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ABSTRACT
Organizational effectiveness has been a frequent topic of study among researchers, but
some issues remain unresolved, such as the criteria that lead one organization to be more
effective than another. Educational leaders recognize the need to be effective, but the set
of criteria for what effectiveness means in educational settings was still under discussion.
Student academic achievement appears to be a good indicator of effectiveness in schools.
The purpose of this study was to determine if a statistically significant between-group
difference exists between principals’ perceptions about the instructional and
organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic achievement of their
students. To that end, this study consisted of a quantitative causal-comparative design.
The principal basis of the theoretical framework was two theories: organizational
effectiveness theory and instructional effectiveness theory. The population consisted of
the nine high schools in the UPAEP University High School System. Principals
completed a self-administered survey titled the Survey of Instructional and
Organizational Effectiveness to identify both the instructional and the organizational
effectiveness levels of their school. Measuring student academic achievement involved
using the scores of 483 students in language arts and mathematics on a national
standardized test called the National Plan for the Evaluation of Learning. Data analysis
included two steps: using the results of the survey, three groups of students’ scores were
created using a 5-point scale of effectiveness attained by their school, and an analysis of
variance was performed to compare these groups. Evidence indicated that there was a

statistically significant between-group difference in the means of language arts scores and



mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of
the effectiveness of their schools. Evidence suggests that principals’ perceptions of the
effectiveness of their high school can influence the academic achievement of their
students. The results derived from this study contributed to the understanding of the
influence of educational leaders on the performance of their students. The findings
presented in this study may serve as reliable data so that more educational leaders in
Mexico act to evaluate the effectiveness of their schools as well as the levels of academic

achievement of their students.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

The study of effectiveness in organizations stands out as one of the most studied
topics in organizational and leadership theories. In an effort to review in depth several
models of organizational effectiveness in higher education, Ashraf and Kadir (2012)
emphasized that organizational effectiveness has been a major concern for leaders. In this
sense, through an in-depth study of the structural determinants for organizational
effectiveness, Basol and Dogerlioglu (2014) described it as the number one priority for
organizations. Thus, researchers have conducted numerous studies to develop an
understanding of the constitutive elements that allow organizational leaders to fulfill their
organizations’ strategies and goals. In an attempt to understand the basis of attaining
effectiveness in academic institutions and also to reflect on the ways in which
effectiveness can be enhanced, Jacob and Shari (2013) stated that a lack of clarity
remains concerning organizational effectiveness and its most important components.

The history of organizational effectiveness for educational institutions does not
differ from effectiveness in other types of organizations. Jacob and Shari (2013)
suggested that school leaders must conduct their research to identify the variables and
factors associated with effectiveness. From an international review of 109 school
effectiveness research studies, Scheerens (2013) found that researchers had criticized the
field of research on school effectiveness as having an empirical basis that lacked a strong
theoretical foundation. In a study of the effectiveness of educational leaders, Ham, Duyar,
and Gumus (2015) used data from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and

Development’s (OECD) Teaching and Learning International Survey. The data from 672



principals and 11,323 teachers in four OECD countries showed that school authorities
and teachers might contribute to the effectiveness of the school, and therefore, to the
academic achievement of their students. The leadership profiles of educational authorities
and the quality and effectiveness of teachers can be the most critical factors of an
effective school (Moir, Hattie, & Jansen, 2014).

In a research study about the relationship between principals' perceptions of
instructional and organizational effectiveness and student achievement, poverty, and
participation in a rigorous curriculum, Gilreath (2006) emphasized that organizational
effectiveness in schools has a strong relationship with instructional effectiveness. In
1998, Kathleen Fitzpatrick, together with the National Study of School Evaluation
(NSSE), developed a document titled Indicators of schools of quality: Schoolwide
indicators of quality in which she emphasized that instructional and organizational
effectiveness were two of the most studied topics in education (Fitzpatrick, 1998).
Although the research on this subject is extensive, results were inconclusive, especially
regarding the factors related to students’ academic achievement.

Student achievement indicators on national and international standardized tests
suggested a need for more attention focused on the effectiveness of schools, especially in
Mexico. According to the OECD (2016), approximately 20% of the students in the
organization’s member countries do not reach a basic level of competence in language
arts; these skills include those that enable them to participate effectively and productively
in life. In Mexico, 42% of students’ communication skills were below Level 2 (out of six

levels); moreover, the proportion of students who were low-performing in this discipline



has remained unchanged since 2009 (OECD, 2016). Although typically 10% of students
in OECD countries were top performers in mathematics, only 0.3% of students in Mexico
reach higher performance levels in this discipline.

The purpose of this study was to examine if a statistically significant difference
exists between principals’ perceptions regarding the instructional and organizational
effectiveness of their high schools and the academic achievement of their students. The
focus of the study was on the principals of the nine private, nonprofit high schools that
comprise the Universidad Popular Auténoma del Estado de Puebla (UPAEP) High
School System. The nine principals completed a self-administered survey titled the
Survey of Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness (Fitzpatrick, 1998). The goal
was to measure the instructional and the organizational effectiveness levels of the
schools. Academic achievement was operationally defined using scores in language arts
and mathematics of 483 students who completed the National Plan for the Evaluation of
Learning (PLANEA). PLANEA was the national standardized test applied in the year
2016. The results from the survey were used to create three groups of students’ scores
according to the 5-point scale of effectiveness attained by their school. Using an analysis
of variance (ANOVA), the groups were compared to determine if any statistically
significant differences existed between the mean scores, and therefore, whether students
achieved higher levels of academic performance in schools with a higher level of

effectiveness.



Study Background and Foundation

Effectiveness was an important issue for organizational leaders. After studying
employees’ perceptions of organizational effectiveness and ethical leadership, Nolan
(2017) concluded that organizational effectiveness had become a prominent concept in
business literature and one of the most essential topics studied in organizational
dynamics. Leaders of educational institutions were similarly subject to the goals of
organizational effectiveness. Fitzpatrick (1998) emphasized that in the search for quality,
school leaders should answer three questions: (a) what should all well-educated students
know and be able to do; (b) what were the most important instructional indicators of
quality that support the academic achievement of students; (c) what were the most
important organizational indicators of quality that provide the necessary conditions for
the excellence of teaching and learning?

Using a qualitative study, Blyiikgoze (2016) investigated and interpreted the
observations, perceptions, and experiences of principals who worked in an effective
school. Blylikg6ze concluded that the most critical issues of effectiveness in schools
were summarized through the answers to two key questions: What traits or elements
constitute an efficient school? and How to develop efficient schools? Although many
researchers describe effectiveness as an end-goal or an outcome to attain, Jacob and Shari
(2013) stressed that the situation was different in schools. Organizational effectiveness in
educational settings depended on the ability of leaders to change, develop, and adapt over
time as well as the effectiveness of curricula, instructional design, and assessment of

learning (Jacob & Shari, 2013). Thus, as with any other type of organization, school



leaders face the challenge of accurately evaluating the effectiveness of the execution of
their organizational and instructional strategies.

In Mexico, the most important problems affecting education were low educational
coverage across the nation’s territory, low rates of terminal efficiency, high rates of
failure and dropout, and low levels of achievement on national and international tests
(Instituto Nacional para la Evaluacién de la Educacion, 2018a). Regarding educational
coverage, only 58% of young people receive a high-school education, and only 60%
completed their studies (Instituto Nacional para la Evaluacion de la Educacion, 2018a).
Moreover, according to the Secretaria de Educacion Publica (2017), the terminal
efficiency rate for the high school level in 2016 was 63.4% (Secretaria de Educacion
Pablica, 2017). In a 2016 statistical report presented by the federal education ministry of
Mexico, the dropout rate was 14.2%, and the failure rate was 8.2% (Secretaria de
Educacion Publica, 2017). These data indicated a need to review the effectiveness of
educational institutions and find reliable ways to identify solutions to these problems.
Current State of the Field in Which the Problem Exists

Employees typically expect guidance from their leaders to address the priorities of
their organization. According to Nolan (2017), the effectiveness of an organization
depended on the effectiveness of its leaders. In a study about the relationship between
high-performance work systems and organizational performance, Muduli (2015)
described that employees' perceptions about the leadership of their managers have an

impact on the effectiveness of their work, and therefore, the effectiveness of the entire



organization. Educational institutions have been no different, and their leaders cannot
avoid making effectiveness a priority.

In a study about the effects of instructional leadership on schools and student
achievement, Mitchell, Kensler, and Tschannen-Moran (2015) emphasized that student
academic achievement was related to the effectiveness of culture, leadership, and
strategic decisions made in schools. Powell (2017), in an article on the impact of
leadership practices in educational settings, stated that improving student achievement on
assessment tests and international comparisons has become the focus of researchers,
educators, and policymakers. In this regard, in an article on perceptions about the
importance of teacher reflection and identification of students' stances on academic
achievement, Egbert and Roe (2014) defined student achievement as a complex construct
that can adequately reflect whether a school was fulfilling its purpose or mission.

Mexico has made important progress in the Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA) evaluations. Evidence of this progress was supported in the 2016
OECD report Low Performing Students: Why They Fall Behind and How to Help Them
Succeed (OECD, 2016). Mexico has been a country in which there has been considerable
progress in reducing the number of low-performing students. Specifically, the percentage
of low-performing students in math and language arts decreased by approximately 11%
between 2003 and 2012 (OECD, 2016). However, these efforts have not been enough. As
of 2012, 55% of students in Mexico scored low in mathematics (OECD average: 23%),
41% scored low in language arts (OECD average: 18%), and 47% scored low in science

(OECD average: 18%; OECD, 2015). Less than 1% of students in Mexico were among



the top performers in the three domains (OECD, 2015). Low student achievement was
not the result of a single risk factor; it results from the combination and accumulation of
numerous barriers and disadvantages that can affect students throughout their lives
(Egbert & Roe, 2014). Mufioz Izquierdo (2013) emphasized that there were three leading
causes of low student achievement in Mexico: (a) the inability of school leaders to
perform school functions adequately; (b) the inequitable distribution of opportunities to
access the education system; and (c) the inefficient and opaque use of financial resources
by stakeholders of schools. Therefore, school authorities could use reliable tools to
evaluate the organizational and instructional effectiveness of their institutions.
Historical Background

Numerous researchers have expanded the area of study regarding organizational
effectivenesssin a seminal book about organizational effectiveness Cameron (1980)
examined the critical questions in assessing organizational effectiveness, a work
subsequently revised and expanded by Ashraf and Kadir (2012). Also, Jacob and Shari
(2013) analyzed organizational effectiveness by proposing it be considered in educational
institutions, and Lee (2013) discussed the influences of school supervisors’ leadership
styles upon organizational effectiveness.

Since the early 1930s and in a significant expansion in the 1970s, organizational
effectiveness has evolved from a simple definition to a more complex construct
composed of numerous variables interacting permanently and continuously. Nolan (2017)
suggested that due to its complexity, leaders might consider organizational effectiveness

as the number one strategic priority in organizations. Consequently, models have
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emerged to approximate operational analyses of effectiveness in organizations. Thorndike
conducted the first study to measure effectiveness for achieving specific criteria (e.qg.,
productivity, net profit, achievement of a mission, and growth and stability of an
organization) (Saari, 2016). Ashraf and Kadir (2012) noted that organizational
effectiveness supports the overall strategy of an organization. However, there were still
issues to resolve because the most critical factors that influence the effectiveness of
organizations remain unclear. Thus, constructing instruments to measure effectiveness
and to compare the effectiveness between organizations can be considered a challenging
effort.

Organizations differ according to their social purpose; they vary in size, shape,
structure, and the ways they achieve or obtain results. Thus, leaders of educational
institutions seek ways for their organizations to be efficient. Teaching, research, and
outreach were the most essential functions on which school leaders should focus efforts
for efficiency (Jacob & Shari, 2013). Jacob and Shari (2013) noted school leaders’
concerns regarding the effectiveness of their schools. Researchers and school leaders
have proposed numerous approaches to increasing effectiveness in schools, but as Basol
and Dogerlioglu (2014) suggested, researchers have reached few conclusions regarding
how to achieve it.

Problem Statement

Since the early 1930s, researchers have studied effectiveness as the means for

organizational leaders to achieve strategic results. However, Ashraf and Kadir (2012)

emphasized that there was no single model of organizational effectiveness that fits all



organizations. Nevertheless, in an article on reviewing institutional effectiveness in
education, Ayuk and Jacobs (2018) noted that several contributors to effectiveness in
organizations have over the years evolved via numerous different models to assess
effectiveness in educational settings. Similar to Ayuk and Jacobs, Jacob and Shari (2013)
asserted that organizational effectiveness was not a single concept, but rather a complex
construct. One organization can vary from effective to ineffective using different, and in
many cases independent, criteria.

The interest in effectiveness was not a new or exclusive phenomenon of
educational institutions. Mitchell et al. (2015) pointed out that the discussion of
effectiveness has shown no signs of diminishing over time because politicians, educators,
and educational leaders remain concerned about understanding the constituent elements
of an effective school. Similar to the analysis of other types of organizations, researchers
have summarized the effectiveness of schools not through the analysis of only one
criterion, but by using the analysis of multiple and complex interactions of multiple
indicators (Ramberg, Brolin Laftman, Almquist, & Modin, 2018). Thus, university
researchers have carried out numerous studies on organizational effectiveness, but few
have sought to understand effectiveness in purely educational environments (Jacob &
Shari, 2013).

Evidence from empirical research indicated that leaders of educational institutions
recognize a need for effectiveness. However, there was not yet an established set of
criteria for the definition of effectiveness in educational settings (Gilreath, 2006; Jacob &

Shari, 2013; Lee, 2013). The lack of consensus on a unified system for measuring



10
effectiveness makes it difficult for oversight authorities, institutional leaders, faculty, and
students to compare an institution’s quality and effectiveness to another (Jacob & Shari,
2013). Moreover, there was no clarity regarding the alignment between an effective
school and the fulfillment of the primary purpose of an educational institution, which was
the improvement of the academic achievement of its students.

Mexico has been a country with contrasts and challenges in its educational
system. The following were four main challenges of education in Mexico: (a) high levels
of school dropout, (b) the low academic achievement of students; (c) current educational
demands for innovative, specific skills, and competencies; (d) the diversity among the
numerous subsystems at the high school level (Instituto Nacional para la Evaluacion de la
Educacidn, 2018a). These challenges made it clear that there was the need for an
instrument to help school authorities evaluate and compare school effectiveness.
Development of an instrument to measure effectiveness could help educational leaders to
detect areas for improvement and opportunities for instructional and organizational
effectiveness. The goal was to help students improve their academic performance.

Students, parents, teachers, and school leaders have been the audience affected by
the lack of measurement of effectiveness in schools; therefore, they constitute the
audience for this research. Students need teachers who were engaged and ready for
innovation in education. Teachers demand better-equipped schools with reliable
regulations and quality curricula which they can deploy using an appropriate instructional
design. Parents demand quality schools that engage their students in a lifelong learning

process. Finally, the primary concern of school authorities was creating effective
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organizations to meet demanding standards of academic quality. Solving the problem
under study would benefit these stakeholders by helping them meet their demands and
needs.

