009) “non-negotiables” 
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are research based, high yield teaching strategies designed to improve teaching and 

learning.  Jane Doe Academy refers to these instructional strategies as superpowers, 

namely the strategies of “teach on your feet,” “lean into the learning,” “meet and greet 

students at the door.”   

Being that student academic achievement is the number one goal of teachers and 

leaders, it is necessary to effectively communicate goals through the use of oral and 

written language, such as “at John Doe School, scholars strive for excellence” or “at John 

Doe school, we are respectful of each other every minute of every day.”  Equally vital is 

having signage with the school’s mission, vision, and goals.  These posted exemplars 

help to drive a positive culture by ritualizing a common set of beliefs or a school mantra.  

The practice of having written anchor charts and ritualizing oral language is not only 

helpful in developing and sustaining a safe school culture but also conducive for second 

language acquisition and beneficial for English language learners. Finally, teachers and 

principals, also known as leaders of learners, must set and model high expectations and 

use data to drive, track, monitor, and improve instruction. 

Effective principals develop and sustain teachers and school leaders by 

supporting, coaching, and modeling best practices. Principals who are visible and conduct 

many classroom observations can better prescribe and provide teacher interventions while 

coaching teachers and learners to greatness.  Structured teacher assessments evaluate 

directly what teachers do in the classroom, and they often incorporate contextualized 

evidence of student learning that is linked to evidence of the associated teaching efforts.  

Such assessments have been found to be stronger predictors of teachers’ contributions to 

student learning gains (Darling-Hammond, 2010b). 
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Principals observe and provide critical feedback to teachers and use this practice 

much like teachers who use student data to study their students’ weaknesses and strengths 

to better inform their work and prescribe student interventions. Effective principals not 

only meet with their teams in PLCs, but also support individual teachers by having one-

to-one data talks and reviews.  Again, this is an example of a best practice utilized at Jane 

Doe Academy and other transformational schools in urban districts.  

The principal is the instructional leader on campus and must act as one at all times 

whether it is team teaching with a teacher in need of support or motivating a seasoned 

teacher to strive for student academic excellence. The principal must recognize and take 

into account the soft data effecting teaching and learning specifically in urban settings.  It 

is important to address the soft data while conducting one-on-one data reviews.  The 

conversations and information shared in data talks helps improve practice of all 

stakeholders by building relationships and providing effective feedback and evaluation 

information to improve teaching and learning. 

Though teacher evaluations are necessary, there are limitations of “value added” 

measures for evaluations.  Economists, Rockoff and Speroni (2010) have similarly noted 

that “value added measures of effectiveness” can be biased if some teachers are 

persistently given students that are harder to teach in ways that administrative data does 

not measure, such as the high school drop-out rate, gang and crime violence in the 

neighborhood where students reside or other soft data.   

During the one-to-one data conversations, principals collaborate and discuss with 

teachers what worked and what did not work with regard to student mastery of content 

through the review of their respective grade level and content data.  Teachers use that 
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data to drive the response to intervention and plan lessons while calendaring for the re-

teaching of the objectives that were not mastered.  This practice empowers teams to move 

forward and own their data and can result in self, team, and student improvement.  

 Once the assessment data is studied, principals must carefully monitor teacher 

lesson plans, calendars, and common assessment data to ensure that teachers calendar re-

teach opportunities for mastery of objectives to maximize re-teach opportunities and 

address missed objectives. Principals must ensure teachers understand how to gather and 

study data while producing common assessment and benchmark data to include item 

analysis of exams at the beginning and middle of the year to ensure students are 

mastering content.   

It is important to note that much like students, teachers need a safe learning 

environment to truly grasp concepts and grow in their learning. The study of data can be 

intimidating for some, which is why leaders must work to provide a conducive 

environment for their teachers. Similar to other transformational schools, Jane Doe 

Academy offers professional development focused on data disaggregation specifically on 

how to get the data, read the data, and use it to improve instruction and student learning.  

If principals do not inspect what is expected, opportunities to improve their practice and 

that of their students, teachers, and school leaders, are lost. 

Transformational leadership 

What does it take to transform a low performing school with a high population of 

ELLs, refugee/immigrant, economically disadvantaged and at-risk students?  The list of 
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leadership characteristics of a transformational principal is extensive and begins with 

being a results driven person. 

Transformational leadership has three basic functions. First, transformational 

leaders sincerely serve the needs of others, empower them, and inspire followers to 

achieve great success. Secondly, they charismatically lead, set a vision, instill trust, 

confidence and pride in working with them. Finally, with the intellectual stimulation they 

offer, followers are of the same caliber as the leader (Castanheira & Costa, 2011). In this 

model, the school becomes less bureaucratic, and thus, instead of empowering selected 

individuals, the school becomes empowered as a collective unit.  

Leithwood and Jantzi (2000) assert that transformational leadership has seven 

dimensions at schools. These are building school vision, establishing school goals, 

providing intellectual stimulation, providing individualized support, modeling best 

practices and organizational values, setting high academic standard expectations, creating 

a productive school culture, and fostering participation in decisions. 

Transformational Leadership is a type of leadership that focuses on transforming 

individuals (Northouse, 2013).  This type of change leadership is achieved by inspiring 

and transforming emotions, values, ethics, standards, and long term goals.  It involves a 

persuasive and visionary leader who pays attention to the motives and needs of those who 

follow him/her (Rose-Smith, 2012).   

In an era of Race to the Top reform, transformational school leadership has shown 

to be an effective practice for school leaders to increase organizational members’ 

commitment, capacity, and engagement in meeting goals and also create the climate for 
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innovative organizational change needed to drive school reform efforts (Hallinger, 2010; 

Moolenaar, Daly & Sleegers, 2010).   

Principals attempting to flip or turn around a low performing school must execute 

a good transformational theory. Transformational theory is grounded in the belief that 

leaders and followers motivate each other to tackle the task at hand.  Transformational 

leaders are fearless and equip their teams by motivating them to positively grow students, 

change school culture, and effectively turn around schools.   

It is critical for urban schools such as those found in large urban districts execute 

effective theories of action, leadership, and transformation because there is a crisis in the 

United States as one in four high school students do not graduate and nearly 5 million 18-

24 year olds lack a high school diploma (Princiotta & Reyna, 2009). Over 40% of 

African American and Hispanic students (Legters & Balfanz, 2010) make up the one 

million young people who fail to graduate from high school with their peers.  The lower 

earnings that dropouts receive, will cost society in the form of lower tax revenue and 

greater expenditures in the form of increased assistance.  

Communities with higher dropout rates, such as the one found in the Gulfton area, 

suffer increased crime rates, poorer health, and strained social services (Leventhal-

Weiner, 2011). Transformational principals have the power to positively impact change 

(Bottoms & O’Neill, 2001). The positive influence a principal has is a necessary 

requirement in turning around urban schools.  Stover (2005) states that good school 

climate is vital to the success of urban schools. 
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Effective transformational principals must be resolute; these changes that leaders 

incorporate resolute moral purpose with impressive empathy. How then, does resolute 

leadership benefit the organization? Impressive empathy is a critical requirement in 

effective change leaders, especially when displayed to naysayers who may disagree with 

the leader’s actions. Successful change comes only when everyone is involved. There 

will always be some who are apathetic or resistant to the change in direction, but the 

leader’s job is to overcome the opposition and ensure that the numbers are in the leader’s 

favor. Leaders must also execute patience and impressive empathy as these traits allow 

leaders to understand where people who oppose their views or change are coming from.  

Bass (1985) argues that transformational leaders must create an inspiring vision of 

the future, motivate people to buy into and deliver the vision, manage delivery of the 

vision and build trust-based relationships with their respective team and staff.  Equally, 

effective transformational principals must possess perseverance and have a narrow focus 

of turning around the school in a year’s time.  One way in which principals accomplish 

transforming low performing schools is to study the data and determine how each 

student’s score and classification counts for the school.  In the Texas’ school 

accountability rating, for example, a student who falls into a minority sub-group or 

demographic and perhaps is an English language learner, has a test score that will have a 

heavier weight and count more times than a student who is not classified in a sub-group 

or is ethnically diverse.   

How does an organization or school benefit when the leader stays the course? The 

students of the school improve academically and the achievement gap narrows.  When 

principals are on a critical mission, they must stay the course no matter the odds. In 
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tandem, principals must be impressively empathetic when it comes to opposition in the 

early stages. Leaders in continuously successful organizations focus on a small number of 

critical priorities, thus principals must stay focused on the vision, and develop others 

toward the same vision, making addendums as new focuses and learnings occur. 

Resolute leadership is a built-in organization quality and not one of happenstance. 

It is founded on unwavering focus on quality, and continuous extension of these values to 

managers and employees throughout the organization. Extending the circle of leaders 

throughout the organization who act with common purpose is the key to system-wide 

success. The most successful transformational leaders seem to be able to combine 

authority and democracy seamlessly. Even when the principal is present or not, 

accountability gets built into the culture as people individually, as well as, collectively, 

take responsibility for the learning and school goals. Resolute leadership focuses on 

developing others who are engaged in a common cause. Be resolute; act with purpose and 

empathy (Fullan, 2011). 

Principals who are efficient, build transformational organizational cultures.  A 

durable organization thrives when it possesses a culture that balances the continuity of 

core ideals with inevitable change. The shared values within an organization press 

forward over time and continue to shape the norms and behavior of the groups and 

individuals within the organization and thus its reputation both inside and out. Founders 

develop an organizational culture based on pre-conceptions and pre-conceived notions. 

With that said, principals create and reinforce norms and behaviors within the culture. 

Organizational culture is highly effective when it fits with the demands therein, when it 

moves in the direction of more transformational aspects that concentrate on explicit and 
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implicit contractual relationships, there is a sense of purpose and family, and 

commitments are long term. 

Organizational cultures can be transformational and can be transactional or a 

combination of both or neither. The military is a great example of a transformational 

group. Ultimately, in comparison with other cultures, transformational organizational 

cultures are more likely to bring about quality improvements. Schools in which 

improvements are necessary, can benefit greatly from a transformational culture. 

A growing priority and constant focus for the leadership staff at Jane Doe 

Academy is continuing to foster a positive, educationally sound, culture across the 

campus. This is evidenced by the reorganization of the master course schedule to ensure 

that ELL, newcomer, students with interrupted schooling, and long-term ELL students 

are adequately placed and individually served. Teachers are paired and work with the 

same cohorts of students and content is aligned across campus. Another indication of 

positive transformational culture is the development of committees who work throughout 

the year to support the most pressing school goals and focus areas.  Stakeholders have an 

“all-in” commitment and work toward the school’s vision. In addition, teachers are 

grouped by content levels and meet in PLCs daily to share best practices, plan lessons 

and support each other in ensuring that all students learn and improve no matter the cost. 

There is a strong sense of purpose, long term commitment, and a shared sense of fate and 

interdependence of leaders and followers that exists on the campus.  

Lastly, one practice to better serve the needs of students includes grouping 

students with specialized teachers.  For example, teachers working with newcomers 

receive prescribed professional development strategies and those working with long term 
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ELL students receive different professional development so as to be more effective with 

their respective groups of students.           

By strategically grouping students through a master course schedule, principals 

encourage core teachers (science, math, social studies, and English language arts) to 

share student groups to better serve the holistic child, thus enabling teachers to function 

as a cohort.  Other master course schedule techniques include giving teachers two PLC 

periods to strategically plan and running data within their departments and grade levels.  

Double blocking students provides extended instructional and practice time in the needed 

subject.  Providing teachers two planning periods also enables them to use some time to 

offer interventions during the school day by pulling students from an elective or ancillary 

class individually or in small groups to offer one-on-one or three-on-one interventions.  

Additionally, teachers review student work to discuss their respective students in hopes 

of a reduction in the number of students falling through the cracks.   

The goal is to grow all students in a positive learning environment, thus the 

environment and culture of the school must be strong and conducive for student, teacher, 

and leader growth. 

To conclude, transformational leaders “… are proactive, raise the awareness 

levels of followers about inspirational collective interests, and help followers achieve 

unusually high performance outcomes” (Hoy & Miskel, 2008, p. 446).  Jane Doe 

Academy and other transformational high schools in large urban districts exemplify this 

because students are performing academically and achieving at higher levels even under 

adverse conditions.   Jane Doe Academy provides evidence of this phenomenon as the 
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school met and continues to meet standards in Texas’ ever changing and difficult 

accountability system.  

Interventions  

Modeling hope, optimism, high expectations, caring for others, and cultural 

sensitivity are all required characteristics that principals and teachers must possess in 

working with ELL, refugee, immigrant, economically disadvantaged, at-risk, and all 

student groups.  These characteristics are the foundation of building positive relationships 

with students and empower interventions which will result in improved student academic 

success and academic achievement.   

The purpose of providing interventions for students is to help them be successful 

and graduate from high school while preparing them for grade 13. Some effective 

academic interventions in urban schools include extended school day, winter and spring 

break camps, evening and Saturday tutorials and access to their teachers after hours either 

in person or via technology.  Double blocking students who may be weak in a core area is 

another intervention that is effective as it gives students extra time to work on their weak 

academic areas. All high school students in the large urban district studied in this 

investigation have laptops, (power up initiative) connecting them to the district’s hub full 

of resources, online tutorials, teacher access and other types of assistance that can be 

easily accessed during and after the school day.  Teachers at Jane Doe Academy post 

blogs, lessons, additional practice, and more on their respective websites and they require 

students to submit assignments online.  Students, parents, and teachers can communicate 

online which strengthens student support systems while promoting skills needed in 



55 
 

 

 

today’s college classes.  Other proven interventions include reduced class sizes and small 

group tutoring. 

Communication with all stakeholders is a must, as often times interventions 

require experts outside of the school building.  As do other future programs, high schools 

and transformational schools, Jane Doe Academy hosts monthly parent meetings to 

discuss topics known to improve student support and achievement.  Language translators 

of at least four languages are always present at the school’s principal meetings and this 

practice proves helpful because those translators often times learn about the school, its 

needs, and how to support teaching and learning then take that information out to the 

larger community. During these principal meetings, parents and guardians learn about the 

school system.  Very often, their children are the first in their families to receive 

schooling in the United States which is quite different from other systems throughout the 

world.   

Further, it is not uncommon for their children to be the first member of their 

family to receive formal schooling.  Other services that can be found on the campus 

include adult language classes, tax, legal, and job placement assistance and citizenship 

classes. 

Some other interventions found at Jane Doe Academy include providing wrap 

around services to students and families in the community to include social, emotional, 

and medical services on site.  Jane Doe partners with the Partnership for the 

Advancement and Immersion of Refugees, (PAIR) and Ammanah Refugee Services 

which offer specialized refugee and immigrant acculturation services and assistance 

during and after the school day.  PAIR and Ammanah are refugee settlement agencies 
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which provide a variety of services to families whom have had to move from their 

respective countries.  

The refugee assistance agencies help families make the country and culture 

transitions necessary for success as smooth as possible for students and their families.  

Many of the staff members speak multiple languages and offer language translation 

services especially with the many government social service agencies refugees visit to 

gain assistance.  PAIR and Ammanah also team teach alongside Jane Doe’s faculty and 

even provide tutorials after school with campus teachers.  

Jane Doe also partners with Legacy clinic to provide students and families full 

medical and psychological assistance free of charge.  Jane Doe Academy and other future 

program and high schools in the district also offer dental services for students.  Jane Doe 

Academy partners with a certified dental group who bring services directly to the 

campus.  A fully equipped dental office is installed in a bus which arrives to the campus 

and provides on-site dental services from teeth cleaning to root canals free of charge for 

all students.  Students who have received prior parent consent receive services while on 

campus and are usually pulled from an ancillary class so as not to miss core instruction.  

Further, the school partners with several consulate generals from different countries to 

provide immigration and legal information and assistance during and after the school day.   

The school offers adult English as a second language classes for parents and other 

community members during and after school and on Saturdays.  Again, to address the 

whole child the school offers parenting classes and anti-gang and drug awareness classes 

to educate the entire family.  In other words, the school functions much like what one 

would expect to find at a community service center.  Providing partnerships, student and 
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family services, and social-emotional interventions free of charge are essential in 

promoting student success.  

Student Success  

How is student success, directly correlated to good teaching and effective 

principal leadership? Effective teachers seek to turn theory into practice and teach for 

student meaning and understanding.  Principals and teachers increase student 

achievement through the use of effective Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment also 

known as “CIA” models. The use of differentiated instruction and high yield teaching 

strategies also prove to be helpful in increasing student knowledge and success.  Further, 

Principals and teachers use data from assessments to inform and drive instruction, 

resulting in the ability to provide quick, prescribed, response to interventions, and 

ongoing student and teacher monitoring.  

Many researchers and educational leaders agree that a strong correlation of 

curriculum, instruction and assessment or CIA must be present for students to succeed, 

thus it is important for leaders to continuously inspect and improve their CIA models. 

The purpose of CIA is to develop a scope and sequence for learning while seeking 

vertical and horizontal alignment with district and state curriculum. CIA models also 

consist of a plan to disaggregate data and use assessment data to plan for instruction.  

Assessment is a formidable process and that with well-designed assessments, comes 

natural classroom differentiation (Tomlinson & Moon, 2013).   

Differentiation is especially necessary in today’s schools because students come 

from different backgrounds, and have distinct needs, learning styles, and learn 
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differently. This is why it is imperative that teachers and leaders address those learning 

styles accordingly so that they can better serve the needs of their students ensuring in 

improved student academic achievement.  Student success occurs when students make 

sense of and apply their learning through authentic performance and teachers provide 

good teaching.  Teachers are coaches of understanding, not mere purveyors of content 

knowledge, skill, or activity (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).   

It is necessary to address and prescribe quick interventions during the school day 

and after school once students are assessed.  It is equally important to teach students how 

to track their own data enabling them to own it.  Very often, students experience “aha” 

moments when they realize how close they were to mastery of an objective if they had 

one more question correct. Teaching students how to track data also helps them break 

down knowledge and skills that they missed.  Providing specific feedback to students 

helps them by focusing their attention to strengths and weaknesses and ultimately helps 

them to understand what they did not master.   

Data is not always fun or easy to understand and it can be easily manipulated as 

well; however, using data helps to focus teaching and prescribing target interventions 

when and where needed.  Transformational principals have found that posting data 

throughout their campuses creates healthy competitions among students and teachers to 

give their best and do their best.   Not only does data help to align curriculum, it also 

aides when comparing teaching practices among common content and grade levels of 

what worked and what did not work which is also useful in lesson planning during PLC 

time.  
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Equally important for student success is the constant monitoring and evaluation of 

instruction.  Through direct classroom observations, principals can inspect instruction and 

provide effective feedback to teachers to continuously improve instruction.  Teachers and 

principals must constantly assess what was effective and ineffective in their lessons and 

systems, learn from it and improve it, resulting in increased student achievement. 

In the quest for excellence, teachers and principals must set smart student learning 

goals and determine the proper interventions when students are not successful in meeting 

learning goals.  Leaders must be prepared to seek and gain support for their teachers 

through effective professional development and district support.  Effective principals 

must monitor and support teachers, while inspecting student performance.  Reviewing 

student data and teaching students how to track their own strengths and weaknesses is 

essential for student growth. 

By fostering relationships with students and having discussions about their 

academia, educators can teach students how to track their content mastery levels and help 

them plan effective resolutions when needed while raising the bar with regard to student 

achievement. 

Further, educational experts commonly agree that for students to be successful, 

educators must seek to understand their students’ learning styles and design their plans of 

action by starting with the end goal in mind.  Student achievement occurs when CIA 

models function properly, teachers attend prescribed professional development to 

improve their practice, and principal and teachers make data driven decisions enabling 

students to receive targeted interventions.  When continuous instructional evaluation 

occurs, students succeed.  
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, leadership cannot be defined by a single term or style. What makes 

principal leaders effective is that they use a variety of tools to enhance student 

achievement. Most importantly, principals must acknowledge that good teachers equal 

good schools, thus they must grow and sustain good teachers.   The relationships that are 

born and nurtured in schools have the ability to turn around schools and lead all 

stakeholders to excellence.  Principals must cope with the politics of bureaucratic entities 

while never losing sight of their goal—students first. Teachers and principals are leaders 

of learners and must model high expectations, high values, and high morals. Principals 

must take risks, think outside the box, and do what is right for students.   