This study involved discussing and challenging conventional ways of what it
means to be an effective school and proposing a reliable path for evaluating both
instructional and organizational effectiveness in educational settings. The findings and
conclusions contribute to advancing the understanding of the evaluation of the
effectiveness of a school. The specific leadership problem addressed in this research was
whether there was sufficient evidence to confirm that a particular leadership profile of a
high school principal influenced the effectiveness of a school, and therefore, the
academic achievement of its students. As Nolan (2017) noted, effectiveness in
organizations depended on the effectiveness of their leaders, and leadership was the
cornerstone of organizational effectiveness.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this quantitative causal-comparative study was to examine if a
statistically significant difference exists between principals’ perceptions regarding the
instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic
achievement of their students. The focus of this study was the principals of the nine
private, nonprofit high schools that comprise the UPAEP University High School System
as well as the academic achievement of their 483 students who completed the PLANEA

test in 2016.
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The study involved examining the principals’ perceptions of instructional and
organizational effectiveness using the seven indicators of instructional and organizational
effectiveness of schools of quality proposed in the NSSE (Fitzpatrick, 1998):

a. curriculum,

b. instructional design,

c. assessment,

d. educational agenda,

e. leadership of school improvement,

f. community building, and

g. culture of continuous improvement and learning.
These indicators comprise the notions of instructional and organizational effectiveness,
which were the focus of this study.

Students’ academic achievement was operationally defined as the achievement
level (I, I1, 111, or IV) attained by the students on the PLANEA test in 2016 in two
academic disciplines: language arts and mathematics. This study represented an effort to
study the most significant factors that influence organizational and instructional
effectiveness in schools and contribute to the understanding of the potential relationship
between the leader of a high school and the academic achievement of the students.

Methodology Overview

The problem under study was whether a statistically significant between-group

difference exists between principals’ perceptions about the instructional and

organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic achievement of their
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students. This research included a quantitative comparative method. Another term used
for causal-comparative research was ex post facto, which means after the fact. The
definition includes an assumption that specific causes and effects have already occurred
and that researchers examine these after the fact. Causal-comparative has been a typical
design in educational research studies. In this type of study, researchers try to determine
the cause or consequence of differences that already exist between groups of individuals.

Nine principals completed a self-administered survey, Survey of Instructional and
Organizational Effectiveness (Fitzpatrick, 1998), to identify instructional and
organizational effectiveness levels in the schools. The measures of students’ academic
achievement were the language arts and mathematics scores of 483 students on the
PLANEA test. Data analysis included two steps: (a) using the results of the survey, three
groups of students’ scores were created using to a 5-point scale of effectiveness attained
by their school, and (b) comparing the ANOVA analyses among the groups to determine
if any differences exist in the means. Therefore, the analysis determined whether students
achieved higher levels of academic performance in schools with a higher level of
effectiveness.

A pretest involved calculating a Pearson correlation coefficient between the
students’ scores in language arts and mathematics to measure the linear correlation
between these two variables. The Pearson correlation coefficient has a value between +1
and -1, where 1 was a total positive linear correlation, 0 was no linear correlation, and -1

was a total negative linear correlation (Salkind, 2016).
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Table 1.1
Interpreting a Correlation Coefficient
Size of the
correlation Coefficient general interpretation
81010 Very strong relationship
61t0.8 Strong relationship
410 .6 Moderate relationship
210 .4 Weak relationship
0to.2 Weak or no relationship

Note. Adapted from Statistics for people who (think they) hate statistics by N. J.
Salkind (p. 83), 2016, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Copyright 2016 by SAGE Publications, Inc.

The decision of whether to calculate two ANOVASs or just one multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) depended on the interpretation of the Pearson correlation
coefficient value as shown in Table 1.1. After performing the ANOVAs with these data
sets, the findings were suitable for examining whether sufficient evidence exists
regarding the between-group difference of principals’ perceptions between the
instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic
achievement of their students.

The population of this study was the principals of nine private, nonprofit high
schools that comprise the UPAEP University High School System as well as 483 students
who completed the PLANEA test in 2016. Principals completed the Survey of
Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness to give their perceptions of instructional
and organizational effectiveness. The data set related to student achievement included
students’ scores in language arts and mathematics. A more detailed discussion of the

methodology of this study appears in Chapter 3.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses

This study involved answering the following questions:

Q1: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages of
language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools?

Q2: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages of
mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools?

The hypotheses were as follows:

H1o: There is no statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H1a: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H2o: There is no statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of
the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H2a: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of

the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.
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Study Limitations

Findings obtained from the study had a local scope. This study was about high
school leaders in Puebla City, México. The participants were located in a specific region
and educational institution, the UPAEP University High School System; therefore, there
could be doubt about generalizing the findings to other populations. Similarly, findings
will not be generalizable to other types of organizations. The data were limited to the
2015-2016 school year.

The study involved examining whether a statistically significant between-group
difference exists between principals’ perceptions regarding the instructional and
organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic achievement of their
students. Other factors (e.g., social, ethnic, political), skills (e.g., emotional and
intellectual), or disabilities might also influence academic achievement. No assumptions
were viable regarding comparisons of the results of this study and those from students
with different educational levels (basic education or higher education) and in any other
geographical context. Chapter 3 includes further discussion of the limitations of this
research.

Significance of the Study

As the pressure increases for school leaders to improve student academic
achievement in their schools and, therefore, meet the progress standards, educational
leadership continues to be the focus of attention for educators, researchers, policymakers,
and professionals (Mitchell, Kensler, & Tschannen-Moran, 2015). Concerning principals’

leadership behaviors to influence teacher efficacy and external accountability, Barile
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(2017) stated that raising student academic performance has become the number one
priority for principals, especially in the age of accountability. This study was significant
because it involved analyzing the differences between principals’ perceptions regarding
the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic
achievement of their students. This research included essential inputs for the decision-
making of the educational leaders concerning which educational policies to adopt and
budget initiatives to promote. Additionally, findings and conclusions may contribute to
advancing the understanding of the evaluation of the effectiveness of a school.

Definitions of Key Terms

This study included some terms that readers might not understand, or that might
not be familiar to the average reader. The following definitions of terms provide clarity
for readers as to the meaning of these terms used in this study:

Academic achievement. Students’ academic achievement could be considered a
reliable indicator of the effectiveness of schools. According to the Secretaria de
Educacion Publica (2016), academic achievement refers to the best approximation of
several assessment instruments with the aim to evaluate students’ skills, values,
behaviors, and knowledge as a response to the educational process. In this study,
students’ operational definition of academic achievement was defined by the achievement
level (1, I1, 111, or IV) attained by students on the PLANEA test in two areas of
competence: language arts and mathematics.

Assessment. In an article on recommendations for curriculum design and teaching

evaluation, Chandler (2015) defined assessment as the method of evaluating and
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measuring students’ understanding of content. Evaluations used in the classroom include
both formative and summative methods. For this study, assessment was operationally
defined using the five indicators of a quality school proposed by the NSSE: (a) defines
the expectations for student learning, (b) establishes the purpose of the assessment, (c)
selects the appropriate method of assessment, (d) collects a comprehensive and
representative sample of student achievement, and (e) develops fair assessments and
avoids bias and distortion (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Community Building. Leading a quality school with the highest expectations of
students’ academic achievement requires strong connections with the external community
and the related stakeholders (Goldring, Cravens, Porter, Murphy, & Elliott, 2015).
Building the community in which a school operates was about building the bonds and
relationships that help students achieve optimal levels of academic achievement
(Goldring et al., 2015). For this study, the operational definition of community building
was the two indicators of a quality school proposed by the NSSE: (a) fosters community
building, and (b) extends the school community (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Culture of Continuous Improvement and Learning. In an article on creating a
collaborative learning culture in schools, Stafford (2017) stated that several indicators
could characterize a culture based on improvement and continuous learning: shared goals
and values, a focus on student learning, shared work, active learning, and reflective
dialogue. In this type of culture, school leaders play the central role. For this study, the
operational definition of a culture of continuous improvement and learning included the

two indicators of a quality school proposed by the NSSE: (a) commitment to professional



19
development, and (b) support for productive change and improvement (Fitzpatrick,
1998).

Curriculum. The curriculum was the ambitious academic content deployed in
instruction through teaching, learning, and evaluation strategies provided to every student
(Goldring et al., 2015). For this study, the operational definition of curriculum included
the three indicators of a quality school proposed by the NSSE: (a) develops a quality
curriculum, (b) ensures effective implementation and articulation of the curriculum, and
(c) evaluates and renews curriculum (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Educational Agenda. Educational agenda refers to the instrument that educational
leaders use to preserve and communicate their strategy with the purpose of sharing their
highest priorities, set of shared values, and beliefs about the instructional and
organizational effectiveness with the entire school community (Gilreath, 2006). For this
study, the operational definition of educational agenda included the three indicators of a
quality school proposed by the NSSE: (a) facilitating a collaborative process; (b) having a
shared vision, beliefs, and mission; and (c) developing measurable goals (Fitzpatrick,
1998).

Instructional design. A rigorous curriculum may be insufficient if a school’s
leaders do not visualize mechanisms to ensure a demanding instructional design based on
teaching, learning, and evaluation strategies. Some of the most essential features of
quality instructional design were goal-setting tactics, grouping mechanisms, interest-
based learning approaches, self-assessment, summative assessment, and formative

assessment (Chandler, 2015). In sum, instructional design refers to the central blueprint
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that guides the deployment of the curriculum. For this study, the operational definition of
instructional design was the extent to which a school expands instructional support for
student learning (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Instructional effectiveness. In an article about curricular design, Chandler (2015)
presented numerous recommendations that can serve as a guide for key stakeholders to
optimize talent and instruction quality. Chandler (2015) defined instruction as the various
methods used by teachers to deliver the curriculum. Teaching strategies were examples of
instruction. Instructional practices of quality, relevance, and consistency relate to
instructional effectiveness.

Leadership of School Improvement. The most appropriate definition of leadership
in educational institutions was the one proposed by Mitchell et al. (2015) as a strong
educational authority focused on the curriculum and instruction. Thus, instructional
leadership defines the focus of the attention of a school leader by addressing three main
areas: (a) defining the mission of the school, (b) managing the curriculum, and (c)
promoting a positive school learning climate (Mitchell et al., 2015). For this study, the
operational definition of leadership of school improvement included the two indicators of
a quality school proposed by the NSSE: (a) monitors progress, and (b) provides skillful
stewardship (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Perception. Due to the nature of the present study, it was convenient to define the
notion of perception. According to Schacter and Daniel (as cited in Mohammadi &
Banirostam, 2015), perception refers to the organization, identification, and interpretation

of information that people receive through their senses to represent and understand the
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environment that surrounds them. In a theoretical review about the interface theory of
perception, Hoffman, Singh, and Prakash (2015) affirmed that “natural selection has
shaped our perceptions to be, in a typical case, an accurate representation of reality” (p.
1480). Thus, Geisler and Diehl (as cited in Hoffman et al., 2015) agreed that, in general,
many human perceptions were true in natural conditions. For this study, perception
notion served as the best approximation of the reality interpreted by schools’ principals
regarding the effectiveness of their school.

Summary

In this study, the goal was to examine whether differences exist in the academic
achievement of high school students concerning the perceptions of their principals
regarding the organizational and instructional effectiveness of their schools. This study
took place within the nine high schools that comprise the UPAEP University High School
System. Findings may provide information to clarify and explain the notions of
organizational effectiveness in educational settings as well as to understand the
constituent elements of effectiveness and their impact on the achievement of
organizational goals and strategies.

Students, parents, teachers, and school leaders comprise the audience for this
research. The understanding and study of leadership and its relationship with the
organizational effectiveness of schools may increase from these findings. Nationwide
studies in Mexico showed the need for more research on the components that influence
the academic achievement of students and the differences between effective and

ineffective schools. Major theories and referential frameworks on organizational
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effectiveness as well as instructional effectiveness in educational settings were discussed

and analyzed in detail in Chapter 2.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

Effectiveness in organizations was a concept related to how organizations reach
their most important goals with the minimum use of resources and the highest possible
quality. Researchers in the field of organizational leadership have acknowledged that the
fundamental elements of organizational effectiveness are not yet clear or easily
identifiable (Gilreath, 2006; Jacob & Shari, 2013; Lee, 2013). Educational scholars
Ashraf and Kadir (2012) emphasized that effectiveness was the main concern in
educational institutions. Understanding and clarifying what effectiveness means in
schools was closely related to instructional effectiveness (Gilreath, 2006). However, in an
article about the relationship between instructional effectiveness and learning, Kalender
(2014) emphasized that studies on instructional effectiveness were still inconclusive,
particularly those related to identifying the factors that most influence students’ academic
achievement.

The purpose of this study was to examine if a statistically significant between-
group difference exists between principals’ perceptions about the instructional and
organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic achievement of their
students. The study involved analyzing five major areas of knowledge to achieve this
purpose: (a) what organizational effectiveness means; (b) how school authorities
visualize organizational effectiveness in a school; (c) what instructional effectiveness

means; (d) what the indicators of instructional and organizational effectiveness in schools
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were; and (e) what the current literature says about students’ academic achievement, the
main factors that affect it, and its relationship to the effectiveness of the schools.

The first section addresses the different approaches and definitions that
researchers have provided over time regarding organizational effectiveness. This section
includes the analysis of five approaches found in the literature on organizational
effectiveness. The second section includes a discussion of the notion of organizational
effectiveness in educational institutions and the differences that exist in this type of
organization. The third section describes the notion of instructional effectiveness and its
relevance in schools. The fourth section includes a description of a set of indicators of
organizational and instructional effectiveness constructed in the NSSE that will apply to
the quantitative part of the study. Finally, the fifth section describes the_notion of
students’ academic achievement, the factors that most influence it and its relationship
with the effectiveness of the schools.

Organizational Effectiveness

In a seminal book on the theory of social and economic organization, Weber
(1947) stated that one of the most significant areas of interest in the organizational
development research had been the differences between social groups; that was, what
makes one group better and more effective than another. Many researchers have agreed
that the concept of organizational effectiveness has received attention in the last decades.
In the early 20th century, seminal researchers like Weber (1947) and Georgopoulos and
Tannenbaum (1957) approached this concept through the study of organizational

dynamics. Moreover, organizational effectiveness received more attention in the early
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21st century with the research about employee involvement and organizational
effectiveness conducted by Amah and Ahiauzu (2013) and with the review of the models
of organizational effectiveness proposed by Ashraf and Kadir (2012). These researchers
agreed that effectiveness in organizations must be the number one priority, regardless of
the sector to which organizations belong. In a seminal work on effectiveness theory and
organizational effectiveness, Hall (1980) described organizational effectiveness as the
last question in any form of organizational analysis.

Defining effectiveness has not been a simple task as it can be considered a broad
and challenging concept to measure. Organizational researchers assert that the
measurement challenge comes from the multiple factors about what makes one group or
organization stand out from another (Amah & Ahiauzu, 2013; Deem, DeLotell, & Kelly,
2015; Nolan, 2017). The main problem in a study of organizational effectiveness occurs
when a researcher compromises a set of criteria to assess the effectiveness of an
organization, as the set of criteria may not apply to another organization or even the same
organization at another point in time (Georgopoulos & Tannenbaum, 1957). Thus, Nolan
(2017) contended that organizational effectiveness, rather than having a single definition,
was a complex and multifactorial notion.

In a review of the literature on organizational effectiveness, Cameron and
Whetten (1996) discussed three critical issues that arise when trying to define
effectiveness in organizations: conceptual boundaries of effectiveness were still
unknown, organizational indicators of effectiveness were not clear, and the criteria that

could predict effectiveness were also not clear. There were three reasons for these issues:
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(a) the individuals cannot clearly identify their expectations and preferences to be
effective, (b) the expectations and preferences change over time, and (c) each individual
in each organization has a set of expectations and preferences that make a consensus
about effectiveness difficult. Thus, for organizations, there was no stable set of criteria,
expectations, and preferences for the meaning of effectiveness (Cameron & Whetten,
1996).