Principals inspire and equip their teams, teachers and students to achieve 

academic greatness. They are resilient and persevere, never losing sight of learning and 

teaching goals.  Principals are coaches, teachers, and students and they must possess the 

ability to be followed by others toward one common goal.  It is important to note that for 

many principal leaders, student resiliency and ability to persevere, results in increased 

leader motivation and innovation to find new and improved methods to better serve the 

needs of all of their students.   

Finally, it is important to ask if what teachers and principals of ELL, refugee, 

immigrant, economically disadvantaged, and at-risk students in large urban districts are 

doing has a positive effect on student learning and success.  Serving the whole child, 

implementing effective interventions, whether academic or social, and fostering 

relationships is vital for student success.   Student grit may also be a factor in determining 
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student success and further research on student perseverance and grit, especially among 

refugee and immigrant students, to determine levels of success should be conducted 

The following chapter will depict the research design and methodology used in 

attempting to answer the following questions: Is there a significant difference in mean 

STAAR/EOC scores of students identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically 

Disadvantaged or At-Risk based on the high school program they pursue, and can 

students STAAR/EOC scores be predicted from the high school program they pursue?  

To summarize, the study sought to make a quantitative, causal comparative, 

investigation to examine how the changing academic climate of Jane Doe Academy, 

other Future Academy programs, high schools and transformational high school 

programs in large urban district impacts student learning and achievement. In chapter III, 

significant differences in STAAR/EOC scores of ELL, refugee, immigrant, economically 

disadvantaged, and at-risk high school students across a large urban district will be 

explored. 

Specifically, the study examined the impact of urban school environmental factors 

or conditions on students’ academic achievement in a Futures Academy Pharmacy 

Technology Program (FAPTP) at the “experimental site” (School E), versus three other 

Futures Programs at control sites one (School C1.1, C1.2, & C2.3), and three other high 

school programs at control sites two (School C2.1, C2.2, & C2.3) in an urban school 

district in Texas. 

        



 

Chapter III  

 Methodology 

Introduction 

The purpose of this investigation was to examine the impact of urban school 

environmental factors on students’ academic achievement in a Futures Academy 

Pharmacy Technology Program (FAPTP) at the “experimental site” (School E).  The 

study proposed using a quantitative, Ex Post Facto (causal-comparative) method, 

comparing three other Futures Programs at control sites one (School C1.1, C1.2, & C2.3), 

and three other high school programs at control sites two (School C2.1, C2.2, & C2.3) in 

an urban school district in Texas.   

Specifically, the study sought to explore if there are significant differences in 

mean STAAR/EOC (Algebra I, English I, & English II) scores of students identified as 

ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk based on the High 

School Program they pursue across the three research sites, and if there are significant 

difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students identified as ELL, 

Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk based on the 

Transformational status of the high school they attend.   

Additionally, the study examined if students’ STAAR/EOC scores can be 

predicted from type of High School Program, Transformational high school status, 

Principal Turnover frequency, % High School Education or Below in community, Public 

Housing status, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status.  The expectation was that the 

principal leadership, teacher development, holistic student cohort models, student 
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perseverance and success with regard to college readiness, access, and beyond that 

students experienced at the experimental site (School E) positively affected students’ 

overall academic readiness and success as it translates into STAAR/EOC scores.  As 

such, these students, notwithstanding their risk factors, should have performed well in 

comparison to similar students in other urban school environments.  In the process, this 

study aimed to determine what made this program at the experimental site (School E) 

different from the others and how did the difference ultimately positively impact 

students’ academic achievement. 

As is widespread and commonly accepted, principals face significant challenges. 

As mentioned in the introduction, such difficulties include economic difficulties that 

cause resource decreases (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003), personnel demands (Wiggins, 

1988), and higher academic expectations (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003), which may all 

converge to impact student learning and their performances on standardized tests (such as 

STAAR/EOC scores).  Thus, as also previously emphasized, it is of utmost importance 

that principals remain flexible, prioritize need, and create and implement effective 

systems to organize their schools for students’ success.  This chapter provides a detailed 

description of the proposed methodology for this study.  This chapter outlines the 

research design, dependent and independent variables, research questions, null 

hypotheses, target population, sample, sampling procedures, instrumentation, data-

gathering procedures, methods of analyses, and summary. 
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Research Design 

This study used an Ex Post Facto (causal-comparative) research design and a 

linear prediction model to collect and organize the data for the statistical analyses.  A 

quantitative method in research, according to Schenker and Rumrill (2004), was a useful 

tool to investigate if differences existed in the dependent variables based on the 

independent variables.  For this study, the dependent variables are students’ 

STAAR/EOC scores, while the independent variables are factors that may impact 

students’ academic achievement (Type of High School Program, Transformational high 

school status, Principal Turnover frequency, % HS Education or Below in the 

community, Public Housing Status, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status).   

Leedy and Ormrod (2010), suggest that an Ex Post Facto research design is 

suitable when investigating the possible effects of environmental factors that occurred 

prior to the time of the investigation or as is the case with this study, the independent 

variables will not be able to be manipulated.  In this design, pre-existing factors such as 

the type of high school programs, leadership, and school environments that the students 

experienced prior to the study were identified and data was collected to investigate if 

these pre-existing factors affect subsequent characteristics or behaviors, in this case, 

students’ academic achievement as measured by the STAAR/EOC (Leedy & Ormrod, 

2010).  Tables 1 and 2 below provide an illustration of the Ex Post Facto research design 

for research questions one and two.  Subsequently, the multiple linear regression model 

for research question three was presented.   
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Table 1  

Ex Post Facto Research Design for RQ1 

Group 
Time  

Prior Events (Factors) Investigation Period 

School E Exp Obs 

School C1.1 ----- Obs 

School C1.2 ----- Obs 

School C1.3 ----- Obs 

School C2.1 ----- Obs 

School C2.2 ----- Obs 

School C2.3 ----- Obs 

Exp: Prior Experiences (Independent Variables) 

-----: No Prior Experiences 

Obs: Observation Occurred (Dependent Variables – STAAR/EOC Tests: Algebra I, English I, & 

English II) 

  

 

Table 2  

Ex Post Facto Research Design for RQ2 

Group 
Time  

Prior Events (Factors) Investigation Period 

School E Exp Obs 

Turnaround School = No ----- Obs 

Turnaround School = Yes ----- Obs 
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Multiple Linear Regression Model for RQ3:  

 

Regression equation: Yi = α + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X5 + b6X6 + b7X7 + ei 

 

Where:  

Yi= Students’ STAAR/EOC Scores  

α= the sample intercept of the regression line for Y as a predictor by the set of 

X7’s 

X1= High School Program 

X2 = Turnaround/Transformational Status 

X3= Principal Turnover 

X4= % HS Education or Below 

X5= Public Housing 

X6 = Students’ Gender 

X7 = A-Risk Status 

ei = the residuals or errors of the prediction 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

This quantitative study, sought to answer the following research questions (RQ) 

and test the corresponding null hypotheses. 

 RQ.1. Is there a significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students 

identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk based 

on the High School Program they pursue (Futures Academy Pharmacy Program, other 

Futures Programs and other high school programs)? 
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H01: There is no significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students 

identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk based 

on the High School Program they pursue (Futures Academy Pharmacy Program, other 

Futures Programs and other high school programs).  

H01: μ1 = μ2 = μ3 = μ4 = μ5 = μ6  = μ7 -- p ≥ .05 

 RQ.2. Is there a significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students 

identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk based 

on the Transformational high school status they attend? 

H02: There is no significant difference in mean STAAR/EOC scores of students 

identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk based 

on the Transformational high school status they attend. 

H02: μ1 = μ2 = μ3 -- p ≥ .05 

 RQ3. Can students’ STAAR/EOC scores be predicted from High School Program, 

Transformational high school status, Principal Turnover, % HS Education or Below, 

Public Housing, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status? 

H03 . Students’ STAAR/EOC scores cannot be predicted from High School Program, 

Transformational high school, Principal Turnover, % HS Education or Below, Public 

Housing, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status. 

H03.1: R2 = 0 and H03.2: B1 = 0, B2…B7 = 0 -- p ≥ .05 

For Research Question 1, an Ex Post Facto (causal-comparative) research design 

to organize the data, along with a One-Way ANOVA to test for significant differences in 
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the dependent variable (STAAR/EOC scores) based on the independent variable (type of 

high school program) will be used.  Similarly, for Research Question 2, an Ex Post Facto 

(causal-comparative) research design to organize the data, along with a One-Way 

ANOVA to test for significant differences in the dependent variable (STAAR/EOC 

scores) based on the independent variable (Transformational high school status students 

attend) was employed.  For Research Question 3, the research tested a multiple linear 

regression model to test if students’ STAAR/EOC scores can be predicted from High 

School Program, Transformational high school status, Principal Turnover, % HS 

Education or Below, Public Housing, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status. 

Setting 

For the purpose of this study, data, was analyzed from three groups of sites.  

Group one is the “experimental site” (School E) that offers the Futures Academy 

Pharmacy Technology Program (FAPTP).  Group two is “control site” one which 

includes three schools (School C1.1, C1.2, & C2.3) that offer other Futures Programs.  

Group three is “control site” two which includes three schools (School C2.1, C2.2, & 

C2.3) that offer regular high school programs.   

All seven schools from the three groups of sites were from the same urban school 

district in Texas.  Since this is an Ex Post Facto research, there was no physical collection 

of data from the research sites.  Instead, historical data from the district-wide high school 

was used and data gathered from public record and provided by the school district.  

Accordingly, there were no human participants (viz., students) involved.  The study 
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sought to engage in an interpretational analyses and reach conclusion by reviewing and 

analyzing demographic and students’ achievement data. 

Target Population and Sample 

         The population for this study was made up of all high school students in Texas 

identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk  .  This 

group of students is about 30% of the high student population (1,491,035) in Texas.  The 

sample was composed of about 7,090 students identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, 

Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk from seven schools in an urban school district 

in Texas.  These schools were divided into two groups.  Group one was based on the high 

school program offered (Pharmacy Technology Future Program, Other Future programs, 

and Other Schools).  Group two was based on the type of school (Transformation or not).  

A purposive sampling technique was used to select the schools for the sample of this 

study.  Only seven schools that met the following criteria composed the sample for this 

study.  The characteristics of the schools for the sample were: 

 High percentage of students identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically 

Disadvantaged, or At-Risk 

 Transformational high school 

 Future Academy schools 

Table 3 presents the distribution of the sample of students in the selected seven schools 

and by gender.  Across all the seven schools there were a few more male students than 

females.  The total sample was about 7,090 student, of which 46.4% were females and 
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53.7% males.  Of the seven schools, three schools had less than 1,000 students, while the 

other four schools had more than 1,000 students.  Further, the sample consisted of 

students from several races as is illustrated in Table 4.  However, the majority of the 

sample were Hispanic (65.9%) and African American (28.8%) students.  In terms of 

“Risk Factors,” the sample consisted of 84.5% Economically Disadvantaged students, 

36.6% ELL students, and 85.0% At-Risk students (See Table 5). 

Table 3  

Population and Percent of Students by Gender 

Schools Population Female Male 

School E 1081 45.0 55.0 

School C1.1 1052 46.0 54.0 

School C1.2 584 49.0 51.0 

School C1.3 738 45.0 55.0 

School C2.1 435 47.0 53.0 

School C2.2 1565 47.0 53.0 

School C2.3 1635 45.0 55.0 

Total 7,090 46.3 53.7 

School E: “Experimental Site” 

Schools C1.1, C1.2, & C1.3: Schools with Other Future Programs “Control Site 1” 

Schools C2.1, C2.2, & C2.3: Other High Schools “Control Site 2”      

            
  
      

Table 4  

Percent of Students by Race 

Schools African Amer. Hispanic White Amer. Indian Asian Pacific Isle Two+ Races 

School E 15.1 74.3 3.5 0.3 6.7 0.0 0.1 

School C1.1 18.2 79.0 1.8 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.3 

School C1.2 70.9 26.5 1.7 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.2 

School C1.3 55.1 41.6 1.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.8 

School C2.1 5.3 92.0 1.1 0.2 1.4 0.0 0.0 

School C2.2 22.9 71.4 3.1 0.2 2.1 0.0 0.4 

School C2.3 13.9 76.5 4.0 0.6 3.9 1.0 0.1 

Total 28.8 65.9 2.4 0.3 2.1 0.2 0.3 
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Table 5  

Percent of Students by Risk Factors 

Schools Economically Disadvantaged ELL At-Risk 

School E 95.6 43.3 74.0 

School C1.1 83.4 16.2 81.0 

School C1.2 77.6 8.6 86.0 

School C1.3 76.7 11.8 83.0 

School C2.1 78.4 92.6 98.0 

School C2.2 89.6 34.4 90.0 

School C2.3 90.2 49.4 83.0 

Total 84.5 36.6 85.0 

 

Instrumentation and Measures 

The study utilized district-wide high school data gathered from public record and 

provided by the School District; hence, no instrument was needed.  The collected data 

contained specific demographic data and students’ standardized tests scores.  Variables 

from the data were identified and used to test the null hypotheses and answer the research 

questions in order to make any significant interpretations and predictions about the effect 

of high school programs and school status on students’ academic achievement were used.    

Data Collection 

This study was conducted with demographic information, historical empirical 

data, and assessment data gathered from public record and from the School District.  This 

study sought to identify those key conditions that affect students’ STAAR/EOC scores 

and/or impact high school program using historical data.  Demographic and historical 

data stored in the database of the school district that has been previously collected from 

public record and provided by the School District were used for the purpose of this study. 
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Procedures and Data Analysis 

The research study took on a quantitative approach because of the types of 

variables involved.  Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) version 21, a 

descriptive statistical analyses was used to explore the data.  An inferential statistics such 

as a One-Way ANOVA and multiple linear regression to answer the research questions 

were computed.  The analyses included both descriptive and inferential statistics.  The 

basic measures of central tendencies and dispersions were computed and reported for the 

independent and dependent variables using tables and charts.  To answer the research 

questions and test the null hypotheses, inferential statistical manipulations such as One-

Way ANOVA (RQ1 & 2) and Multiple Linear Regression (RQ3) were employed.   

Ethical Considerations 

Approval for the study was received from University of Houston’s Institutional 

Review Board and the school district’s Internal Review Board (IRB). The data from 

STAAR/EOC, TSI, SAT, PSAT, scores and graduation rates over the last four years was 

used for the study. This investigation used district-wide high school historical data 

previously collected from public record and provided by the School District and was 

utilized and analyzed in a non-identifiable way assuring that their demographic and 

assessment data remained confidential.  Since the study examined demographic and 

historical data, there was no perceived potential benefits and risks to human participants 

(students).  Nonetheless, all accessible data was kept secure with the highest level of 

confidence.  After procuring prior IRB approval from the University of Houston, consent 
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for the study was obtained through a letter addressed to the superintendent and the school 

board governing the school system selected in order to obtain approval. 

Limitations 

There is no doubt that this study offered many promising results but it was not 

without assumptions and limitations.  First, there was an assumption in the research that 

the student groups being studied have the same variance.  Secondly, it was expected that 

the data collected was as accurate as possible and could be used to draw accurate 

conclusions and make precise predictions.  Thirdly, it was assumed that the quality of 

leadership practices in urban secondary schools was measurable.  Fourthly, a key 

limitation to the study was the fact that the principal of the “Experimental Site” 

conducted the study.  Lastly, other variables may impact student achievement and this 

was recognized as a limitation. 

Summary 

This chapter discussed the research method and design for this investigation.  In 

this chapter, the purpose of the study, research questions, research hypotheses, null 

hypotheses, research method, research design (i.e., independent and dependent variables) 

target population, sampling of population, sampling procedures, data-gathering 

procedures, and summary were all discussed.  The study was conducted in an urban 

School District in Texas.  Consent for the study was obtained through a letter addressed 

to the superintendent and the school board governing the school system selected in order 

to obtain approval.  Data provided and analyzed was utilized in a non-identifiable way 



74 
 

 

 

assuring that student data remained confidential.  Both descriptive and inferential 

statistics were computed in order to test hypotheses and answer the research questions. 



 

Chapter IV  

Results and Findings 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of urban school 

environmental factors on students’ academic achievement in a Futures Academy 

Pharmacy Technology Program at the “experimental site” (School E).   

The study used a quantitative, Ex Post Facto method to compare School E to three 

other Futures Programs at control sites one (School C1.1, C1.2, & C1.3), and three other 

high school programs at control sites two (School C2.1, C2.2, & C2.3) in an urban school 

district in Texas.  Specifically, the study explored if there were significant differences in 

students’ mean STAAR/EOC (Algebra I, English I, & English II) based on the High 

School Program the students pursued across the three research sites and if there are 

significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on the Turnaround 

status of the high school the students attended.  Additionally, the study examined if 

students’ STAAR/EOC scores were related to a combination of: type of High School 

Program, Principal Turnover frequency, % High School Education or Below in 

community, Public Housing status, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status.   

The expectation was that the principal leadership, teacher development, holistic 

student cohort models, student grit and success with regard to college readiness, access, 

and beyond that students experienced at the experimental site (School E) positively affect 

students’ overall academic readiness and success as it translates into STAAR/EOC 
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scores.  As such, these students, notwithstanding their risk factors, should perform well in 

comparison to similar students in other urban school environments.   

This chapter provides a description of the demographic makeup of the participants 

and the results and findings of this study.   

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

This study attempted to answer the following research questions (RQ) and tested the 

corresponding null hypotheses. 

1. RQ.1. Is there a significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores 

based on the High School Program they pursue (Futures Academy Pharmacy 

Program, other Futures Programs and other high school programs)? 

H01: There is no significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on 

the High School Program they pursue (Futures Academy Pharmacy Program, other 

Futures Programs and other high school programs).  

H01: 𝜇1 = 𝜇2 = 𝜇3 = 𝜇4 = 𝜇5 = 𝜇6  = 𝜇7 -- p ≥ .05 

2. RQ.2. Is there a significant difference in student’s mean STAAR/EOC scores 

based on the Turnaround/Transformational high school status they attend? 

H02: There is no significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on 

the Turnaround/Transformational high school status they attend. 

H02: 𝜇1 = 𝜇2 = 𝜇3 -- p ≥ .05 

3. RQ3. Are students’ STAAR/EOC scores related to a combination of: High School 

Program, Principal Turnover, % HS Education or Below, Public Housing, 

Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status? 
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H03 . There is no statistically significant relationship between Students’ STAAR/EOC 

scores and a combination of: High School Program, Principal Turnover, % HS Education 

or Below, Public Housing, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status.  H03.1: R2
 = 0 and H03.2: 

B1 = 0, B2…B7 = 0 -- p ≥ .05 

Descriptive Statistics 

The descriptive statistics in the subsequent tables describe the elements of the 

sample by each research site for the study.  A review of Table 6 displays that across all 

but one site the majority of the participants were males (>50%).  Overall, there were 

3,990 (45.2%) females and 4844 (54.8%) males in the sample (n = 8,837).  Further, Table 

7 shows the distribution of students’ ethnicities across the seven research sites and 

overall.  Majority of the students in the sample were either Hispanic (H: 65.4%) or Black 

(B: 28.3%).   
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Table 6  

Campus by Gender 

 
Gender 

Total   Female Male 

Campus C1.1: Other Future Count 0 631 736 1367 

% within Campus .0% 46.2% 53.8% 100.0% 
C1.2: Other Future Count 2 432 492 926 

% within Campus .2% 46.7% 53.1% 100.0% 
C2.3: Other Count 1 1128 1443 2572 

% within Campus .0% 43.9% 56.1% 100.0% 

C1.3: Other Future Count 0 467 581 1048 
% within Campus .0% 44.6% 55.4% 100.0% 

C2.2: Other Count 0 1085 1302 2387 
% within Campus .0% 45.5% 54.5% 100.0% 

School E Count 0 175 135 310 

% within Campus .0% 56.5% 43.5% 100.0% 
C2.1: Other Count 0 72 155 227 

% within Campus .0% 31.7% 68.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 3 3990 4844 8837 
% within Campus .0% 45.2% 54.8% 100.0% 
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Table 7  