Throughout the history of the study of organizations, researchers have analyzed
organizational effectiveness from distinct and multiple approaches (Ashraf & Kadir,
2012; Jacob & Shari, 2012; Pennings & Goodman, 1976). Among the most important
models of organizational effectiveness were Pennings and Goodman’s (1976) framework
for organizational effectiveness, Kaplan and Norton’s balanced scorecard model (Llach,
Bagur, Perramon, & Marimon, 2017), and Hall’s (1980) goal model. Given the number of
formal models for effectiveness, it was not possible to conclude that a single model or
theory was better than another. Multiple models of organizational effectiveness were the
product of multiple types of organizations, which was why no single approach may have
higher value for researchers than another (Cameron & Whetten, 1996).

Given the understanding provided by Cameron and Whetten (1996), Ashraf and
Kadir (2012) discussed a more comprehensive way of classifying the most essential
approaches to effectiveness in organizations. Ashraf and Kadir classified these
approaches into five groups that remain consistent across peer-reviewed literature: (a)
goal-focused approach, (b) system resource approach, (c) processes approach, (d)

stakeholders approach, and (e) organizational strategy approach. The following
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subsections include a review of the most frequently cited approaches of organizational
effectiveness.

Goal-focused Approach

The first commonly used approach in organizational effectiveness was the goal-
focused approach. The basis of this model was the definition of organizational
effectiveness proposed by Etzioni in his seminal work on approaches to organizational
analysis, as the degree to which an organization reaches specific previously defined goals
(Buble, Juras, & Matic, 2014). According to Hall (1980), the basis of the goal-based
organizational effectiveness approach was Weber’s 1947 seminal work. The goal-based
organizational effectiveness approach refers to the degree to which one organization
adheres to a final ideal state (Nolan, 2017). Moreover, Ashraf and Kadir (2012)
contended that the focus of the goal-based organizational effectiveness approach lies in
the final output resulting from the essential operational objectives of an organization
(e.g., utilities or the quality of the final product or service). The approach involved three
major assumptions: (a) the organization as a whole should agree on the results or goals to
be met; (b) the members of the organization must demonstrate commitment and
motivation to reach those goals; and (c) the number of goals the organization must meet
was limited to the resources available, so leaders must decide which goals to meet and
which to set aside (Ashraf & Kadir, 2012).
Yuchtman and Seashore’s System Resource Approach

The second approach was the system resource approach proposed by Yuchtman

and Seashore (1967). In their study, the authors stated that when organizational
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effectiveness refers to the achievement of objectives, there were methodological and
conceptual problems. Leaders tend to construct the organizational objectives about the
members of the organization and not the organization itself; thus, there was no possibility
for a consensus on the nature and clarity of the objectives to achieve. In contrast, when
these leaders define objectives concerning the social function of the organization, the
values, and standards of the evaluation of effectiveness were external to the organization
(Yuchtman & Seashore, 1967). Thus, Yuchtman and Seashore proposed a new model to
evaluate the effectiveness of organizations based on the interactions and interdependence
of organizations with the internal and external environments. Ashraf and Kadir (2012)
emphasized that this approach was about the focus on inputs rather than outputs; thus,
organizational effectiveness refers to the ability of organizational leaders to obtain and
retain the necessary resources located in diverse and external contexts. Jacob and Shari
(2013) noted that most organizational leaders were not entirely free to set their own goals
and may face limits by their external context to obtain the expected effectiveness.
According to this approach, leaders can evaluate an organization’s effectiveness by its
ability to take advantage of the forces and dynamics of the external context.

Pennings and Goodman’s Processes Approach

The third approach was the processes approach. Using a model concerning the
nature of complex organizations and the role of internal and external elements that impact
effectiveness, Pennings and Goodman (1976) described the processes approach. This
approach concerns the degree to which the members of an organization can preserve

some integration between the processes involved in the production of the outcomes over
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time. Thus, effectiveness depended on the presence or absence of internal tensions
between the members and the systems of an organization (Cameron, 1980). This model
included the conjunction of two points of view: organizations as open systems within
which different interactions take place, and organizations as large sets of interest groups
in which each group seeks satisfaction according to specific interests (Pennings &
Goodman, 1976). Thus, this model included the concepts of goal, constraint, and referent;
that was, organizations were effective if organizational leaders can satisfy constraints and
reach or exceed goals according to previously established referents (Pennings &
Goodman, 1976). Nolan (2017) noted that a processes approach involved the inside
dynamics of organizations in which leaders were seeking effectiveness. With this
approach, organizations displayed effectiveness through internal efficiency, coordination,
motivation, and employee satisfaction (Ashraf & Kadir, 2012). The purpose of
implementing processes approaches was to develop a stable organizational environment
that was maintained over time.

Nolan’s Stakeholders Approach

The fourth approach to organizational effectiveness was the stakeholders
approach. Ashraf and Kadir (2012) emphasized that to the extent that the needs and
interests of all groups were met, the organization will be effective. Within this approach,
there were inputs (resources) and outputs (goals), but access to these resources and the
processes to obtain these goals depended on the stakeholders. Therefore, organizational

effectiveness depended on the ability of leaders to deal with the mechanisms to obtain the
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necessary inputs and the ability to achieve the most important organizational goals
(Nolan, 2017).

Organizational Strategy Approach

Finally, the fifth approach to organizational effectiveness concerns the extent to
which an organization complies with the organizational strategy. Strategy refers to the
principles, processes, and decisions made to achieve several goals: high levels of
commitment, leadership, communication, and training; good relationships with
stakeholders; genuine focus on organizational effectiveness through the value chain
(Nolan, 2017). This approach involved evaluating organizational effectiveness by the
identified objectives and strategies that all employees should share (Basol & Dogerlioglu,
2014). Effective leadership facilitates the acquisition of resources and energizes these
processes by locating the necessary inputs for each part of the value chain. Management
should configure their organization to address the interests and needs of all stakeholders
adequately (Basol & Dogerlioglu, 2014).

This section contains an introduction to organizational effectiveness, the early
definitions, and the related theories. The presentation also included the five most
important approaches to a comprehensive definition of effectiveness. Not all
organizations or social groups were the same, nor were the ways in which they seek to be
effective; therefore, according to Nolan (2017), the search for effectiveness in an
organization depended on its social purpose. The next section indicates the ways

educational leaders seek for their organizations to be effective.
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Organizational Effectiveness in Educational Institutions

Universities have played an important role in contributing to society through
studies about effectiveness in organizations and businesses. However, as Jacob and Shari
(2013) noted, few researchers have studied organizational effectiveness inside
educational institutions, concluding that there was little research on organizational
effectiveness in educational contexts. Cameron (1980) contended that leaders of
educational institutions have traditionally resisted systematic evaluations of their
organizations’ effectiveness. The basis of this argument was that schools were different
from other types of organizations, and therefore, traditional assessment and measurement
approaches were not applicable (Mansour, Heath, & Brannan, 2015). Judgments
regarding a school’s effectiveness have always been present (e.g., by students, parents,
teachers, and donors). However, there were indications that this resistance was beginning
to diminish (Mansour et al., 2015). This situation constitutes an opportunity to advance
the research on organizational dynamics in educational contexts and its relation to
organizational effectiveness. Researchers should consider two fundamental aspects of
organizational effectiveness: the identification of indicators of effectiveness in
educational settings and the construction of relevant evaluation models of effectiveness.

Effective leaders can be considered the most important factor in achieving
organizational effectiveness. Lee (2013) noted that through commitment, leaders of
educational institutions could exert a specific and significant effect on the effectiveness
of organizations. Wu (as cited in Lee, 2013) aimed to defined effectiveness as the ability

of school leaders to achieve predetermined goals with certain levels of performance.
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Effectiveness in educational settings was a transversal concept traceable from the
perspective of the students and teachers to the perspective of school authorities. To
complement this idea, Lee highlighted that organizational effectiveness in schools could
refer to the extent to which a school achieves its goals, and this effort includes four
factors: (a) administrative processes, (b) teachers, (c) student performance, and (d)
support from parents and the community. Similarly, Lee (2013) suggested that leaders
should strengthen effectiveness in educational institutions, and subsequently measure it
from four perspectives: (a) effectiveness of management, (b) effectiveness of teachers
across the learning process, (c) performance and achievements of students, and (d)
effectiveness of support from parents and the community. These definitions have helped
researchers develop an understanding of effectiveness in educational settings.

Effectiveness in schools can also be traced through the notion of learning

outcomes. In this sense, Walker (2015) identified the acquisition of key skills by the
students through clearly developed learning outcomes as one of the main features of an
effective academic organization. In an exploratory study on conjectures about what really
matters with respect to school effectiveness, R. H. Hofman, Hofman, and Gray (2015)
proposed that the most critical effectiveness indicators in academic organizations were
satisfied teachers, academic achievement, satisfied parents, and students who were
trained as responsible citizens prepared for the social and economic context that awaits
them. Thus, researchers and academics have argued that there was no single definition of

organizational effectiveness in schools.
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Students’ academic achievement could be a clear indicator of educational
effectiveness. However, Gilreath (2006) affirmed that in addition to academic
achievement, there were several other outcomes that indicate an effective school. In this
sense, Alanoglu and Demirtas (2016) suggested that leaders and educators of effective
schools consider the levels of preparation of their students and provide them a higher than
anticipated academic performance. Therefore, an effective school provides added value to
the academic performance of its students as compared to similar schools that accept
students with similar levels of preparation (Alanoglu & Demirtas, 2016). The reviewed
literature showed that effectiveness in educational institutions was related to the ability of
school leaders and teachers to help the student achieve specific learning outcomes and
satisfy the interests of all stakeholders of the educational community.

In organizations, what was not measured cannot be evaluated, and what was not
evaluated cannot be improved. Thus, the best way to visualize the effectiveness in
educational environments was through a consistent and robust assessment performed by
educational leaders (Jacob & Shari, 2013). In a qualitative study concerning the
effectiveness of educational institutions, Jacob and Shari (2013) found that it was equally
important to identify indicators of effectiveness as it was to build instruments to evaluate
it adequately. Fitzpatrick (1998) asserted that analyzing the effectiveness of schools
should include evaluating the daily practices of the school in comparison to validated,
research-based principles, and the practices of high-performing systems of teaching and
learning. Fitzpatrick constructed the Survey of Instructional and Organizational

Effectiveness as consistent with these goals. In general, school leaders use this instrument
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to identify strengths, weaknesses, and limitations of the effectiveness of instructional
practices and organizational conditions (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Leadership and effectiveness were complementary concepts; they were mutually
required for organizations to achieve their goals. Regardless of the sector, leaders often
seek organizational effectiveness by investing in minimal resources to achieve superior
outcomes (Jacob & Shari, 2013). The leaders of educational institutions cannot avoid this
premise. DeMatthews and Edwards (2014) found consensus among leaders that
educational institutions have an essential role in the development and implementation of
high standards of quality and effectiveness. Thus, educational leaders can connect the
concepts of leadership and organizational effectiveness to successfully implement change
in educational contexts.

Instructional Effectiveness

In general terms, a school was effective to the extent that its organization and its
instruction processes serve to help students accomplish better levels of academic
achievement. Thus, organizational effectiveness in schools was closely related to
instructional effectiveness (Gilreath, 2006). Instructional practices and organizational
conditions were the most important issues in the study of effective schools. Although
research on this subject was increasing, the results were inconclusive, especially
regarding students’ academic achievement. Also, educators and researchers have agreed
that the path to instructional effectiveness was not easy or unidirectional (Gilreath, 2006).
They have also affirmed that teachers were the starting point for instructional

effectiveness. Teaching was the most influential factor in the academic performance of
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students. However, because there was no consensus concerning the characteristics,
attributes, and practices that make a good teacher, it can be a challenge (Le Donnég,
Fraser, & Bousquet, 2016).

School leaders should pay attention to both the way they organize their schools
and how teaching was deployed. Thus, according to Melesse (2014), the most important
goals for a school were the effectiveness of teaching (instructional effectiveness) and the
organization of the school (organizational effectiveness). The aim was to shape these
factors such that the school can meet the highest priorities, objectives, and goals. If an
educational organization defines its priorities, objectives, and goals in terms of its desired
future position, then leaders can define instructional and organizational effectiveness as
the degree to which these priorities were achieved. Although the theoretical basis of what
school effectiveness means was empirical, researchers have attempted to translate the
effectiveness perceptions of school leaders into pragmatic data (Gilreath, 2006). Many
researchers have agreed that schools must be effective in three fundamental areas: (a)
curriculum, (b) instructional design, and (c) assessment (Fitzpatrick, 1998; Jackson-
Dennison, 2001; Le Donné et al., 2016).

As stated before, school leaders can influence the effectiveness of their schools.
However, even when these leaders recognize a need for effectiveness, there was still
much to learn and investigate this matter (Jacob & Shari, 2013). The literature includes
some approaches and indicators of what it means to be an effective educational
institution. Lee (2013) emphasized that the effectiveness of a school depended on the

support provided by the organizational process. However, Fitzpatrick (1998) emphasized
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that organizational effectiveness in schools has a close relationship with instructional
effectiveness. Thus, this section of the review contained a discussion of effectiveness in
educational settings and the relationship between organizational effectiveness and
instructional effectiveness. The next section includes the most important indicators to
evaluate the organizational and instructional effectiveness in schools and an in-depth
discussion of a model for evaluating the organizational and instructional effectiveness of
schools as proposed by Fitzpatrick (1998).

Indicators of Organizational and Instructional Effectiveness

The literature reviewed includes some indicators proposed to evaluate the
effectiveness of instruction in schools. Hall (2017) noted that a reliable quality indicator
must meet five requirements: (a) the indicator should provide a significant differentiation
with respect to school performance, (b) the indicator should be reliable and valid, (c) the
indicator should be applicable to groups of students and teachers of the same grade, (d)
the indicator should be comparable and applicable in different geographical contexts, and
(e) the indicator should be measured and reported annually to the educational community.
Thus, these criteria define the boundaries and characteristics of reliable indicators to
accurately evaluate the effectiveness of educational institutions.

To better understand the main characteristics of reliable effectiveness indicators,
Ashraf and Kadir (2012) tracked the study of organizational and instructional
effectiveness through the analysis of four approaches for evaluating effectiveness. Using
a quantitative study, Antia and Cuthbert (1976) developed an approach with nine critical

factors for the success of an effective educational institution: (a) connection with the
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external social context, (b) cost effectiveness, (c) course development, (d) corporate
reputation, (e) investment in human capital, (f) physical facilities development, (g)
student relationships, (h) quality of employee relations, and (i) public responsibility.
Antia and Cuthbert (1976) emphasized that measuring effectiveness in educational
organizations was a multidimensional construct.

The second approach was the model proposed by Kleemann and Richardson
(1985). In a study of 3308 students from three different universities, the researchers
inquired about their perceptions of effectiveness. Kleemann and Richardson contended
that maximum organizational and instructional effectiveness was classified into ten
categories: (a) programs and services for students, (b) attention to women and minorities,
(c) quality of teaching and research, (d) publication of knowledge and research, (e) access
to workshops and counseling, (f) sports, (g) focus on cultural activities, (h) programs for
graduates, (i) leasing facilities, and (j) permanent improvement of quality standards.

The third approach was the model proposed by Pounder (1999) for assessing
instructional and organizational effectiveness in schools based on nine dimensions: (a)
efficiency in productivity, (b) quality, (c) cohesion, (d) adaptability readiness, (e)
communication systems, (f) growth, (g) planning, (h) human resource development, and
(i) stability and control. Ashraf and Kadir showed that planning and communication
systems, cohesion, and efficiency in productivity were the most important and influential
dimensions in the organizational effectiveness of educational institutions.

The fourth approach was the model suggested by An, Yom, and Ruggiero (2011)

for evaluating organizational effectiveness using two dimensions: job satisfaction and
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organizational commitment. Despite the simplicity of this model, this archetype groups
two of the most critical organizational factors to achieve results: the motivation to bring
satisfaction and the commitment of all the individuals to common goals and outcomes
(Ashraf & Kadir, 2012). An et al. (2011) omitted the component of instructional
effectiveness that was crucial for quality schools.

Fitzpatrick’s Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness Model

The final model was Fitzpatrick’s (1998) Indicators of schools of quality:
Schoolwide indicators of quality. In a study about instructional and organizational
effectiveness in selected elementary schools in Mississippi, Henderson (2011) discussed
Fitzpatrick’s proposed seven indicators of effectiveness; these indicators included three
for assessing instructional effectiveness (curriculum, instructional design, and
assessment) and four for evaluating organizational effectiveness (educational agenda,
leadership for school improvement, community building, and culture of continuous
improvement). The NSSE implemented this model with the aim of comprehensively
assessing the instructional and the organizational effectiveness of educational institutions.
The seven components of Fitzpatrick’s model served as the effectiveness indicators of the
participating schools in this study. A description of each indicator follows.

Curriculum. The curriculum was the ambitious academic content deployed in
instruction through teaching, learning, and evaluation strategies (Goldring et al., 2015).
According to Gilreath (2006), a well-designed curriculum and proper pedagogical
instruction are the characteristics of effective education. Therefore, the goal of all schools

was to provide curriculum and instruction programs that help students meet challenging
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academic standards. Moreover, the purpose of a good curriculum was to help students
develop a personal and social synthesis of knowledge, guide them to access higher levels
of education, give them a deep understanding of society, and train them for entry into a
productive job (Secretaria de Educacion Media Superior, 2016).

The curriculum can be considered the most appropriate tool to begin the process
of instructional effectiveness. According to Henderson (2011), leaders of effective
schools identify the essential knowledge and skills students need and prioritize the skills
within the curriculum. The role of the curriculum was to support students in reaching
academic goals. Thus, the basis of curriculum, as the key variable related to educational
effectiveness, includes clearly defined standards for student learning and a focus on
supporting and challenging all students to excel in learning (Jackson-Dennison, 2001).
The NSSE evaluates the effectiveness of curriculum according to three criteria: (a)
development of a quality curriculum, (b) effective implementation and articulation of
curriculum, and (c) evaluation and renewal of curriculum (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Instructional design. Quality in teaching, learning, and evaluation processes was
supported by two main pillars: a good curriculum with challenging and adequate content,
and a quality instructional design that incorporates the strategies for deploying the
curriculum. In a study about an examination of principals' curriculum and instructional
design practices, Reece (2017) asserted that instructional design constitutes a complex
construct that includes how to guide teachers in the process of implementing the
curriculum through strategies of teaching, learning, and evaluation. Instructional design

helps teachers connect schools’ priorities and objectives, the characteristics of the
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students, and the most appropriate assessment instruments, with specific learning
purposes (Reece, 2017). This process consists of designing an instructional plan by taking
into consideration students’ learning needs. In a study about stakeholder perceptions of
effectiveness, Jackson-Dennison (2001) emphasized the importance of instructional
design that aligns with student learning standards, outcomes, and performance
expectations. Thus, effective instructional design maximizes learning through the
management of the learning environment (Henderson, 2011). A positive learning
environment in the classroom, derived from a proper instructional design, enhances
academic achievement and meaningful learning for the students. Thus, learning
outcomes, meaningful learning, and academic achievement are the constituents of an
effective school.

The purpose of instructional design was to facilitate the learning process. The
learning process was significant when it enables students to relate previous knowledge
with new information (Secretaria de Educacion Publica, 2016). Learning was significant
when a teacher promotes meaningful activities to cultivate a student’s self-reflection. The
instructional design was important because the resources that students will use depend on
the plan and organization of learning and teaching activities as described in the design
(Secretaria de Educacion Publica, 2016). The NSSE includes a description of the
instructional design indicator through the following criteria: (a) alignment of instruction
with goals and expectations for student learning, (b) employment of data-driven
instructional decision-making, (c) active engagement of students in their learning, and (d)

expansion of instructional support for student learning (Fitzpatrick, 1998).
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Assessment. As stated before, the assessment of effectiveness was one of the key
processes of an effective school. Fitzpatrick (1998) defined assessment in an educational
setting as the collection of the representative evidence of students’ academic
achievement. In Mexico, the Instituto Nacional para la Evaluacion de la Educacion
(2018b) emphasized that assessment as an adequate descriptor of educational quality was
one of the most important concerns in the educational field. Assessment should include a
focus on three priorities: (a) an evaluation of students’ level of learning, (b) the relevance
of curricula about current societal needs, and (c) the quality of educational service
provided in schools (Instituto Nacional para la Evaluacion de la Educacion, 2018b). The
NSSE includes an operational definition of assessment using the following criteria: (a) a
clear definition of the assessment and expectations for student learning, (b) the purpose of
assessment, (c) the appropriate method of assessment, (d) a comprehensive and
representative sample of student achievement, and (e) fair assessments with no bias or
distortion (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Educational agenda. To overcome the temptation of improvisation and the
execution of incorrect strategies, school leaders define and execute an educational agenda
which guides them in the process of effectiveness. Gilreath (2006) emphasized the
importance of schools having a clear and concise educational agenda that defines the
direction and operation of instructional and organizational effectiveness. The most
essential elements of an educational agenda are the mission, vision, beliefs, and goals that
serve as a guide to the behaviors and actions of all the members of the school

(Fitzpatrick, 1998). A clear and shared organizational focus must include a vision that
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captures the imagination and enthusiasm of the entire organization (Gilreath, 2006). One
of the most important purposes of an educational agenda was to focus the attention,
efforts, and resources of the organization, and concentrate these on the highest priorities
and strategies. Part B of the NSSE Survey of Instructional and Organizational
Effectiveness, which refers to quality indicators in organizational systems, includes three
key indicators of schools with organizational systems that support teaching and learning:
(@) a collaborative process; (b) shared vision, beliefs, and mission; (c) measurable goals
(Fitzpatrick, 1998).

Leading school improvement. Principal’s leadership was an essential element of
successful schools and can serve as the cornerstone of effectiveness in schools. The
leadership of school improvement was distinguished in the establishment of a powerful
and active academic mission; providing, in this way, feedback on teaching and learning
to the entire educational community, and more importantly, promoting the professional
development of teachers (Moir et al., 2014). Thus, leadership can be considered the
cornerstone of effectiveness in schools.

In a seminal book on instructional leadership for school improvement, Zepeda
(2013) emphasized that there was a strong relationship between leadership and the ability
to influence a person or a group of people with a sense of direction and purpose to
achieve a task. True leadership was fundamental to provide well-being for students and
achieve structural changes in the learning environment. Leadership aims to promote a
high degree of community commitment to institutional goals (Zepeda, 2013). Thus,

effective leadership depended on shared values and quality relationships between leaders
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and followers (Gilreath, 2006). In addition, Fitzpatrick (1998) associated effective
leadership for schools with five criteria: (a) promoting of quality instruction, (b)
developing of school-wide plans for improvement, (c) employing of effective decision-
making, (d) monitoring progress, and (e) providing skillful stewardship.

Community building. School leaders recognize the need to align efforts with
different actors, inside and outside their school, to reach high levels of effectiveness.
Henderson (2011) described the educational community as the group of students,
teachers, educational authorities, parents, and administrative staff; in short, a group
consisting of all the actors interested in the education of students. Leaders of quality
schools create, develop, and strengthen the educational community. Educational
leadership inspires higher levels of commitment to the organization and was identified by
the continuous inspiring motivation, positive influence, and intellectual stimulation (Moir
et al., 2014), what ultimately creates learning communities that detonate effectiveness in
schools. It has been shown that this type of leadership increases the commitment of all
members of the educational community to organizational effectiveness (Moir et al.,
2014). Gilreath (2006) emphasized that schools need connections with families and
communities to support student learning development.

Culture of continuous improvement and learning. A school culture based on
quality and continuous improvement was the foundation that supports organizational
effectiveness. Gilreath (2006) suggested that effective schools empower teachers and
administrative staff to develop skills and deeper knowledge to support productive change

and ongoing improvement. Jackson-Dennison (2001) established that leaders develop
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effective schools by using comprehensive and continuous professional development
programs to develop the skills of the employees. Staff may then contribute to improving
and achieving important goals. When leaders view professional development as
competency-based rather than deficiency-based, it can become a significant instrument
for changing and improving teaching practices. Thereby, professional development for
staff could increase the academic achievement of students (Vleuten, 2015). A school that
was effective and committed to a culture of continuous improvement participates in an
ongoing process of: (a) revision of its vision and purpose, (b) maintains a rich and
relevant description of the students’ academic achievement and the effectiveness of the
system and the community, (c) adopts goals and interventions to improve student
achievement, and (d) documents and uses the results of effectiveness evaluations to
inform future improvement efforts (Moir et al., 2014). The NSSE defined an effective
culture of continuous improvement and learning as an indicator of organizational
effectiveness by two criteria: (a) commitment to professional development, and (b)
support of productive change and improvement (Fitzpatrick, 1998).

This section included a description of the model for evaluating the organizational
and instructional effectiveness of schools proposed by Fitzpatrick (1998). The seven key
components of this model described in detail fit into two categories: indicators of quality
instructional systems and indicators of quality organizational systems. Fitzpatrick
designed this set of school effectiveness indicators to provide schools with a reliable and
trustworthy model. The model was based on validated and research-based instructional

and organizational practices.
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Table 2.1 shows the relationship between the indicators of instructional and
organizational effectiveness according to Fitzpatrick’s model (1998) about the five
models analyzed by Ashraf and Kadir (2012). The analysis was important to the study
because the goal was to use Fitzpatrick’s model to group the participating high schools
according to the perceptions of school authorities concerning effectiveness. Table 2.1
shows the distinguishing strengths and weaknesses of each model. Fitzpatrick proposed a
complete and comprehensive model to unite important elements for the evaluation of
instructional effectiveness without neglecting the evaluation of the organizational
systems.
Table 2.1

The relationship between Fitzpatrick’s Model and Models Analyzed by Ashraf & Kadir

Fitzpatrick’s (1998) Antia & Kleemann & Pounder Anetal.
model Cuthbert (1976) Richardson (1985) (1999) (2011)
Indicators of quality
instructional systems

Curriculum X X
Instructional design X
Assessment

Indicators of quality
organizational systems

Educational agenda X X

Leadership for school X X X X
improvement

Community building X

Culture of continuous X X X X

improvement and

learning
Note. The relationship of each of the seven effectiveness indicators proposed by Fitzpatrick’s (1998) it was
described using the sign X' which means that this indicator was included in the corresponding model
studied by Ashraf and Kadir (2012). As shown, none of the models studied by Ashraf and Kadir (2012)
covers all the constituent elements of organizational and instructional effectiveness.




46

Survey of Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness

Previous indicators of instructional and organizational effectiveness served as
tools to guide both reflection and action (Fitzpatrick, 1998). The main objective of this
model was to support the academic achievement of students. To provide a reliable
instrument to assess the levels of instructional and organizational effectiveness,
Fitzpatrick (1998) developed the Survey of Instructional and Organizational
Effectiveness based on the seven indicators. The data obtained from the instrument can
be used for three purposes: (a) identifying the weaknesses, strengths, and limitations of a
school’s instructional and organizational effectiveness; (b) evaluating the effectiveness of
an educational center; and (c) identifying priorities and areas for improvement of a
school’s instructional and organizational effectiveness (Fitzpatrick, 1998). Researchers
have used the survey to evaluate the seven indicators of effectiveness for a school. The
survey was based on a five effectiveness levels scale (from 0 = the indicators of
effectiveness are absent to 4 = exemplary level). A detailed description of this instrument
appears in the Methodology chapter and includes a discussion of the suitability of the
instrument for this study.

Student Academic Achievement

As previously suggested, student academic achievement can be a good indicator
of the schools' effectiveness. In an article on the factors associated with academic
achievement, Yu (2017) stated that student academic achievement depended on many
factors that were internal and external to the school, the student, and the educational

community. The external factors that influenced the academic achievement of students



47
were classified as follows: (a) demographic factors, (b) socioeconomic factors, and (c)
cultural factors. Similarly, the internal factors that influenced the student’s academic
performance were (a) school infrastructure, (b) school environment, (c) extracurricular
practices, (d) curriculum and learning processes, and (e) school management (Yu, 2017).
Some evidence indicated that external and internal factors affect school success and
failure; however, controversy persists regarding the magnitude of a school’s impact on
the performance of students. As noted above, student achievement was a complex
construct and can adequately reflect whether a school was fulfilling its purpose and
mission (Egbert & Roe, 2014).

Students’ academic achievement was one of the most important performance
indicators of student success (Patton, 2017). Researchers have performed many studies
regarding the impact of school leadership on the academic performance of their students
(Alia, 2015). Effective principals use higher-order thinking skills to lead and influence
many complex factors and behaviors that influence the educational context. The sole
purpose of effective educational leadership was to positively affect the academic
achievement of students (Alia, 2015). Thus, leadership and effectiveness were related
concepts that influence students’ academic achievement.

This study involved using the seven indicators of instructional and organizational
effectiveness as proposed by Fitzpatrick (1998) to determine if there were any
statistically significant factors that influence students’ academic achievement. In this
study, and for purposes of statistical analysis, students’ academic achievement was

operationally defined by the achievement level (I, 11, 111, or IV) attained by students on
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the PLANEA test in two areas of competence: language arts and mathematics. The next
section includes an in-depth explanation of this national test.

The PLANEA test was the official national academic test for Mexico that
educators have used for several years to measure the academic achievement of students at
the high school level in public and private schools. Researchers have widely used the
PLANEA as a reliable test aligned with the Common Curricular Framework in two areas
of competence: language arts and mathematics. The fundamental purpose of the test was
to determine the extent to which students achieve a set of key learning skills as
established in the curriculum for different educational levels. This information on the
academic achievement of students was provided to federal education authorities and
local, decentralized agencies with the purpose of contributing to educational policy
decisions (Instituto Nacional para la Evaluacion de la Educacion, 2018c).

The PLANEA test includes evaluation of two academic disciplines: language arts
and mathematics. Educators consider both subjects as relevant for learning across other
fields of knowledge as well as fundamental to the mastery of the curriculum (Instituto
Nacional para la Evaluacion de la Educacion, 2018c). In the PLANEA test, there were
four levels of academic achievement. The levels of achievement were a critical reference
for the detailed analysis of the results because the results are cumulative; that was,
students who have acquired learning at a certain level also possess the knowledge
required in the lower levels (Instituto Nacional para la Evaluacion de la Educacion,
2018c). For this study, academic achievement was operationally defined using the scores

in language arts and mathematics for 483 students who completed the PLANEA in 2016.
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Further explanation regarding the treatment of student academic achievement data will be
explained in depth in Chapter 3.
Summary

The literature review included five sections. The first section presented an
analysis of the concept of organizational effectiveness. The second section included an
analysis of what organizational effectiveness means for educational institutions. The third
section included a description of the relationship between organizational effectiveness
and instructional effectiveness. In the fourth section, an analysis of models and indicators
used to evaluate instructional and organizational effectiveness in schools was conducted.
The fifth section included a description of the evolving concepts of student academic
achievement, the factors that most influence it, and the relationship of achievement and
the school effectiveness.