Campus by Ethnicity 

 
Ethnicity 

Total A B H I N P T W 

Campus C1.1: Other 

Future 

Count 7 242 1085 8 1 0 1 23 1367 

% within 
Campus 

.5% 17.7% 79.4% .6% .1% .0% .1% 1.7% 100.0% 

C1.2: Other 
Future 

Count 0 689 230 0 4 1 2 0 926 
% within 
Campus 

.0% 74.4% 24.8% .0% .4% .1% .2% .0% 100.0% 

C2.3: Other Count 156 385 1903 3 1 11 4 109 2572 
% within 

Campus 

6.1% 15.0% 74.0% .1% .0% .4% .2% 4.2% 100.0% 

C1.3: Other 
Future 

Count 6 596 421 0 0 3 7 15 1048 
% within 

Campus 

.6% 56.9% 40.2% .0% .0% .3% .7% 1.4% 100.0% 

C2.2: Other Count 63 534 1703 2 4 0 24 57 2387 

% within 
Campus 

2.6% 22.4% 71.3% .1% .2% .0% 1.0% 2.4% 100.0% 

School E Count 25 54 215 0 0 0 3 13 310 

% within 
Campus 

8.1% 17.4% 69.4% .0% .0% .0% 1.0% 4.2% 100.0% 

C2.1: Other Count 2 5 220 0 0 0 0 0 227 
% within 
Campus 

.9% 2.2% 96.9% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 259 2505 5777 13 10 15 41 217 8837 

% within 
Campus 

2.9% 28.3% 65.4% .1% .1% .2% .5% 2.5% 100.0% 

 

Additionally, Table 8 provides a breakdown of the sample’s At-Risk status across the 

seven research sites and overall.  Across the seven sites, more than 70% of the students 

were identified as At-Risk.  Overall, 85% (n = 7493) of the students in the sample were 

identified as At-Risk.    
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Table 8  

Campus by At-risk 

 
At-Risk 

Total No Yes 

Campus C1.1: Other Future Count 299 1063 1362 

% within Campus 22.0% 78.0% 100.0% 
C1.2: Other Future Count 108 807 915 

% within Campus 11.8% 88.2% 100.0% 

C2.3: Other Count 367 2197 2564 
% within Campus 14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

C1.3: Other Future Count 187 859 1046 
% within Campus 17.9% 82.1% 100.0% 

C2.2: Other Count 227 2119 2346 

% within Campus 9.7% 90.3% 100.0% 
School E Count 89 221 310 

% within Campus 28.7% 71.3% 100.0% 
C2.1: Other Count 0 227 227 

% within Campus .0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total Count 1277 7493 8770 

% within Campus 14.6% 85.4% 100.0% 

 

Inferential Statistics 

To answer the research questions and test the null hypotheses for this study, 

inferential statistics were computed using SPSS version 21 statistical software.  The 

results of these tests for each research question are as follows.  

Research Question One 

The goal of question one was to test if there were significant difference in 

students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on the High School Program the students 

pursued (Futures Academy Pharmacy Program – School E, other Futures Programs and 

other high school programs).  To address question one, three One-Way ANOVA with 
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Post Hoc tests were computed to verify if there were any significant differences in the 

dependent variable (STAAR/EOC scores: Algebra 1 [A1], English 1 [E1], and English 2 

[E2]) based on the independent variable (type of high school program). 

For students’ Algebra One scores, the results of the one-way between subjects 

ANOVA confirmed that there was a significant effect of High School Program on 

students’ mean Algebra One scores at the p<.05 level at the seven sites [F(6, 1914) = 

22.996, p = .000 – see table 10].  The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in 

Table 9.  The mean of students’ Algebra One scores for School E (M = 28.75, SD = 

8.825) was much higher than the means from the other sites.   

Both tests of homogeneity of variances and equality of means [Levene: F(6, 

1914) = 11.290, p = .000 and Brown-Forsythe: Fasymp (6, 961.953) = 27.245, p = .000] 

provided evidence that homogeneity of variances was not met.  Thus, post hoc 

comparisons using the Dunnett T3 test were calculated and presented in table 11.  The 

results of this multiple comparison indicated that the mean of students’ Algebra One 

scores for School E was statistically significantly higher than means from all the other 

schools (p<.05), except School C2.2 (MD = 2.938, p = .433, CI: -1.19 to 7.06 – See Table 

11).   

These results suggested that the Type of High School Program students pursued 

have an effect on their Algebra One scores.  Specifically, students who pursued the High 

School Program offered at School E achieve significantly higher Algebra One scores than 

the students who attended the other schools.  The effect of School E on students’ Algebra 

One scores in comparison to the other schools is presented in Figure 1 with the Means 

Plots for Algebra One score by Sites.   
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Table 9  

Descriptive Statistics For Algebra 1 by Site 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 

C1.1: Other Future 260 23.70 9.338 .579 22.56 24.84 7 47 

C1.2: Other Future 201 19.71 8.031 .566 18.59 20.82 3 45 

C2.3: Other 555 22.23 9.901 .420 21.41 23.06 0 54 

C1.3: Other Future 219 20.51 9.505 .642 19.25 21.78 0 51 

C2.2: Other 580 25.81 11.415 .474 24.88 26.74 0 53 

School E 52 28.75 8.825 1.224 26.29 31.21 13 54 

C2.1: Other 54 14.89 7.769 1.057 12.77 17.01 0 34 

Total 1921 23.02 10.357 .236 22.56 23.48 0 54 

 
 

Table 10  

ANOVA Tests Results For Algebra 1 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 13848.731 6 2308.122 22.996 .000 

Within Groups 192105.477 1914 100.369   

Total 205954.208 1920    

 

 

Table 11  

Post Hoc Tests: Dunnett T3 Multiple Comparisons Results For Algebra 1 

(I) Campus (J) Campus 

Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

 

School E C1.1: Other Future 5.054* 1.354 .008 .82 9.29 

C1.2: Other Future 9.044* 1.349 .000 4.82 13.27 

C2.3: Other 6.519* 1.294 .000 2.45 10.59 

C1.3: Other Future 8.239* 1.382 .000 3.92 12.55 

C2.2: Other 2.938 1.312 .433 -1.19 7.06 

C2.1: Other 13.861* 1.617 .000 8.84 18.88 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Figure 1. Means Plots for Algebra 1 by Sites 

Similarly, for students’ English One scores, the results of the one-way between 

subjects ANOVA confirmed that there was a significant effect of High School Program 

on students’ mean English One scores at the p<.05 level at the seven sites [F(6, 2101) = 

44.575, p = .000 – see table 13].  The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in 

Table 12.  The mean of students’ English One scores for School E (M = 56.98, SD = 

14.758) was much higher than the means from the other sites.   

Both tests of homogeneity of variances and equality of means [Levene: F(6, 2101) = 

8.761, p = .000 and Brown-Forsythe: Fasymp (6, 1216.986) = 49.783, p = .000] provided 

evidence that homogeneity of variances was not met.  Thus, post hoc comparisons using 

the Dunnett T3 test were computed and presented in Table 14.  The results of this 

multiple comparison indicated that the mean of students’ English One scores for School 

E was statistically significantly higher than the means from all the other schools (p<.05 – 
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See Table 14).  These results suggested that the Type of High School Program students 

pursued has an effect on their English One scores.  Specifically, students who pursued the 

High School Program offered at School E achieved significantly higher English One 

scores than the students who attended the other schools.  The effect of School E on 

students’ English One scores in comparison to the other schools is presented in Figure 2 

with the Means Plots for English One score by Sites.   

  

Table 12  

Descriptive Statistics For English 1 by Site 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 

C1.1: Other Future 319 42.39 15.283 .856 40.70 44.07 0 74 

C1.2: Other Future 234 38.04 13.444 .879 36.31 39.77 3 77 

C2.3: Other 632 35.16 16.813 .669 33.85 36.47 0 85 

C1.3: Other Future 254 41.05 17.920 1.124 38.84 43.27 0 78 

C2.2: Other 518 44.05 17.455 .767 42.55 45.56 0 85 

School E 65 56.98 14.758 1.830 53.33 60.64 0 83 

C2.1: Other 86 22.38 12.702 1.370 19.66 25.11 0 65 

Total 2108 39.62 17.327 .377 38.88 40.36 0 85 

 

 

Table 13  

ANOVA Tests Results For English 1 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 71433.621 6 11905.603 44.575 .000 

Within Groups 561163.015 2101 267.093   

Total 632596.635 2107    
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Table 14 

Post Hoc Tests: Dunnett T3 Multiple Comparisons Results For English 1 

(I) 

Campus_Number 

(J) 

Campus_Number Mean Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

School E C1.1: Other Future 14.599* 2.021 .000 8.32 20.88 

C1.2: Other Future 18.946* 2.031 .000 12.63 25.26 

C2.3: Other 21.823* 1.949 .000 15.74 27.91 

C1.3: Other Future 15.933* 2.148 .000 9.29 22.58 

C2.2: Other 12.932* 1.985 .000 6.75 19.12 

C2.1: Other 34.601* 2.286 .000 27.54 41.66 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

 
Figure 2. Means Plots for English 1 by Sites 

Also, for students’ English Two scores, the results of the one-way between subjects 

ANOVA confirmed that there was a significant effect of High School Program on 

students’ mean English Two scores at the p<.05 level for the seven sites [F(6, 1644) = 

18.017, p = .000 – see Table 16].  The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in 
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Table 15.  The mean of students’ English Two scores for School E (M = 56.98, SD = 

10.920) was much higher than the means from the other sites.   