Organizational effectiveness has been a critical concern as to how organizations
and social groups obtain results related to mission and social purposes. A key conclusion
regarding the effectiveness of organizations was that it was one of the most important
goals for any organization, regardless of industry or sector (Basol & Dogerlioglu, 2014).
Researchers have studied organizational effectiveness as a construct rather than a single
definition and have proposed numerous models for the study of effectiveness.

Leaders of educational institutions cannot dismiss the need to understand
organizational effectiveness. Demonstrating organizational effectiveness constitutes a
serious challenge for leadership, especially when identifying the nature of the outcome.

However, researchers have agreed that student academic achievement appears to be a
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good indicator of effectiveness in schools, although not the only one. The way teachers
help students improve their academic achievement could also be an indicator of
effectiveness. Effectiveness refers to the ways that leaders and school authorities organize
a school and how they help students improve academic achievement.

From the literature review, it was concluded that instructional effectiveness could
be the cornerstone for effectiveness in schools. If the purpose of an effective school was
to teach students to become better people and citizens, then it was important to analyze
the patterns and processes of how the school was organized, as well as the systems that
school leaders use to deploy an effective and successful educational agenda. However,
similar to the concept of organizational effectiveness, instructional effectiveness was also
a complex construct whose components were not yet clear or precise. Many models and
approaches have emerged that provide new ways to assess, measure, and improve
instructional effectiveness.

Fitzpatrick’s (1998) model of instructional and organizational effectiveness was
based on seven indicators which school leaders could use when seeking efficiencies in
organizational structure and instructional design. The indicators for instructional
effectiveness were a quality curriculum, good instructional design, and systems and
methods to assess learning. The indicators for organizational effectiveness were an
educational agenda, good leadership for continuous improvement, community learning,
and a culture for continuous improvement and learning. Based on an analysis of five
different proposals for assessing instructional and organizational effectiveness in schools,

Fitzpatrick’s proposal appeared as the most comprehensive. This conclusion was based
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on Fitzpatrick’s inclusion of the elements of the other models and new perspectives that
previous researchers did not contemplate. Fitzpatrick’s (1998) model was the guiding
model used in the quantitative part of the study.

An essential part of this literature review was to review the concept of students’
academic achievement. As Egbert and Roe (2014) emphasized, students’ academic
achievement was a relevant descriptor of the instructional and organizational
effectiveness of a school. The fundamental purpose of this study was analyzing the
possible differences between groups classified according to their level of instructional
and organizational effectiveness about the academic performance of their students. For
this study, academic achievement was operationally defined as the achievement level of
483 students who participated in the PLANEA test in 2016.

The main objective of this literature review was to analyze six topics in depth: (a)
organizational effectiveness; (b) the different models of organizational effectiveness; (c)
the way school leaders visualize effectiveness in educational organizations; (d) the
relationship between organizational effectiveness and instructional effectiveness; (e) the
model proposed by Fitzpatrick (1998) from which the Survey of Organizational and
Instructional Effectiveness originated; (f) the definitions of students’ academic
achievement. This review served as support for quantitative analysis of the relationships
among the principals’ perceptions of organizational and instructional effectiveness and
the academic achievement of students. Chapter 3 includes a discussion of the research

method used in this study.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The study was a quantitative causal-comparative design with the purpose of
determining whether statistically significant between-group differences existed among
principals’ perceptions about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of high
schools and the academic achievement of the students. The participants were principals
of nine private and nonprofit high schools that comprise the UPAEP University High
School System. Data also consisted of the academic achievement results from 483
students who completed the PLANEA national standardized test in these schools in 2016.

The following research questions were addressed in the study:

Q1: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages of
language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools?

Q2: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages of
mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools?

The research took place through a quantitative causal-comparative study. Another
term for causal-comparative research was ex post facto. This type of research includes an
assumption that certain causes and effects have already occurred and were examined after
the fact. The design was common in educational research studies. In this type of study,
researchers try to determine the cause or consequence of differences that already exist

between groups of individuals. Causal-comparative research always involves a
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comparison of two or more groups. The findings obtained were suitable to discuss
whether evidence was sufficient regarding the between-group difference of schools
categorized according to the perceived instructional and organizational effectiveness of
their principals and the academic achievement of their students.

This chapter includes a discussion of the research methodology used in this study.
The chapter includes six subsections. The first section contains a description of the
research method and its use in a quantitative study. The second section contains a
description of the research design. In the third section, there was a presentation of the
instrument used to collect the data regarding the perceptions of school authorities
concerning the organizational and instructional effectiveness of the schools. In this
section, an explanation of the strategies used to gather students’ grades was presented.
The fourth section contains a description of the strategies selected to identify the
participants. The fifth section includes a description of the methods used for data
analysis. The limitations of the study were given in the sixth section.

Research Method

In his seminal book on research design, Creswell (2014) highlighted three
approaches for conducting research: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods. In
qualitative studies, researchers describe problems by exploring a concept or phenomenon
(Creswell, 2014). In a quantitative study, researchers address a problem by determining
which variables and factors influence specific outcomes (Creswell, 2014). This research
was a quantitative study based on the data collected from a self-administered survey of

high school principals and the analysis of data sets of high school students’ scores. The
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method was considered as deconstructive because it involved selecting a social episode or
event, breaking it down into data, and selectively focusing on particular aspects of the
phenomenon to make precise assumptions or inferences (Boesch, Schwaninger, Weber,
& Scholz, 2013). Surveys can be used to collect data and provide quantitative or
numerical descriptions of trends, attitudes, and opinions (Creswell, 2014). Researchers
use these methods to quantify a problem and generate numerical data to transform into
usable statistics (Salkind, 2016), which was a suitable method for this study.

Research Design

A quantitative causal-comparative study was suitable for examining if a
statistically significant between-group difference exists between principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of the high schools and the
academic achievement of the students. Cai (2015) affirmed that researchers use
quantitative methods to test social science theory by explaining the influence of culture
on processes and outcomes. Cai (2015) noted that researchers should consider the
following issues when designing a quantitative study: data measurement and analysis,
research design, and population and sampling. When researchers plan to test a hypothesis
or address a research question, they could use surveys or experiments (Creswell, 2014).

This research consisted of two parts: (a) an analysis of principals’ perceptions of
the instructional and organizational effectiveness of the schools so that schools could be
grouped according to five levels of effectiveness, and (b) an analysis of the scores of the
schools’ students in language arts and mathematics using a comparison of the average

scores among the groups of schools. The Survey of Instructional and Organizational
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Effectiveness was used to obtain the principals’ perceptions of the instructional and
organizational effectiveness of schools (Fitzpatrick, 1998). This instrument has two parts:
one part to collect perceptions of instructional effectiveness, and a second part to collect
perceptions of organizational effectiveness in schools. First, principals received a request
to respond to the survey concerning the perceptions of instructional effectiveness. Based
on the outcomes from the surveys, groups of schools were formed according to item
values for five levels of perception of effectiveness: 0 = no evidence of development or
implementation, 1 = low level of development and implementation, 2 = limited
development and/or partial implementation, 3 = fully functioning and operational level of
implementation, and 4 = an exemplary level of development and implementation.

The second part of the study involved analyzing the scores of the students from
the high schools. To determine the linear correlation between the students’ scores in
language arts and mathematics, Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated. A
Pearson correlation coefficient has a value between +1 and —1, where 1 was a total
positive linear correlation, 0 was no linear correlation, and —1 was a total negative linear
correlation. According to Salkind (2016), a value of the Pearson correlation coefficient
lower than .4 indicates a weak relationship between the variables, assuming
independence of the two variables. Table 3.1 includes the results for calculations of the
Pearson correlation coefficients for the students’ scores in language arts and mathematics.

According to these results, two ANOVAs were calculated.
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Table 3.1

Correlation between the Students” Scores in Language Arts and Mathematics

Language arts scores Mathematics scores
Language arts scores 1.00
Mathematics scores -.01 1.00

An ANOVA was used to determine if statistically significant differences exist
between students’ averages. If an ANOVA returns a statistically significant result, a
researcher can reject the null hypothesis (Ho) in favor of the alternative hypothesis.
Accepting the alternative means that at least two group means were statistically
significantly different from each other. The hypotheses for this research were as follows:

H1o: There is no statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H1a: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H2o: There is no statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of
the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H2a: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of

the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.
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As mentioned above, the quantitative statistical technique selected to answer the
research questions was the ANOVA. Researchers use ANOVA when examining the
mean differences among two or more levels of independent variables or when they want
to test the significance of these mean differences (Goos & Meintrup, 2016). The ANOVA
computations produce values for F statistics and associated p values. The level of
significance (Type | error) selected with the null hypothesis was .05. In both cases—the
ANOVA for language arts and the ANOVA for mathematics—the associated p values
resulted in less than the significance level (.05), which indicated that the mean
differences among the school groups were statistically significant; therefore, the null
hypotheses were rejected. Because the ANOVA results indicated some statistically
significant differences among mean scores for the school groups, a post hoc follow-up
test was performed.

Instrument

This study involved analyzing data collected from two sources. First, students’
academic achievement was operationally defined as the achievement level (1, II, 111, or
IV) in two areas of competence in the PLANEA test: language arts and mathematics.
These scores were freely available from the PLANEA website (Secretaria de Educacion
Pablica, 2013). Data related to the seven quality indicators of instructional and
organizational effectiveness consisted of principals’ responses to the Survey of
Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness (see Appendix A). This survey, developed
by Fitzpatrick (1998) at the NSSE, served as a tool to help school leaders identify the

strengths and opportunities of the effectiveness of organizational conditions. The basis of
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this survey was the seven research-based principles of school quality: curriculum,
instructional design, assessment, educational agenda, the leadership of school
improvement, community building, and culture of continuous improvement and learning
(Fitzpatrick, 1998). The survey was divided into two sections. Part A represents the
indicators of quality instructional systems and includes the following items:

e Curriculum development items (Items 1-3).

e Instructional strategies items (Items 4-7).

e Assessment of students’ learning items (Items 8-12).
Part B represents the indicators of quality organizational systems and includes the
following:

e Educational agenda items (Items 1-3).

e Leadership and school improvement items (Items 4-8).

e Community-building items (Items 9-10).

e Culture of continuous improvement and learning items (Items 11-12).

Principals received instructions to respond to statements about their high schools

by making a choice using a 5-point Likert-type scale. The item values ranged from 0 to 4,
with 0 = no evidence of development or implementation, 1 = low level of development
and implementation, 2 = limited development and/or partial implementation, 3 = fully
functioning and operational level of implementation, and 4 = an exemplary level of
development and implementation. NSSE authorized the use the Survey of Instructional

and Organizational Effectiveness for this study (see Appendix B).
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In accordance with Gilreath (2006), the use of Cronbach’s alpha reliability
analysis was used to determine the extent to which individual items in each part of the
survey related to one another. The alpha reliability coefficient for each part of the survey
was as follows:

e Part A, 12 items as indicators of quality instructional systems (o = .91).

e Part B, 12 items as indicators of quality organizational systems (o = .93).
Furthermore, Gilreath (2006) scaled the exploratory factor analysis conducted by
Fitzpatrick (1998) to determine the extent of clustering of the items in each part of the
survey (Part A and Part B) and the entire survey together. The results of these analyses
were as follows:

e Part A, the indicators of quality instructional systems, in which one

component solution accounted for 52% of the variance.

e Part B, indicators of quality organizational systems, in which one component

solution accounted for 58% of the variance.

e Part A and part B together, using a varimax rotation statistical technique the

two-component solution accounted for 55% of the variance (Fitzpatrick,
1998).

For the PLANEA test section of the study, qualities of good measurement were
assured. The PLANEA test was the national official academic test that educators have
used for several years in México. The PLANEA test was a widely used, objective, and a
standardized instrument for measuring student achievement; it aligns to the Common

Curricular Framework in two areas of competence: language arts and mathematics. The
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test has a unique version consisting of 50 questions on language arts and 50 questions on
mathematics. The Secretaria de Educacion Puablica first administered the test in 2015. In
2016, test administration took place in conjunction with the National Institute for the
Evaluation of Education. The results of the PLANEA test were categorized as four levels
of achievement: Level | represents a low (or insufficient) learning domain, Level Il
represents a basic learning domain, Level 111 represents a medium learning domain, and
Level IV represents a high learning domain. The National Institute for the Evaluation of
Education has not statistically assessed the reliability of PLANEA.

Participants

The sample for this study included principals and students’ test scores from the
nine high schools within the UPAEP University High Schools System. Nine principals
completed the Survey of Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness to determine their
perceptions of instructional and organizational effectiveness. The data set for student
achievement contained the PLANEA test scores from 483 high school seniors who
attended the nine UPAEP University High Schools in 2016. In both cases, the samples
were the populations; the principals of all nine high schools completed the survey. The
population included scores of all their high school students who completed the PLANEA
test in 2016, although, the final analysis included only the scores of the students who
successfully completed sections for both disciplines (language arts and mathematics) on
the PLANEA test. This sample size was 373 students. A power analysis, using the
G*Power software, for an ANOVA with three groups determined a sufficient sample size

at the .05 level, power of .80, and a medium effect size, f = 0.25 (Stokes & Allor, 2016).
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Based on the aforementioned values, the estimated sample size was 200; therefore, the
scores of 373 students were acceptable for the study.

When attempting to involve people as participants in research, the solicitation
method must be carefully considered (Goos & Meintrup, 2016). During this research,
ethics were properly addressed, and ethical considerations were maintained. Before
conducting the survey, the participants signed consent letters to indicate their agreement
to participate. Appendix C includes a sample of the consent letter used to authorize
participation and the use of data from the school. The identity of the participants
remained protected, and the analysis and findings do not contain any names. Personal
data were kept confidential. Data referring to the students’ scores in the PLANEA test
were public information, and access to the data was free.

Data Analysis Methods

The study included guantitative comparative methods to examine the between-
groups differences of schools categorized according to the perceived instructional and
organizational effectiveness of their principals and the academic achievement of their
students. The independent variables were the instructional and organizational
effectiveness perceptions variables: curriculum, instructional design, assessment,
educational agenda, the leadership of school improvement, community building, and
culture of continuous improvement. The dependent variables consisted of students’
achievement, as measured by the language arts and the mathematics levels of

achievement on the PLANEA test.
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As previously noted, the study included an ANOVA to examine if a statistically
significant between-group difference exists between principals’ perceptions regarding the
instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic
achievement of their students. The study involved analyzing students’ academic
achievement using their scores in language arts and mathematics on the PLANEA test.
According to the analysis of the Pearson correlation coefficient presented above, the
scenario involved performing two ANOVAs, one for language arts and another for
mathematics. The data for this analysis consisted of the students’ scores in the language
arts level of achievement from the nine high schools arranged into five groups according
to the principals’ level of perception of instructional and organizational effectiveness. A
second ANOVA, performed as a part of the second research question, contained five
groups of students’ scores from the mathematics level of achievement. The scores were
from all nine high schools and grouped according to the principals’ levels of perceptions
of instructional and organizational effectiveness.