Both tests of homogeneity of variances and equality of means [Levene: F(6, 

1644) = 6.692, p = .000 and Brown-Forsythe: Fasymp (6, 239.534) = 20.103, p = .000] 

provided evidence that homogeneity of variances was not met.  Accordingly, post hoc 

comparisons using the Dunnett T3 test were calculated and presented in Table 17.  The 

results of this multiple comparison indicated that the mean of students’ English Two 

scores for School E was statistically significantly higher than all the other schools (p<.05 

– See Table 17).  These results suggested that the Type of High School Program students 

pursued has an effect on their English Two scores.  Specifically, students who pursued 

the High School Program offered at School E achieved significantly higher English Two 

scores than the students who attended the other schools.  The effect of School E on 

students’ English Two scores in comparison to the other schools is presented in Figure 3 

with the Means Plots for English Two score by Sites. 

 

Table 15  

Descriptive Statistics For English 2 by Site 

  
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 

C1.1: Other Future 263 46.38 14.620 .902 44.61 48.16 9 78 

C1.2: Other Future 187 37.90 13.830 1.011 35.90 39.89 8 72 

C2.3: Other 467 40.11 16.356 .757 38.62 41.59 0 80 

C1.3: Other Future 228 43.35 18.006 1.192 41.00 45.70 0 73 

C2.2: Other 431 45.00 16.956 .817 43.39 46.61 0 78 

School E 66 56.98 10.920 1.344 54.30 59.67 23 79 

C2.1: Other 9 30.33 15.419 5.140 18.48 42.19 13 61 

Total 1651 43.20 16.532 .407 42.40 44.00 0 80 
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Table 16  

ANOVA Tests Results For English 2 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 27822.485 6 4637.081 18.017 .000 

Within Groups 423118.541 1644 257.371   

Total 450941.026 1650    

 

Table 17  

Post Hoc Tests: Dunnett T3 Multiple Comparisons Results For English 2 

(I) 

Campus_Number 

(J) 

Campus_Number Mean Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

School E C1.1: Other Future 10.601* 1.618 .000 5.60 15.60 

C1.2: Other Future 19.086* 1.682 .000 13.90 24.27 

C2.3: Other 16.878* 1.543 .000 12.10 21.66 

C1.3: Other Future 13.638* 1.797 .000 8.12 19.16 

C2.2: Other 11.985* 1.573 .000 7.12 16.85 

C2.1: Other 26.652* 5.313 .011 5.75 47.56 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Figure 3. Means Plots for English 2 by Sites 

Research Question Two 

The aim of question two was to test if significant differences existed in students’ 

mean STAAR/EOC scores based on the Turnaround status (TS = No, TS = Yes, School 

E) of the high school the students attended.  To answer this question, three One-Way 

ANOVA with Post Hoc tests were computed to verify if there were any significant 

differences in the dependent variable (STAAR/EOC scores: Algebra 1 [A1], English 1 

[E1], and English 2 [E2]) based on the independent variable (School Status). 

For students’ Algebra One scores, the results of the one-way between subjects 

ANOVA confirmed that there was a significant effect of High School status on students’ 

mean Algebra One scores at the p<.05 level for the seven sites [F(6, 1792) = 41.756, p = 

.000 – see Table 19].  The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 18.  
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The mean of students’ Algebra One scores for School E (M = 28.75, SD = 8.825) was 

much higher than the means from the other sites.   

Both tests of homogeneity of variances and equality of means [Levene: F(6, 

1792) = 15.934, p = .000 and Brown-Forsythe: Fasymp (6, 957.613) = 45.919, p = .000] 

provided evidence that homogeneity of variances was not met.  Consequently, post hoc 

comparisons using the Dunnett T3 test were done and presented in Table 20.  The results 

of this multiple comparison indicated that the mean of students’ Algebra One scores from 

School E was statistically significantly higher than the mean of students’ Algebra One 

scores from all the other schools (p<.05), except School TS: No 2 (MD = -5.428, p = 

.015, CI: -10.27 to -.59 – See Table 20) which had significantly higher students’ mean 

Algebra One scores than School E scores.  Also, the mean of students’ Algebra One 

scores for School E was not statistically significantly different from the scores at School 

TS: No 3 (MD = 2.938, p = .433, CI: -1.19 to 7.06 – See Table 20).   

These results suggested that the High School status has an effect on students 

Algebra One scores.  Specifically, students who attended School E achieved significantly 

higher Algebra One scores than the students who attended the other schools, excepts for 

School TS: No 2 and TS: No 3 – two schools without Turnaround status.  The effect of 

School E on students’ Algebra One scores in comparison to the other schools is presented 

in Figure 4 with the Means Plots for Algebra One score by Sites and Status.   
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Table 18  

Descriptive Statistics For Algebra 1 by Site & Status 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 

TS: No1 260 23.70 9.338 .579 22.56 24.84 7 47 

TS: No 2 101 34.18 9.756 .971 32.25 36.10 12 51 

TS: Yes 1 201 19.71 8.031 .566 18.59 20.82 3 45 

TS: Yes 2 386 20.75 8.234 .419 19.92 21.57 0 48 

TS: Yes 3 219 20.51 9.505 .642 19.25 21.78 0 51 

TS: No 3 580 25.81 11.415 .474 24.88 26.74 0 53 

School E 52 28.75 8.825 1.224 26.29 31.21 13 54 

Total 1799 23.65 10.388 .245 23.17 24.13 0 54 

 
 

Table 19  

ANOVA Tests Results For Algebra 1 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 23797.579 6 3966.263 41.756 .000 

Within Groups 170217.576 1792 94.987   

Total 194015.155 1798    

 
  



91 
 

 

 

 

Table 20  

Post Hoc Tests: Dunnett T3 Multiple Comparisons Results For Algebra 1 

(I) Campus (J) Campus 

Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

 

School E TS: No1 5.054* 1.354 .008 .82 9.29 

TS: No 2 -5.428* 1.562 .015 -10.27 -.59 

TS: Yes 1 9.044* 1.349 .000 4.82 13.27 

TS: Yes 2 8.004* 1.294 .000 3.93 12.08 

TS: Yes 3 8.239* 1.382 .000 3.92 12.55 

TS: No 3 2.938 1.312 .433 -1.19 7.06 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

 

Figure 4. Means Plots for Algebra 1 by Sites & Status 

For students’ English One scores, the results of the one-way between subjects 

ANOVA confirmed that there was a significant effect of High School status on students’ 

mean English One scores at the p<.05 level for the seven sites [F(6, 1953) = 26.128, p = 

.000 – see Table 22].  The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 21.  



92 
 

 

 

The mean of students’ English One scores for School E (M = 56.98, SD = 14.758) was 

much higher than the means from the other sites.   

Both tests of homogeneity of variances and equality of means [Levene: F(6, 1953) = 

9.613, p = .000 and Brown-Forsythe: Fasymp (6, 1197.448) = 27.984, p = .000] provided 

evidence that homogeneity of variances was not met.  Consequently, post hoc 

comparisons using the Dunnett T3 test were computed and presented in Table 13.  The 

results of this multiple comparison indicated that the mean of students’ English One 

scores from School E was statistically significantly higher than the mean of students’ 

English One scores from all the other schools (p<.05) – both Turnaround and None-

Turnaround schools.   

These results suggested that the High School status has an effect on students 

English One scores.  Specifically, students who attended School E achieved significantly 

higher English One scores than the students who attended the other schools – with and 

without Turnaround status.  The effect of School E on students’ English One scores in 

comparison to the other schools is presented in Figure 5 with the Means Plots for English 

One score by Sites and Status.   

  

Table 21  

Descriptive Statistics For English 1 by Site & Status 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 

TS: No1 319 42.39 15.283 .856 40.70 44.07 0 74 

TS: No 2 119 47.80 12.384 1.135 45.55 50.05 18 72 

TS: Yes 1 234 38.04 13.444 .879 36.31 39.77 3 77 

TS: Yes 2 451 36.47 14.022 .660 35.17 37.77 0 74 

TS: Yes 3 254 41.05 17.920 1.124 38.84 43.27 0 78 

TS: No 3 518 44.05 17.455 .767 42.55 45.56 0 85 

School E 65 56.98 14.758 1.830 53.33 60.64 0 83 

Total 1960 41.59 16.196 .366 40.87 42.30 0 85 
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Table 22  

ANOVA Tests Results For English 1 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 38180.955 6 6363.492 26.128 .000 

Within Groups 475656.645 1953 243.552   

Total 513837.600 1959    

 

 

Table 23  

Post Hoc Tests: Dunnett T3 Multiple Comparisons Results For English 1 

(I) Campus (J) Campus 

Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

 

School E TS: No1 14.599* 2.021 .000 8.32 20.88 

TS: No 2 9.186* 2.154 .001 2.52 15.86 

TS: Yes 1 18.946* 2.031 .000 12.63 25.26 

TS: Yes 2 20.515* 1.946 .000 14.44 26.59 

TS: Yes 3 15.933* 2.148 .000 9.29 22.58 

TS: No 3 12.932* 1.985 .000 6.75 19.12 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Figure 5. Means Plots for English 1 by Sites & Status 

 

 

Likewise, for students’ English Two scores, the results of the one-way between subjects 

ANOVA confirmed that there was a significant effect of High School status on students’ 

mean English Two scores at the p<.05 level for the seven sites [F(6, 1537) = 20.501, p = 

.000 – see table 25].  The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 24.  

The mean of students’ English Two scores for School E (M = 56.98, SD = 10.920) was 

much higher than the means from the other sites.   

Both tests of homogeneity of variances and equality of means [Levene: F(6, 

1537) = 6.091, p = .000 and Brown-Forsythe: Fasymp (6, 184.683) = 19.996, p = .000] 

provided evidence that homogeneity of variances was not met.  Consequently, post hoc 

comparisons using the Dunnett T3 test were computed and presented in Table 26.  The 
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results of this multiple comparison indicated that the mean of students’ English Two 

scores from School E was statistically significantly higher than the mean of students’ 

English Two scores from all the other schools (p<.05) – both Turnaround and None-

Turnaround schools.   