After both ANOVAs were performed, the F statistic and its associated p value
were examined. If the p value was less than .05, then, the mean differences among the
school groups were statistically significant, and the null hypothesis could be rejected. The
use of an ANOVA test reveals if there were unequal variances between the groups, but
the differences between specific groups were not indicated. If the ANOVA results
indicated that the mean differences among the school groups were statistically significant,

a post hoc follow-up test was performed.
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If a significant F test was obtained then, researchers use post hoc tests to
determine which group(s) differ from others (Goos & Meintrup, 2016). Because the
groups were of unequal sizes, the appropriate post hoc test was the Tukey-Kramer
method (Goos & Meintrup, 2016). The Tukey-Kramer method was probably the most
commonly used post hoc test after a one-way ANOVA (McDonald, 2014). The Tukey-
Kramer method was a computation of the minimum significant difference between each
pair of means. The minimum significant difference depended on the size of the sample in
each group, the average variation within the groups, and the total number of the groups.
In the Tukey-Kramer method, if the difference observed between a pair of means was
greater than the minimum significant difference, means were significantly different
(McDonald, 2014). Thus, the procedures led to the determination of the significant
difference of the means of the groups and also which specific groups differed. Appendix
D details the flowchart of the quantitative research.

Limitations

Quantitative data were countable pieces of information that often collected
through tests, census, and from government statistics (Creswell, 2014). Moreover,
quantitative methods concern what, when, and who, and were not suitable for questions
of how and why (Creswell, 2014). According to Sudeshna (2016), a quantitative study
might entail eight limitations: (a) improper representation of the target population, (b)
lack of resources for data collection, (c) inability to control the environment, (d) limited

outcomes, (e) expensive and time consuming, (f) difficulty in data analysis, (g) extra
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resources to analyze the results, and (h) limited for interpreting the full complexity of
human experience or perceptions. The following were the limitations of this study:

a. Private high schools were the sources for data collection, and the results were
not generalizable to public institutions.

b. The data were from high school level, and no assumptions should be made
about generalizing results of this study to other educational levels.

c. The results generated from educational institutions and were not generalizable
to other types of organizations.

d. The study involved evaluating the differences between principals’ perceptions
regarding the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high
schools and the academic achievement of their students; other factors (e.g.,
social, ethnic, political), skills (e.g., emotional and intellectual), or disabilities
might also influence student academic achievement.

e. Availability of students’ scores was limited to the official PLANEA test
website and included only students with scores in both language arts and
mathematics.

f. The last limitation related to perceptions. The measurement of effectiveness
was based on the perceptions of the principals regarding the effectiveness of
their school, and therefore, may not represent the full complexity of their

reality.
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Summary

In this chapter, the methodological elements of the study were detailed. Given the
nature of the research questions, it was relevant to analyze the data using an ANOVA. In
the research method section, the study design was described as were the challenges
encountered during the process of data analysis. This chapter also included an in-depth
description of the research method, its design, the instrument, the participants, the method
used to analyze the data, and the limitations of the study. Chapter 4 will include the

findings of the study.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

Introduction

The purpose of this quantitative causal-comparative study was to examine if a

statistically significant difference exists between principals’ perceptions regarding the

instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic

achievement of their students. The participants for the study were the principals of nine

private, nonprofit high schools that comprise the UPAEP University High School

System. Data concerning the academic achievement were and publicly available; scores

from 483 students who completed the PLANEA test in 2016 were used.

In this study, the principals’ perceptions were examined concerning the

instructional and organizational effectiveness using the seven indicators of instructional

and organizational effectiveness of schools of quality as proposed by the NSSE

(Fitzpatrick, 1998):

a.

b.

g.

curriculum,

instructional design,

assessment,

educational agenda,

leadership of school improvement,
community building, and

culture of continuous improvement and learning.

These indicators comprise the concepts of instructional and organizational effectiveness.

Students’ academic achievement was operationally defined by the achievement level (1,
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I, 11, or V) attained on the PLANEA test in 2016 in two disciplines: language arts and
mathematics.
Presentation of Findings

Evidence from empirical research indicated that leaders of educational institutions
recognize a need to be effective; however, there was not yet an established set of criteria
for what effectiveness means (Gilreath, 2006; Jacob & Shari, 2013; Lee, 2013). This was
a problem because the lack of consensus regarding a unified system for measuring
effectiveness makes it difficult for oversight authorities, institutional leaders, faculty, and
students to compare one institution’s quality and effectiveness to another’s (Jacob &
Shari, 2013). Moreover, there was no clarity regarding the alignment between an
effective school and the fulfillment of the purpose of an educational institution, which
was the improvement of the academic performance of students.

The following research questions address the problem:

Q1: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages of
language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools?

Q2: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages of
mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools?

The hypotheses were as follows:
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H1o: There is no statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H1a: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H2o: There is no statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of
the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H2a: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of
the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

The tables that follow present the findings from the analyses. Table 4.1 presents
the academic achievement data set used for this study. As shown below, the study
included only 373 scores of students who successfully completed both academic

disciplines (language arts and mathematics) of the PLANEA test.
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Table 4.1
Data Set Comprised of the Number of Students who Successfully Completed the

Language Arts and Mathematics Sections of the PLANEA Test

High Last Grade PLANEA Completed both
School Enrolled Test Disciplines on PLANEA test
#1 50 36 34

#2 30 30 30

#3 80 35 34

#4 22 19 19

#5 54 38 33

#6 46 38 37

#7 63 37 35

#8 90 70 58

#9 206 180 93

Total 641 483 373

Note. From a total of 641 students enrolled in the 9 UPAEP high schools, only 483 responded to the
PLANEA test, of these, only 373 successfully completed both disciplines of the test. Therefore, for this
study, it was contemplated this last group of 373 students who successfully completed both the language
arts part and the mathematics part of the test.

The two groups of students’ scores from the high schools examined in this study
were language arts and mathematics as classified into the four levels of academic
achievement (I, 11, 111, 1V). Tables 4.2 and 4.3 contain the frequencies of the students’
scores according to the four levels of achievement and separated by the two disciplines of

the test (language arts and mathematics).
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Students’ Language Arts Scores According to the Four Levels of Achievement
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Language arts scores by level

High school I I Il v

#1 2 4 16 12

#2 2 14 7

#3 3 8 18 5

#4 2 7 8 2

#5 2 7 16 8

#6 2 10 18 7

#7 2 6 18 9

#8 11 25 15 7

#9 10 21 53 9

Total 36 95 176 66
Note. The information was presented in frequencies of students according to the level of academic
achievement (I, I1, 111, 1V) in the PLANEA test, in language arts, and grouped according to their high

school. Levels of academic achievement in the PLANEA test: (1) Insufficient achievement, (I1) essential
achievement, (111) satisfactory achievement, and (V) outstanding achievement.

Table 4.3

Students’ Mathematics Scores According to the Four Levels of Achievement

Mathematics scores by level

High school I I I v
#1 3 9 15 7
#2 4 8 14 4
#3 10 15 8 1
#4 3 6 1 1
#5 9 21 0 3
#6 10 20 5 2
#7 8 12 13 2
#8 11 28 13 6
#9 10 41 29 13
Total 68 160 98 39

Note. The information was presented in frequencies of students according to the level of academic
achievement (1, I1, 111, 1V) in the PLANEA test, in mathematics, and grouped according to their high

school. Levels of academic achievement in the PLANEA test: (1) Insufficient achievement, (I1) essential
achievement, (111) satisfactory achievement, and (IV) outstanding achievement.



71

Table 4.4 shows the experience level of the principals. Of those who responded to
the instructional and organizational effectiveness survey, 66.6% had between four and 10
years of experience, 11.1% had between 10 and 20 years of experience, and 22.2% had
more than 20 years of experience.
Table 4.4

Years of Experience of Principals

Years of experience n %
4-10 6 66.60
10-20 1 11.10
More than 20 2 22.20
Total 9 100.00

Table 4.5 contains a description of the instructional and organizational
effectiveness of the principals in this study. Principals’ perceptions of effectiveness were
measured from their responses to the Survey of Instructional and Organizational
Effectiveness, ranging from 0 to 4, with 0 = no evidence of development or
implementation, 1 = low level of development and implementation, 2 = limited
development and/or partial implementation, 3 = fully functioning and operational level of
implementation, and 4 = an exemplary level of development and implementation. As
shown in Table 4.5, none of the nine principals perceived themselves as having no
evidence of development or a low level of development. About 22.2% perceived
themselves as performing a limited development or partial level of implementation,

44.4% perceived themselves as performing a fully functioning and operational level of
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implementation, and 33.3% described themselves as having an exemplary level of
development and implementation. Table 4.5 presents the three groups of high schools’
scores that were used in the ANOVA.

Table 4.5

Principals’ Perceptions of the Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness

Level of Effectiveness n %
No evidence of development or implementation 0 0
Low level of development and implementation 0 0
Limited development and/or partial implementation 2 22.20
Fully functioning and operational level of implementation 4 44.40
Exemplary level of development and implementation 3 33.30

Total 9 100.00

Note. At first, five levels of perceived effectiveness was considered; however, after applying the survey of
instructional and organizational effectiveness the high schools were distributed only in three groups
according to the perceptions of the effectiveness of their principals.

According to Fitzpatrick (1998), the instructional and organizational effectiveness
level was composed of the level of instructional effectiveness and organizational
effectiveness. Both levels of effectiveness consist of the seven factors of effectiveness
described in the Fitzpatrick model. Table 4.6 presents the levels of effectiveness achieved
by each high school and organized according to the effectiveness factors of the

Fitzpatrick model.
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Table 4.6

Effectiveness Level Achieved by High Schools According to the Fitzpatrick Model

Fitzpatrick’s model High schools

Effectiveness Indicators #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9
Instructional effectiveness
Curriculum 4
Instructional design 3
Assessment 3
Instructional effectiveness level 4

W w N w
W N W w
W NN W
W NN wWww
W w N w
B W w b
W NN W
A 0w b

Organizational effectiveness
Educational agenda
Leadership for school

improvement
Community building
Culture of continuous
improvement and learning
Organizational effectiveness level

A W B~ W s

Instructional and organizational
effectiveness level

A D W B~ B~ b
w | M W ow b~
w | W A~ M~ W
NN N W W N
w | W A~ w b
i O I O O O S R
NN W N W
O I N N N O

3

Note. The level of effectiveness perceived by the principals was presented. The information was
disaggregated for each of the seven indicators of effectiveness proposed by Fitzpatrick (1998). It also
presented the cumulative of perceived effectiveness both for the instructional effectiveness as for the
organizational effectiveness, and in the end, the cumulative total result of both.

Descriptive Statistics

Tables 4.7 and 4.8 contain descriptive statistics, including the means, standard
derivations, and sample sizes for both dependent variables (language arts and
mathematics) for each group of independent variables (instructional and organizational

effectiveness level).
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Table 4.7

Descriptive Statistics for Language Arts Scores

Instructional and organizational effectiveness level Mean SD n
Limited development and/or partial implementation 2.39 .93 69
Fully functioning and operational level of implementation 2.83 83 134
Exemplary level of development and implementation 2.82 83 162
Total 2.74 86 365

Table 4.8

Descriptive Statistics for Mathematics Scores

Instructional and organizational effectiveness level Mean SD n
Limited development and/or partial implementation 2.20 .88 69
Fully functioning and operational level of implementation 2.10 86 134
Exemplary level of development and implementation 2.49 89 162
Total 2.30 89 365

ANOVA Assumptions

Prior to the use of the ANOVA, it was important to ensure that the data sets
complied with the six assumptions that underpin the one-way ANOVA. The first four
assumptions were as follows: the dependent variable (academic achievement) was
measured at a continuous level; the independent variables (instructional and
organizational effectiveness levels) consist of two or more categorical, independent
(unrelated) groups; there was no relationship between the observations in each group or
between the groups themselves; and univariate outliers were examined for language arts
and mathematics scores. An outlier was any value that fell outside the range of +3.29

standard deviations from the mean (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). According to the



75
outliers’” analysis, no outliers were detected for both language arts and mathematics
scores variables.

The fifth assumption was as follows: Shapiro-Wilk tests were conducted to
determine whether the distributions of language arts and mathematics scores were
approximately normally distributed. The following variables were normally distributed:
language arts scores (W = 0.99, p < .248) and mathematics scores (W =0.99, p < .477).
Table 4.9 presents the Shapiro-Wilk test results for both data sets.

Table 4.9

Shapiro-Wilk Test Results

Variable W p
Language arts scores 0.994 <0.248
Mathematics scores 0.995 <0.477

The final assumption was the following: Levene’s test was used to determine the
homogeneity of variances for both score’s datasets. Levene’s test for equality of variance
was used to assess whether the homogeneity of variance assumption was met (Goos &
Meintrup, 2016). The homogeneity of variance assumption requires the variance of the
dependent variable was approximately equal in each group. First, a Levene’s test was
conducted for language arts scores grouped by the level of instructional and
organizational effectiveness. The result was not statistically significant, F(2,362) = 2.20,
p =.112, which indicated that there was homogeneity of variance. Similarly, Levene’s
test was conducted for mathematics scores grouped by the level of instructional and

organizational effectiveness. The result of Levene’s test was not statistically significant,
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F(2,362) = 2.41, p = .091, which indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of
variance was also met.
Research Question 1 Findings

Research question 1 was as follows: Is there a statistically significant between-
group difference in the averages of language arts scores in high schools grouped
according to the principals’ perceptions about the instructional and organizational
effectiveness of their schools? The use of a one-way ANOVA determined if students’
language arts scores were different for groups with different perceptions of instructional
and organizational effectiveness levels. Language arts scores composed three groups
according to the perceptions of instructional and organizational effectiveness levels:
limited development and/or partial implementation (n = 69), fully functioning and
operational level of implementation (n = 134), and exemplary level of development and
implementation (n = 162). There was a statistically significant difference between groups
as determined by one-way ANOVA, F(2,362) = 7.27, p = .001. A Tukey post-hoc test
revealed that students’ academic achievement in language arts was statistically
significantly different in the fully functioning and operational level of implementation
group compared to the limited development and/or partial implementation group (.43 £
125, p =.002). Also, the Tukey post-hoc test revealed that students’ academic
achievement in language arts was statistically significantly different in the exemplary
level of development and implementation group compared to the limited development
and/or partial implementation group (.42 + .12, p =.001). However, there were no

statistically significant differences between the fully functioning and operational level of
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implementation and exemplary level of development and implementation groups (-.0073
+.099, p =.997).

Research Question 2 Findings

Research question 2 was as follows: Is there a statistically significant between-
group difference in the averages of mathematics scores in high schools grouped
according to the principals’ perceptions about the instructional and organizational
effectiveness of their schools? The use of a one-way ANOVA determined if students’
mathematics scores were different for groups with different perceptions of instructional
and organizational effectiveness levels. Mathematics scores were classified into three
groups according to the perceptions of instructional and organizational effectiveness
levels: limited development and/or partial implementation (n = 69), fully functioning and
operational level of implementation (n = 134), and exemplary level of development and
implementation (n = 162). There was a statistically significant difference between groups
as determined by one-way ANOVA, F(2,362) = 7.71, p = .0005. A Tukey post-hoc test
revealed that students’ academic achievement in mathematics was statistically
significantly different in the exemplary level of development and implementation group
compared to the fully functioning and operational level of implementation group (.38 +
.10, p =.0003). Also, the Tukey post-hoc test revealed that students’ academic
achievement in mathematics was statistically significantly different in the exemplary
level of development and implementation group compared to the limited development
and/or partial implementation group (.29 + .13, p =.056). However, there were no

statistically significant differences between the fully functioning and operational level of
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implementation and the limited development and/or partial implementation groups (-.098
+.13, p=.729).

Correlations between Effectiveness Indicators and Dependent Variables

The use of a Pearson correlation analysis provided results concerning the factors
that were influential on the students’ academic achievement. Table 4.10 shows the
Pearson correlation coefficient for each variable described in the instructional and
organizational effectiveness model proposed by Fitzpatrick (1998).
Table 4.10

Correlations between Effectiveness Indicators and Dependent Variables

Language arts ~ Mathematics

Effectiveness indicators scores scores
Instructional effectiveness 0.08 0.19
Curriculum 0.08 0.19
Instructional design 0.11 0.05
Assessment 0.12 0.18
Organizational effectiveness 0.19 0.05
Educational agenda 0.14 0.11
The leadership of school improvement 0.13 0.11
Community building 0.18 -0.12
Culture of continuous improvement 0.11 0.12
Summary

This chapter presented the findings of the data that was collected and analyzed for
the given study. Principals’ responses on the survey provided their perceptions about the
instructional and organizational effectiveness of their school and served to explore the
between-group differences in the averages of language arts and mathematics scores

grouped according to these perceptions. A one-way ANOVA and Tukey’s post hoc test
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were used to test the hypotheses of the study. Evidence suggested rejecting hypotheses
H1o and H2o and accepting the hypotheses that there were statistically significant
between - group differences in the averages of language arts scores (H14) and
mathematics scores (H2a) in high schools grouped according to the principals’
perceptions of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools. An in-

depth discussion of these results will be presented in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
Introduction

The effectiveness of a school should be considered a serious concern that
educational leaders and government authorities must address to help students achieve
better levels of academic achievement. In this regard, in 1998, Fitzpatrick together with
the board of directors of the NSSE defined the most critical questions of any educational
agenda: what were the characteristics of a good school, which practical means and
methods may be employed to evaluate the effectiveness of a school, and which means
and processes were used by a school to improve (Fitzpatrick, 1998)? Since then,
developing meaningful answers to these questions has continued to drive the work of
researchers, educators, and policymakers to improve student achievement on assessment
tests and allow international comparisons (Powell, 2017). Even though in Mexico there
have been significant advances in education, there was still much to understand about the
essential components of an effective school.

The purpose of this study was to examine if a statistically significant difference
exists between principals’ perceptions regarding the instructional and organizational
effectiveness of their high schools and the academic achievement of their students. The
focus of this study was on the principals of nine private, nonprofit high schools that
comprise the UPAEP University High School System and the academic achievement of
483 students in these schools who completed the PLANEA national standardized test in
2016. The study consisted of two parts. The first part built upon the analysis of

principals’ perceptions of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their
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schools to group their high schools according to five levels of effectiveness. The second
part consisted of an analysis of the scores of language arts and mathematics using a
comparison of the means between the groups of schools. After performing both analyses,
the results showed that there were statistically significant differences between principals’
perceptions of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high schools and
the academic achievement of their students. These results were discussed in depth in this
chapter.

This chapter included a discussion of the implications of the results presented in
Chapter 4. First, the analyses were discussed as possible explanations for the findings and
their convergence with or divergence from the literature. An in-depth discussion about
the applicability of the findings and conclusions to the problem statement followed. A
detailed discussion of how leaders can apply the study findings was also presented. This
chapter concluded with recommendations for further research and a discussion about how
practitioners and researchers may use the findings and conclusions to implement change
and address the problem.

Discussion of Findings and Conclusions

The main findings of this study included the statistically significant between-
group differences in the averages of language arts and mathematics scores in high schools
grouped according to the principals’ perceptions about the instructional and
organizational effectiveness of their schools. The following research questions were
developed to examine the possible differences between groups of scores categorized

according to the level of effectiveness perceived by high school:
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QL1: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages of
language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools?

Q2: Is there a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages of
mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
about the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools?

Subsequently, the hypotheses were as follows:

H1o: There is no statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H1a: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of language arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions
of the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H2o: There is no statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of
the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

H2a: There is a statistically significant between-group difference in the averages
of mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of
the instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools.

Regarding the analysis of the language arts scores groups, the descriptive statistics
showed that there was a difference in the means between the three groups of scores. The

highest average was found for the exemplary level of development and implementation
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group versus the other two groups, which were the limited development and partial
implementation, and fully functioning and operational level of implementation. The
results from an ANOVA verified the statistical significance of this difference. Results
showed that a statistically significant between-group difference existed between the
scores of the groups organized by the effectiveness level perceived by their principal. A
Tukey post-hoc test revealed that students’ academic achievement in language arts was
statistically significantly different in the fully functioning and operational level of
implementation group compared to the limited development and/or partial
implementation group. Also, the Tukey post-hoc test revealed that students’ academic
achievement in language arts was statistically significantly different in the exemplary
level of development and implementation group compared to the limited development
and/or partial implementation group. The post-hoc test confirmed a statistical difference
between the groups with a lower level of perceived effectiveness.

Regarding the analysis of the mathematics scores groups, the descriptive statistics
similarly showed that a difference existed in the means between the three groups of
scores. The group, exemplary level of development and implementation, also showed the
highest average with respect to the other two groups: limited development and partial
implementation, and fully functioning and operational level of implementation, but a
lower average than the group with the highest average on language arts. Unlike the
analysis of the language arts score, the averages of the math scores of the three groups
did not result in an ascending scale per level of perceived effectiveness. The group with

the lowest level of effectiveness had a higher average than the second group which had a
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relatively higher level of perceived effectiveness. To verify the statistical significance of
this apparent difference, an ANOVA was also performed. Results showed that there was
a statistically significant between-group difference between the scores’ groups organized
by the effectiveness level perceived by their principal. A Tukey post-hoc test revealed
that students’ academic achievement in mathematics was statistically significantly
different for the exemplary level of development and implementation group compared to
the fully functioning and operational level of implementation group. Also, the Tukey
post-hoc test revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in the students’
academic achievement in mathematics in the exemplary level of development and
implementation group compared to the limited development and/or partial
implementation group. The post-hoc test confirmed that there was a difference between
the groups of scores, but that the difference was statistically significant for the groups
with a higher level of perceived effectiveness.

To examine the relationships among the variables, a Pearson correlation analysis
was conducted using Fitzpatrick’s (1998) seven components of school effectiveness and
the scores in PLANEA test for both language arts and mathematics disciplines. As shown
in Table 4.10, the value of the variable related to organizational effectiveness in language
arts scores was higher than the value of the variable related to instructional effectiveness.
In contrast to this, the value of the variable related to instructional effectiveness in
mathematics scores was higher than the value of the variable related to organizational
effectiveness. In general, evidence suggests that instructional effectiveness has a stronger

relationship with the academic achievement of students.
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The findings of this study suggested eleven conclusions: four main conclusions

related to the entire study, three specific conclusions for research question 1, and four

specific conclusions for research question 2. The first four conclusions that relate to the

study as a whole were presented first. Afterward, specific conclusions for each research

question were analyzed in depth in the following sections. Results of the main analysis

suggested the following four conclusions:

1. The results indicated that a difference exists in the way that students perform

in both mathematics and language arts. The finding that the average scores of
the language arts groups were greater than those in mathematics supports this
conclusion.

A relationship exists between the level of effectiveness perceived by a
principal and the level of academic achievement of that principal’s students.
Findings from the ANOVA analysis supported this most important conclusion
of this study.

Instructional effectiveness has a stronger correlation with the academic
achievement of students than organizational effectiveness. Evidence suggests
that by paying more attention to curriculum deployment, instructional design,
and assessment techniques, students can achieve at higher levels of academic
achievement.

Assessment was the variable with the strongest correlation with the academic
achievement; the variable with the lowest correlation was community

building. Evidence suggests that by giving priority to strategies for student
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evaluation, schools would perform better; and although the relationship of the
school with its stakeholders was important, it was not as important as the
instructional priorities of the educational process.

Research Question 1 Conclusions

Evidence indicated that high schools in which their principal perceived that they
were inefficient had lower levels of student academic achievement in language arts. A
hypothesis was that there was a between-group difference in the averages of language
arts scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of the
instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools. The findings support this
hypothesis and suggest three important conclusions regarding research question 1:

1. The between-group difference in the averages of language arts scores was
higher in groups with lower levels of perceived effectiveness. Groups of
students in schools with low levels of perceived effectiveness attained lower
levels of academic achievement in language arts.

2. Organizational effectiveness variables have a stronger correlation with the
academic achievement of students in language arts. According to Rao (2016),
the learning of language has a lot to do with external factors external to the
student (e.g., motivation, support at home, community networks, and prior
knowledge). These variables could be associated with the organizational
effectiveness variables described by Fitzpatrick (1998). Evidence suggests
that by paying more attention to the educational agenda, the leadership of

school improvement, community building, and fostering a culture of
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continuous improvement, students can attain higher levels of achievement in
language arts.

3. The variable with the highest correlation with the academic achievement of
students in language arts was community building; on the contrary, the
variable with the lowest correlation with academic achievement of students in
language arts was the curriculum. Evidence suggests that external and
organizational factors of the school were more influential than internal and
instructional factors were on the academic achievement of language arts
students.

Research Question 2 Conclusions

Evidence indicated that high schools in which their principal perceived that they
were efficient reached higher levels of student academic achievement in mathematics. A
hypothesis was that there was a between-group difference in the average mathematics
scores in high schools grouped according to the principals’ perceptions of the
instructional and organizational effectiveness of their schools. The findings support this
hypothesis and suggest four important conclusions regarding research question 2:

1. The between-group difference in the averages of mathematics was higher in
groups with higher levels of perceived effectiveness. Groups of students in
schools with high levels of perceived effectiveness obtain higher levels of
academic achievement in mathematics.

2. Inthe case of the analysis of the mathematics scores and only in effectiveness

perception levels 2 and 3 (fully functioning and operational level of



88
implementation and limited development and/or partial implementation),
evidence suggests that the perceptions of principals regarding the
effectiveness of their school were not necessarily directly proportional to the
level of their students’ academic achievement.

3. Instructional effectiveness variables have a stronger correlation with the
academic achievement of students in mathematics. Evidence suggests that by
paying more attention to curriculum deployment, instructional design, and
assessment techniques, students can demonstrate higher performance in
mathematics.

4. The variable with the highest correlation with the academic achievement of
students in mathematics was curriculum; on the contrary, the variable with the
lowest correlation with academic achievement of students in mathematics was
community building. Evidence suggests that the academic achievement of
students in mathematics has much more to do with the instructional strategies
rather than with the school's organization per sec.

Application of Findings and Conclusions to the Problem Statement

The problem addressed by this research study was the absence of an established
set of criteria for what effectiveness means in educational institutions (Gilreath, 2006;
Jacob & Shari, 2013; Lee, 2013). The lack of consensus regarding a unified system for
measuring the effectiveness makes it difficult for oversight authorities, institutional
leaders, faculty, and students to compare one institution’s quality and effectiveness to

another’s (Jacob & Shari, 2013). Moreover, there was no clarity regarding the alignment
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between an effective school and improvements in the academic achievement of its
students.

As stated before, one of the theoretical aims of this study was to explore the
relevance of instructional and organizational effectiveness variables about the academic
achievement of students. The following were four of the main challenges of education in
Mexico: (a) high levels of school dropout, (b) the low academic achievement of students,
(c) current educational demands for innovative and specific skills and competencies, and
(d) the diversity between the numerous subsystems at the high school level (Instituto
Nacional para la Evaluacion de la Educacion, 2018a). These challenges make clear the
need for an instrument to help school authorities evaluate and compare the effectiveness
of their schools. All contributions in this regard will help educational leaders to detect
areas for improvement and opportunities for instructional and organizational
effectiveness to help their students to improve their levels of school performance.

An important contribution of this study, that extends the previous literature and
theoretical understanding of expertise, was the exploration of the potential relationship
between principals’ perceptions of effectiveness and the academic achievement of their
students as well as the proposal of a robust and concise analysis for educational
authorities to assess the academic achievement of students in relation to the effectiveness
of their school. Researchers and school leaders have proposed numerous approaches to
increase effectiveness in schools, but little research has been conclusive regarding how to
achieve such effectiveness (Ashraf & Kadir, 2012; Jacob & Shari, 2013). This study

extends the affirmation of Mitchell et al. (2015) that student academic achievement might
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have some relationship to the effectiveness of culture, leadership, and strategic decisions
made in schools.

School effectiveness concerns the series of decisions that educational authorities
make based on the curriculum, the characteristics of the students, the characteristics and
commitment of their teachers, and the educational agenda pursued. One important
recommendation was to create a reliable instrument to evaluate the components of
effectiveness, and Fitzpatrick’s Survey of Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness
(1998) could be a valid instrument to evaluate effectiveness in schools.

Some researchers have expanded the area of study regarding organizational
effectiveness (Ashraf & Kadir, 2012; Gilreath, 2006; Jacob & Shari, 2013; Lee, 2013);
however, there were still issues to resolve, as the most critical factors that influence the
effectiveness of organizations remained unclear. In this regard, Jacob and Shari (2013)
noted school leaders concerns regarding the effectiveness of their schools highlighting
students’ academic achievement as a good predictor of the effectiveness.

As an important complement to this study, a correlation analysis was conducted
between the variables that define the level of instructional and organizational
effectiveness of a school, according to the model of Fitzpatrick (1998). The purpose of
this analysis was to investigate the relationships of variables to the academic achievement
of students. Even though the Pearson coefficient was small in magnitude for most of the
variables, as shown in Table 4.10, the variable with the strongest relationship to
instructional effectiveness in language arts was assessment, and the variable with the

strongest relationship to instructional effectiveness in mathematics was the curriculum.
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Similarly, the variable that related to organizational effectiveness in language arts the
most was community building, and the variable with the strongest relationship to
organizational effectiveness in mathematics was a culture of continuous improvement. In
this sense, language arts scores variable had a strong correlation with organizational
effectiveness and mathematics scores variable had a higher correlation with instructional
effectiveness.

The findings of this study indicated that a relationship exists between the
principals’ perceptions of effectiveness and the academic achievement of their students.
The relationship means that it could be plausibly stated that school principals have
influence on the academic achievement of their students. Future researchers could
explore this possibility by examining new effectiveness assessment instruments within
different contexts and across different educational levels.

Application to Leadership

Leadership has been a concept that many researchers have studied and defined
throughout history. According to Malik, Aziz, and Hassan (2014), leadership refers to the
process of influencing and motivating people to elicit certain behaviors and common
goals. The main goal of a leader could be to meet this premise in the most effective and
most efficient way. Thus, researchers and academics have tried to organize and
systematize leadership by proposing many theories of leadership. Based on the guiding
principles of path-goal leadership theory, in 1978, Burns discussed a new transformative
theory based on the support and commitment of leaders toward their followers (Vito,

Higgins, & Denney, 2014; Sun, 2017). This commitment should extend to the point of
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full development, both professionally and personally, of leaders and followers. Bass
further developed the theory and described it as the transformational leadership theory
(Ronald, 2014). The most critical assumption in this theory was the transcendence of
followers’ interests, which motivates them to accomplish collective force-based results
(Ronald, 2014). In sum, leadership refers to the promotion of behaviors to achieve
organizational goals through the construction of quality interpersonal relationships,
motivation, and the personal and professional development of employees (Drugus &
Landoy, 2014).