These results suggested that the High School status has an effect on students 

English Two scores.  Specifically, students who attended School E achieved significantly 

higher English Two scores than the students who attended the other schools – with and 

without Turnaround status.  The effect of School E on students’ English Two scores in 

comparison to the other schools is presented in Figure 6 with the Means Plots for English 

Two score by Sites and Status.   
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Table 24  

Descriptive Statistics For English 2 by Site & Status 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Min Max Lower Bound Upper Bound 

TS: No1 263 46.38 14.620 .902 44.61 48.16 9 78 

TS: No 2 16 50.56 20.794 5.199 39.48 61.64 2 71 

TS: Yes 1 187 37.90 13.830 1.011 35.90 39.89 8 72 

TS: Yes 2 353 38.29 15.755 .839 36.64 39.94 0 73 

TS: Yes 3 228 43.35 18.006 1.192 41.00 45.70 0 73 

TS: No 3 431 45.00 16.956 .817 43.39 46.61 0 78 

School E 66 56.98 10.920 1.344 54.30 59.67 23 79 

Total 1544 43.17 16.531 .421 42.34 43.99 0 79 

 

 

Table 25  

ANOVA Tests Results For English 2 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 31244.530 6 5207.422 20.501 .000 

Within Groups 390406.359 1537 254.005   

Total 421650.889 1543    

 
 

Table 26  

Post Hoc Tests: Dunnett T3 Multiple Comparisons Results For English 2 

(I) Campus (J) Campus 

Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

 

School E TS: No1 10.601* 1.618 .000 5.60 15.60 

TS: No 2 6.422 5.369 .988 -12.32 25.16 

TS: Yes 1 19.086* 1.682 .000 13.90 24.27 

TS: Yes 2 18.696* 1.584 .000 13.80 23.59 

TS: Yes 3 13.638* 1.797 .000 8.12 19.16 

TS: No 3 11.985* 1.573 .000 7.12 16.85 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Figure 6. Means Plots for English 2 by Sites & Status 
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Research Question Three 

To explore research question three, a multiple linear regression model was tested 

to verify if students’ STAAR/EOC scores is significantly related to the combination of 

High School Program, Principal Turnover, % HS Education or Below, Public Housing, 

Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status.  The multiple linear regression model tested was:  

Regression equation: Yi = α + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X5 + b6X6 + ei 

Where:  

Yi= Students’ STAAR/EOC Scores  

α= the sample intercept of the regression line for Y as a predictor by the set of X6’s 

X1= High School Program 

X2= Principal Turnover 

X3= % HS Education or Below 

X4= Public Housing 

X5 = Students’ Gender 

X6 = A-Risk Status 

ei = the residuals or errors of the prediction 

Summary 

The purpose of this quantitative, Ex Post Facto study was two-fold.  First, to 

examined the effect of Type of High School program and School’s Turnaround Status -- 

urban school environmental factors, on students’ academic achievement [Mean 

STAAR/EOC (Algebra I, English I, & English II)] in a Futures Academy Pharmacy 

Technology Program (FAPTP) at the “experimental site” (School E) compared to three 
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other Futures Programs at control sites one (School C1.1, C1.2, & C1.3), and three other 

high school programs at control sites two (School C2.1, C2.2, & C2.3) in an urban school 

district in Texas.  Second, the study examined if students’ STAAR/EOC scores were 

related to a combination of: type of High School Program, Principal Turnover frequency, 

% High School Education or Below in community, Public Housing status, Students’ 

Gender, and At-Risk Status.   

Secondary or historical data were used to conduct the study.  The results explicitly 

revealed that the Type of High School Program students pursued has an effect on their 

Algebra One, English One, and English Two scores.  Specifically, students who pursued 

the High School Program offered at School E achieved significantly higher Algebra One, 

English One, and English Two scores than the students who attended the other schools, 

except for Algebra One scores at School C2.2 (MD = 2.938, p = .433, CI: -1.19 to 7.06).   

Further, the results suggested that the High School status has an effect on students 

Algebra One, English One, and English Two scores.  Specifically, students who attended 

School E achieved significantly higher Algebra One, English One, and English Two 

scores than students who attended the other schools, except for Algebra One score at 

School TS: No 2 and TS: No 3 – two schools without Turnaround status.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

Chapter V  

Discussion and Conclusion 

Introduction 

The purpose of this quantitative Ex Post Facto (causal-comparative) and linear 

predictive study was to examine the effect of school environmental conditions on 

students’ academic achievement in a Futures Academy Program versus three other 

Futures Programs and three other high school programs in an urban school district in 

South Texas.  The Futures Academy Program provides students the opportunity to earn 

an Associate’s degree and industry certifications in high-demand career fields 

concurrently while completing their High School diploma.   

The study explored if there were significant differences in mean scores on the 

STAAR/EOC tests of students with multiple risk factors based on the High School 

Program they pursue.  The study also examined if there were significant difference in 

students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on the Transformational status of the high 

school they attend.  Finally, the study explored how students’ STAAR/EOC scores were 

related to a combination of: type of High School Program, Principal Turnover frequency, 

percent of High School Education or below in community, Public Housing status, and At-

Risk Status.   

Thus, over the course of the investigation, this study sought to determine what 

makes the Futures Academy Pharmacy Technology Program offered at school E, 

significantly different (better) from the other programs and how this difference ultimately 

impacts students’ achievement. 
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The study used district wide high school data (STAAR/EOC scores) from the 

spring 2015.  Specifically, the study reviewed demographic information, historical 

empirical data and assessment data gathered from public record and those provided by 

the school district for this study.  Two approaches—causal comparative research design 

and linear prediction model—were tapped to conduct the study.  Consequently, analysis 

of variance (One-Way ANOVA) and a multiple linear regression statistical techniques 

were utilized to generate the required statistics to answer the research questions.   

The guiding framework of Schenker and Rumrill (2004) set the stage for this 

research to investigate if differences do exist in the STAAR/EOC scores (dependent 

variables) based on the factors that may impact high school program, such as the Futures 

Academy Pharmacy Program, Other Futures Programs and other high school programs in 

the school district, and Turnaround High School status (independent variables).  The data 

collected from the records of 8,837 participants were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics 

software version 21.  Both descriptive and inferential statistics were utilized to analyze 

the data.  Inferential statistics were used to test the hypotheses and provide answers for 

the research questions.   

Chapter V has information about the summary and discussion of findings, 

implications of the research for practice, recommendations for future research studies, 

and the conclusion of the study.  The research study explored the following research 

questions (RQ) and tested their corresponding null hypotheses, to provide answers and 

analyses. 
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 RQ.1. Is there a significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores 

based on the High School Program they pursue (Futures Academy Pharmacy Program, 

other Futures Programs and other high school programs)? 

H01: There is no significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on 

the High School Program they pursue (Futures Academy Pharmacy Program, other 

Futures Programs and other high school programs).  

H01: μ1 = μ2 = μ3 = μ4 = μ5 = μ6  = μ7 -- p ≥ .05 

 RQ.2. Is there a significant difference in student’s mean STAAR/EOC scores 

based on the Turnaround/Transformational high school status they attend? 

H02: There is no significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on 

the Turnaround/Transformational high school status they attend. 

H02: μ1 = μ2 = μ3 -- p ≥ .05 

 RQ3. Are students’ STAAR/EOC scores related to a combination of: High School 

Program, Principal Turnover, % HS Education or Below, Public Housing, Students’ 

Gender, and At-Risk Status? 

H03. There is no statistically significant relationship between Students’ STAAR/EOC 

scores and a combination of: High School Program, Principal Turnover, % HS Education 

or Below, Public Housing, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status.  H03.1: R2 = 0 and 

H03.2: B1 = 0, B2…B7 = 0 -- p ≥ .05 
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Summary 

As the research questions implied, the purpose of this investigation was to examine the 

impact of school environmental factors on students’ academic achievement in a Futures 

Academy Pharmacy Technology Program (FAPTP) at the “experimental site” (School E), 

versus three other Futures Programs at control sites one (School C1.1, C1.2, & C2.3), and 

three other high school programs at control sites two (School C2.1, C2.2, & C2.3) in an 

urban school district in South Texas. 

In an effort to provide a better understanding of the underpinning knowledge of 

the research, the research questions were examined individually. 

Research Question 1.  The aim of this question was to determine if there was 

significant difference in students’ mean STAAR/EOC scores based on the High School 

Program they pursue (Futures Academy Pharmacy Program, other Futures Programs and 

other high school programs).  The One-Way ANOVAs results suggest that the Type of 

High School Program students pursued have an effect on their Algebra One, English One, 

and English Two scores.  Specifically, students who pursued the High School Program 

offered at School E achieve significantly higher Algebra One, English One, and English 

Two scores than the students who attended the other schools.   

Research Question 2.  The aim of this question was to determine if there was 

significant difference in student’s mean STAAR/EOC scores based on the 

Turnaround/Transformational high school status they attend.  The results of the One-Way 

ANOVAs suggest that the High School status has an effect on students’ Algebra One 

scores.  Specifically, students who attended School E achieved significantly higher 
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Algebra One scores than the students who attended the other schools, excepts for School 

TS: No 2 and TS: No 3 – two schools without Turnaround status.  Similarly, the results 

confirm that the High School status has an effect on students English Two scores.  

Explicitly, students who attended School E achieved significantly higher English Two 

scores than the students who attended the other schools – with and without Turnaround 

status.  Furthermore, the results affirm that the High School status has an effect on 

students English One scores.  In other words, students who attended School E achieved 

significantly higher English One scores than the students who attended the other schools 

– with and without Turnaround status. 

Research Question 3.  The aim of this question was to determine if students’ 

STAAR/EOC scores were related to a combination of: High School Program, Principal 

Turnover, % HS Education or Below, Public Housing, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk 

Status.  Multiple Linear Regression analyses results suggest that students’ STAAR/EOC 

scores are significantly related to the combination of: type of High School Program, 

Principal Turnover frequency, % High School Education or Below in community, Public 

Housing status, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status [R = .352 (A1), .428 (E1), & .393 

(E2), p = .000].  The best predictors of students’ STAAR/EOC scores were At-Risk status 

and Attendance at School E.  Overall, there results verify that the practices at School E 

positively impact students’ achievement.   

Implications for Practice 

Explicitly, the outcomes from this study provide strong evidence to principals, 

district supervisors, and other stakeholders of the success in students’ achievement from 
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the Futures Academy Pharmacy Technology Program at School E.  Students’ academic 

achievement (STAAR/EOC: Algebra I, English I, & English II scores) are supported 

through multiple ways at School E.  Several studies (Bauer, 1997; Carter, 2000) of high 

poverty and high performing schools showed that similar strategies were implemented to 

achieve academic success.  Some of the common methods used to improve academic 

achievement including STAAR/EOC (Algebra I, English I, & English II) scores of 

students include: 

 Shared vision and ownership of the school 

 A positive culture and school climate 

 Clear expectations and measurable goals 

 Strong reading and math curriculum 

 Competent teachers whom are supported 

 Effective leaders who are committed to student success 

 Prescribed teacher professional development and a budget to support 

needs 

Teachers at School E plan and facilitate student-centered objective driven lessons, 

differentiate instruction, check for student understanding, engage students in curriculum 

that develop higher level thinking skills, communicate high academic expectations while 

building a positive, well managed, classroom environment.  Principals and leaders at 

School E support, coach and monitor teachers in this work. To improve practice, teachers 

at School E often times visit each other’s classrooms, videotape instruction, analyze and 

provide peer feedback to one another which results in a safe learning and coaching 

environment for all.    
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Research has found that this kind of work can change teachers' practices, 

knowledge, and effectiveness (Lustick & Sykes, 2006; Sato, Wei, & Darling-Hammond, 

2008).  Other important strategies implemented at School E are continuous assessment of 

student progress; utilizing data to drive instruction and a belief and ownership of a 

common vision with regard to student achievement among all staff.  There is a strong 

adult investment in seeing students succeed at School E. Some examples of this include a 

school clerk who picks up a student across town to bring her to school every day because 

the student’s mother has been incarcerated and the student has a difficult time getting to 

school.   

Another example is a history teacher who spends much of his/her own money to 

support a non-University Interscholastic League (UIL) soccer program.  The students in 

school E have very tight high school and college schedules which prevents them from 

participating in traditional UIL sports.  The soccer program that is funded and run by the 

history teacher after regular school and college hours is a big deal at School E because it 

provides students team building, school pride, safe place in the neighborhood, health 

benefits and participation in the most popular sport in the world.  Many of the students 

who attend School E are refugees, immigrants and English Language Learners and 

participation in the soccer program transcends boundaries and promotes social learning 

and equity among diversity.   

There are many adults at School E who support students, teaching and learning at 

various levels.  Another example of this is the high school Assistant Principal in school E 

who drives students to interviews for scholarships and jobs as the students’ parents often 

lack transportation and knowledge of college access and systems.  In addition to 
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balancing a tight high school and college schedule, many of the students in School E 

maintain jobs to assist their families financially and some of those students are the sole 

income earners for the entire family. 

Fostering a small school environment is another key strategy that is implemented 

at School E.  For instance, everyone knows students’ names, where they come from, 

details about them and are consistently interacting with them constantly deepening 

rapport and relationships. Because of the solid relationships within cohorts and between 

the adults and students at School E, students feel supported and depend on the school to 

help them through the many obstacles found in a high poverty urban setting.  It is not 

unusual to receive frantic calls for help when students are afraid of getting deported by 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) which was the case for the projected 

Salutatorian of the class of 2017 last month. The team at School E, coaches and supports 

students through these life challenges.   

Educating the whole child and providing the wrap around services necessary for 

success is what the teachers and leaders do at School E.  Students at School E are taught 

to advocate for themselves and how to appropriately interact with college professors and 

potential employers.  The students and families at School E depend on this type of 

teaching, coaching and support because the parents often times do not do this and do not 

know how.  Supporting the whole child means providing the formal and informal services 

need to support students and families.  Often times the teachers and leaders at School E 

make many personal sacrifices of their own desire financial, time, etc. to see students 

succeed.  It is not uncommon for a staff member at School E. to take students to the wake 
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and funeral of a student’s parent or family member that has been killed due to gang 

violence or high crime in the area.  

Finally, fostering a team, family, and community environment helps inspire, 

motivate, equip, and sustain teachers and students alike. Thus, these students are 

supported after they graduate by staff at School E who monitor their grades and progress.  

The educators at School E assist students to ensure that they have social supports in place 

and check on them regularly via phone calls, social media, and email.  Evidently, the 

environmental factors of School E changed the culture of the whole campus by 

implementing effective systems and holding all stakeholders accountable for improving 

practice, instruction, learning, and increasing expectations.  Sizer and Sizer (1999) agree: 

“To find the core of a school, don't look at its rulebook or even its mission statement. 

Look at the way the people in it spend their time—how they relate to each other, how 

they tangle with ideas.” 

The successes found at School E are due in large part because of the leadership, 

principalship, transformational strategies, teacher development and student resiliency 

found on the campus.  The findings from this research have far-reaching implications, as 

it will add to the body of knowledge on the impact of organizing schools for 

improvement.  School E utilized multiple methods and strategies to improve academic 

achievement including STAAR/EOC (Algebra I, English I, & English II) scores of 

students.  This is in alignment with Bryk (2010), who argues that there is not just one 

magic strategy in school reform but five ingredients that work in tandem with each other 

that help urban schools be successful. The ingredients consist of:  
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 strong leadership - principals are “strategic, focused on instruction, and 

inclusive of others in their work,” 

 a welcoming attitude toward parents, and formation of connections with 

the community, 

 development of professional capacity, i.e., quality of the teaching staff, 

teachers’ belief that schools can change, and participation in good 

professional development and collaborative work,  

 a learning climate that is safe, welcoming, stimulating, and nurturing to all 

students, and 

 strong instructional guidance and materials. 

Furthermore, nurturing a college bound culture is essential in student and school 

success.  School E is located in a neighborhood that lacks, what some researches call, 

“social capital.”  In other words, families live in public housing, crime rates are high, and 

the percentage of children who are abused, neglected, homeless, and learning English are 

among the highest in all of the city where School E is located.  Yet, through focused 

goals, effective teaching practices, strong leadership, and fostered relationships School E 

managed to increase student and teacher attendance rates, decrease discipline incidents, 

and significantly improve student academic achievement in comparison to schools with 

similar students.   

Accordingly, as researchers have examined, it is precisely in a school like School 

E, with high numbers of minority and low income students, that it is critical to foster a 

college bound culture because the statistics suggest that students that fall into these 

categories are less likely to enroll in postsecondary education and be college ready than 
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their more advantaged peers (Beegle, 2009; Conley, 2010; Delbanco, 2012; Haberman, 

2010; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).  In essence, the findings of this research provide 

evidence and justify the significance of multiple researches (Beegle, 2009; Bryk, 2010; 

Conley, 2010; Delbanco, 2012; Haberman, 2010; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). 

Recommendations for Further Research 

This study demonstrated the dire need for further research on the impact of 

organizing schools for improvement as well as utilizing multiple methods and strategies 

to improve academic achievement.  The results from this study present strong empirical 

evidence that supports previous research that there is not just one magic strategy in 

school reform but a conglomerate of common methods that work in tandem with each 

other to help urban schools be successful (Bryk, 2010).   

The findings send a message to principals, district supervisors, and other 

stakeholders to develop and implement policies to encourage or mandate educational 

institutions to implement a nurturing college-bound culture to compensate for a lack of 

“social capital” (Beegle, 2009; Conley, 2010; Delbanco, 2012; Haberman, 2010; 

Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).  In other words, such policies and practices would enhance 

student and school success for those who are identified as ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, 

Economically Disadvantaged, or At-Risk.   

Future studies can address the impact of methods and strategies to improve 

academic achievement other than those examined in this study.  More collaborative 

research could be done to examine if other school districts pool their resources and data.  

In addition, this study can be replicated using samples from different geographical 
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locations.  A longitudinal study could be conducted to compare the efficacy of the 

programs of traditional high schools in relations to those in this study and schools like 

School E using more advanced statistical techniques, such as multilevel modeling.  In 

other words, there is still further need to determine operational and program efficacy, i.e., 

for principals and other school leaders to figure out what works and how to best navigate 

school environments, support students and teachers while building and implementing a 

successful program. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this quantitative Ex Post Facto and linear predictive study was to 

examine the effect of school environmental conditions on students’ academic 

achievement in a Futures Academy Program versus three other Futures Programs and 

three other high school programs in an urban school district in South Texas.  The first 

examination was about the effect of Type of High School program and School’s 

Turnaround Status -- urban school environmental factors, on students’ academic 

achievement [Mean STAAR/EOC (Algebra I, English I, & English II)] in a Futures 

Academy Pharmacy Technology Program (FAPTP) at the “experimental site” (School E) 

compared to three other Futures Programs at control sites one (School C1.1, C1.2, & 

C1.3), and three other high school programs at control sites two (School C2.1, C2.2, & 

C2.3) in an urban school district in South Texas.  Second, the study examined if students’ 

STAAR/EOC scores were related to a combination of: type of High School Program, 

Principal Turnover frequency, % High School Education or Below in community, Public 

Housing status, Students’ Gender, and At-Risk Status.   



112 
 

 

 

The results of the statistical analyses revealed that the school environmental 

factors positively impact students’ academic achievement at the “experimental site” 

(School E), in comparison to other schools in the study (School C1.1, C1.2, & C2.3 and 

School C2.1, C2.2, & C2.3).  The Futures Academy Program in Texas, which provides 

students the opportunity to earn an associate’s degree and industry certifications in high-

demand career fields concurrently while completing their high school diploma, has been 

implemented for the last six years.  Prior to this study, there has not been any empirical 

investigation on the effectiveness of this program in improving students’ academic 

achievement.   

Accordingly, the results of this study are validating of the efforts at School E, as 

multiple methods and strategies are needed to improve academic achievement of students 

including those who are ELL, Refugee/Immigrant, Economically Disadvantaged, or At-

Risk (Bryk, 2010).  As such, the results of this study strongly support previous research 

and conclude that educational stakeholders should strive to develop and implement 

policies to encourage or mandate educational institutions to implement a nurturing 

college-bound culture (Beegle, 2009; Bryk, 2010; Conley, 2010; Delbanco, 2012; 

Haberman, 2010; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).  For such culture will yield environmental 

conditions that generate students success, especially for those with multiple risk factors. 
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