The very essence of school leadership has been changing. Bouchard (2014) noted
that new pressures around accountability, globalization, and competition have led to a
need for strong leadership in educational organizations. Thus, the leadership profile of
educational authorities can be the most important factor of an effective school (Moir et
al., 2014). The way employees perceive the leadership of their authorities has a great
impact on the effectiveness of their work, and therefore, on the effectiveness of the entire
organization (Muduli, 2015). This study involved discussing and challenging the
conventional definitions for an effective school. A reliable approach was proposed for
evaluating both instructional and organizational effectiveness in educational settings. The
specific leadership problem addressed in this research was whether there was sufficient
evidence to confirm that a particular leadership profile of a high school principal
influences the effectiveness of a school, and therefore, the academic achievement of the
students. Results of the study confirmed this statement; and a conclusion was made that

was consistent with Nolan (2017), effectiveness in organizations depended on the
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effectiveness of their leaders, and leadership was the cornerstone of organizational
effectiveness.

Recommendations for Action

In Mexico, a close relationship exists between the quality of the education, the
organization of schools, and student learning. An analysis of the results of the latest
standardized tests on students’ academic achievement levels indicated that the students
who obtain the lowest results were those who attend schools with fewer possibilities and
resources to deploy adequate strategies for school instruction and organization (Instituto
Nacional para la Evaluacion de la Educacion, 2018d). Thus, school leaders fail both in
the organization and in the instruction processes of their schools, and therefore their
schools were ineffective in the achievement levels of their students' academic
performance.

The findings of this study have implications for future actions and future research
into the process for assessing effectiveness in schools. Mexico has been experiencing an
educational emergency that requires immediate action to understand the new era and
educate better citizens through relevant and innovative models (Instituto Nacional para la
Evaluacion de la Educacion, 2018d). A better understanding of the factors that most
influence the effectiveness of schools would help overcome the challenges facing
education in Mexico. Because of the importance and urgency to overcome these
challenges, there were at least four recommendations to take action using the findings of

this study.
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First, evidence suggests the degree of effectiveness perceived by a high school
principal related to the academic achievement of the students. This relationship appeared
to be true for high schools whose principals perceived them as exemplarily efficient with
respect to the successful performance of their students in mathematics. It also seemed to
be true for high schools whose principals perceived them as ineffective with respect to
the deficient performance of their students in language arts. However, as explained in
Chapter 4, at least two paths were not significant: (a) high degree of effectiveness
perceived by a principal can be related to students’ higher academic achievement in
language arts, and (b) lower degree of effectiveness perceived by a principal can be
related to a lower student’s academic achievement in mathematics. Therefore, leaders
could explore alternative models to investigate whether a modified approach better
explains the influence or relationship between instructional and organizational
effectiveness principals' perceptions and the academic achievement of their students.

Second, the methodology used in this study was based on a comparison of the
overall results of the Survey of Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness proposed
by Fitzpatrick (1998); this means that the comparisons of the variances of the groups
were made only with the sum of the results of the seven variables of the survey. In the
future, researchers could inquire about the between-group difference in the means of
language arts scores and mathematics scores in high schools grouped according to the
principals’ perceptions of each one of the seven variables of the survey. This exercise
will help to understand which variable there is a greater difference, and therefore, to

confirm a greater influence of this variable on the academic achievement of the students.
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The findings presented in this study can serve as a starting point to identify and compare
the strengths and weaknesses of a school in relation to the academic achievement of its
students. Principals and teachers could use this study as a guide for the elaboration of
strategic plans for the improvement of school effectiveness.

Third, evidence suggests that a difference exists in the way students learn
mathematics and language arts. The greater magnitude of the average scores of language
arts group over the mathematics group supports this conclusion. The variable with the
greatest influence on the academic achievement of students in language arts was
community building. The variables grouped under Fitzpatrick’s (1998) notion of
organizational effectiveness stand out because they were highly correlated with greater
academic achievement of students in language arts. Therefore, school leaders could
explore the main components of support communities and stakeholders in the school, to
identify those with greater influence on the academic performance of students, e.g., those
with the greater influence on school performance and those who support student learning
of communication skills. Principals could take advantage of this proposal by integrating
into their strategic school plans the building support networks with the community.

Fourth, the variables grouped under Fitzpatrick’s (1998) notion of instructional
effectiveness stood out because they were highly correlated with the academic
achievement of students in mathematics. The variable with the strongest influence on the
academic achievement of students in mathematics was curriculum. This finding was
intuitive because the fundamental basis of mathematics learning was based on

demonstrable theoretical principles through logic and in a multidisciplinary way.
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However, the curriculum can be a complex construct of criteria, study plans, programs,
methodologies, and processes that contribute to a comprehensive education. Therefore,
future practices could include the exploration of the specific elements of the curriculum
that most influence academic achievement in mathematics. At the same time,
policymakers could use the findings of this study to complement the so-called Common
Curriculum Frame, an important component of the educational reform in Mexico
(Secretaria de Educacion Publica, 2016).

The third and fourth points stated above were supported by the findings from
correlation analysis of the seven variables from the Survey of Instructional and
Organizational Effectiveness (Fitzpatrick, 1998) and the academic achievement of
students. Evidence suggested that a well-designed curriculum and the building of support
networks with the community were the key elements of an effective educational
institution. However, the variables of instructional effectiveness were more influential
than variables of organizational effectiveness on the academic achievement of students.
Thus, schools that were not performing well could have provided better curricula and
instructional strategies to enable students to reach higher levels of academic achievement.

Recommendations for Further Research

There were still some issues that were not explored in this research. Some have to
do with in-depth research of issues related to organizational effectiveness and the
academic achievement of the students, and others with methodological aspects of the
investigation. Because the findings of the study suggested that: (a) a relationship existed

between the level of effectiveness perceived by a principal and the level of academic
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achievement of their students, (b) groups of students in schools with low levels of
perceived effectiveness attained lower levels of academic achievement in language arts,
and (c) groups of students in schools with high levels of perceived effectiveness obtain
higher levels of academic achievement in mathematics, there were at least three issues
that could be explored further.

The first issue could be to expand the study results using a qualitative research
design. The purpose of the qualitative study would be to investigate elements and factors
that affect the school effectiveness but do not necessarily appear in the survey used in this
study. Using this approach, other factors that differentiate students’ academic
achievement in language arts versus mathematics could be explored. A mixed method
research study could confirm and extend the findings from this quantitative study by
including qualitative methods. The premise of mixed methods research is that qualitative
and quantitative methods used in combination, can provide a better understanding of a
research problem than either research approach alone (Creswell, 2014). It might be
interesting to use interviews, observations, and documents collected as a part of the
qualitative methods for comparison to the findings presented in this study.

The second issue that could be explored further would be to compare the
differences between the perceptions of effectiveness and the level of academic
achievement of students in private schools versus public schools. One of the crucial
issues on the agenda of the 21st century in Latin America has been the expansion of the
private sector as a provider of educational services helping to solve the educational

coverage needs that the public sector cannot address (Miller & De Garay, 2015).
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Challenged with the problem of meeting the demand and thus offering better education,
governments have faced a structural limitation: The lack of sufficient public resources to
take responsibility for expanding the capacity of public institutions (Miller & De Garay,
2015). The result has been the creation of public policies with the aim of encouraging the
growth of the private sector in the country. However, there were still questions to be
answered, such as the following: a) Has the growth of the private sector has also brought
an improvement in the academic achievement of their students?, b) Does the provision of
greater resources to the private sector guarantee that the academic achievement of their
students will improve accordingly?, c) Is there a difference between the academic
achievement of students from public versus private schools?

Finally, the third issue that researchers could analyze further is the relationship
between perceptions of school effectiveness and students' academic achievement through
different educational levels. A gap in knowledge exists about these relationships for
different educational levels, such as primary, secondary, higher education, or different
modalities as adult learning or online learning. Researchers could explore the differences
among students’ maturity levels from childhood to adulthood, and educational levels
from primary education to higher education to understand school authorities’ perceptions
of effectiveness and student achievement. For example, children in primary education
could be influenced by these perceptions distinctly as compared to adults in higher
education, and consequently, their academic performance could be affected differently.
Similarly, there could be a greater probability of influencing the academic achievements

of students in a face-to-face modality versus online modality.
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Concluding Statement

Based on the discussion of the results, several conclusions arise from this study.
First, although research on the effectiveness of many kinds of organizations has been
exhaustive, there were many questions remaining for researchers to study regarding the
implementation of organizational effectiveness in educational settings. Second,
educational leaders and authorities can influence the level of effectiveness of their
schools, particularly in how teachers deploy instruction as well as how the school could
be organized. In this study, the evaluation of the effectiveness of educational institutions
was based on the Survey of Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness (Fitzpatrick,
1998). This instrument continues to be a relevant tool to assess the perceptions of
educational authorities regarding the instructional and organizational effectiveness of
schools. Third, educational authorities recognized the academic achievement of their
students as resulting from the effectiveness of their decisions.

Results of this study supported the prediction stated in Chapter 1; that was, the
level of a principal’s perceived effectiveness influences the academic achievement of
students. The findings from this study contributed to a better understanding of school
effectiveness and the influence of educational leaders on the performance of their
students. School authorities and educational leaders could use the results to build
effective strategic plans for school improvement. Similarly, policymakers could use the
results of this study to complement the normative principles that structure the country's
educational system. Students and parents could use the results to focus their efforts on the

elements that most influence their school performance, and therefore, help students to
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improve their scores on national and international standardized tests. Finally, the findings
presented in this study may serve as reliable data so that educational leaders in Mexico
take more action to evaluate the effectiveness of their schools, and therefore, the levels of

academic achievement of their students.
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Authorization from NSSE to Use the Survey of Instructional And Organizational

Effectiveness

M Gma” Carlos Aguila Cervera <carlosaguila21@gmail.com>

RE: Form submission from: Contact Form AdvancED

Matt Dawson <mdawson@advanc-ed org= 19 de mayo de 2017, 12:34
Para: Carlos Aguila Cervera <carlosaguila2 1@gmail.com=

Carlos,

You would be free to use the instrument. You do not need to pay a membership fee — that is if your institution wants
to become part of the AdvancED School Improvement Network, which would be independent of your research
project.

Does that make sense?

Matt

@AdvancED"

Matt Dawson, Ph.D.
Senior Researcher

9115 Westside Pkwy
Alpharetta, GA 30009

678.392.2285, ext. 5686
888.41EDNOW (888.413.3660) ext. 5686
770.346,9260 (fax)

mdawson@advanc-ed.org
www.advanc-ed.org

OeE

OOeleot

From: Carlos Aguila Cervera [mailto:carlosaguila21@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 10:47 AM

To: Matt Dawson

Subject: Re: Form submission from: Contact Form AdvancED

[El fexto citado esta oculto]
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APPENDIX C
Research Participant Informed Consent

CITYU RESEARCH PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT

School/Division of: Applied Leadership

I, , agree to participate in the following
research project to be conducted by Carlos Mauricio Aguila Cervera, student in the
Doctor of Education in Leadership program. | understand this research study has been
approved by the City University of Seattle Institutional Review Board. | acknowledge
that I have received a copy of this consent form, signed by all persons involved. I further
acknowledge that I have been provided an overview of the research protocol and a
detailed explanation of the informed consent process.

Title of Project:

An exploration of the differences between principals’ perceptions regarding the
instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic
achievement of their students.

Name and Title of Researcher:

Carlos Mauricio Aguila Cervera

Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Scott Burrus
Department: School of Applied Leadership
Telephone: XXX-XXX-XXXX

E-mail: scottburrus@cityu.edu

Program Coordinator: Dr. Kelly Flores
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this quantitative comparative study is to determine if there is a
statistically significant between-group difference of principals’ perceptions about the
instructional and organizational effectiveness of their high schools and the academic
achievement of their students.
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Research Participation:

I understand | am being asked to participate in this study in one or more of the
following ways (the checked options below apply):

Answer written questionnaire(s) in-person and/or email;
Participate in other data gathering activities, specifically, ;

Others, specifically,

| further understand that my involvement is voluntary and | may refuse to
participate or withdraw my participation at any time without negative consequences. |
have been advised that | may request a copy of the final research study report. Should |
request a copy, | understand | may be asked to pay the costs of photocopying and
mailing.

Confidentiality

I understand that participation is confidential to the limits of applicable privacy
laws. No one except the faculty researcher or student researcher, her supervisor and
Program Coordinator (or Program Director) will be allowed to view any information or
data collected whether by questionnaire, interview and/or other means. If the student’s
researcher cooperating classroom teacher will also have access to raw data, the following
box will be checked. All data (questionnaires, audio/video tapes, typed records of the
interview, interview notes, informed consent forms, computer discs, any backup of
computer discs and any other storage devices) are kept locked and password protected by
the researcher. The research data will be stored for five (5) years (or more of required by
local regulations). At the end of that time all data of whatever nature will be permanently
destroyed. The published results of the study will contain data from which no individual
participant can be identified.

Signatures

I have carefully reviewed and understand this consent form. I understand
the description of the research protocol and consent process provided to me by the
researcher. My signature on this form indicates that I understand to my satisfaction
the information provided to me about my participation in this research project. My
signature also indicates that | have been apprised of the potential risks involved in
my participation. Lastly, my signature indicates that | agree to participate as a
research subject.
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My consent to participate does not waive my legal rights nor release the
researchers, sponsors, and/or City University of Seattle from their legal and professional
responsibilities with respect to this research. | understand | am free to withdraw from this
research project at any time. | further understand that | may ask for clarification or new
information throughout my participation at any time during this research.

Participant’s name: (please print)

Participant’s signature: Date:

Researcher’s name: Carlos Mauricio Aguila Cervera

Researcher’s signature: Date:

If I have any questions about the research, | have been advised to contact the
researcher and/or her supervisor, as listed on page one of this consent form. Should |
have any concerns about the way | have been treated as a research participant, | may
contact the following individual(s):

Dr. Kelly Flores, Program Coordinator, City University of Seattle at
521 Wall Street, Suite 100. Seattle, WA 98121. USA
Phone: 206-239-4500

Email address: kflores@cityu.edu
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APPENDIX D

Flowchart of the Present Quantitative Research Design

Collect of principals’ perceptions of
instructional and organizational
effectiveness

Survey of Instructional and
Organizational Effectiveness

Collect of 420
students’ scores in

Group of the 9 high
schools according to

four levels of
effectiveness

Language Arts and
Mathematics

v

[ Group of the students’ scores according to four levels of ]

effectiveness of their high school

v

Inquire about the linear correlation between the
students’ scores in language arts and mathematics

)

| Lo |

Pearson correlation coefficient Pearson correlation coefficient
value is between 0 to -1 value is between 0 to +1
I I
Two ANOVAs will be performed | [ One MANOVA only will be performed

Analysis of F statistic with its associated

p-value
I s l
Associated p-value is Associated p-value is
less than the alpha greater than the
level that will be alpha level that will
established be established
Rejection of null Hipothesis Failure to reject nul
Hipothesis
Results suggest that the mean Results suggest that the mean
differences among the school groups differences among the school groups

are statistically significant are NO statistically significant

! |

Principals: perception about instructional and Principals’ perception about instructional and

organizational effectiveness of their schools may ospentzaNonal elisctheoness of (el schooks (A

influence academic achievement of their students. not influence aca::urr‘lii:na:csllievemnt of their

post hoc test
Tukey-Kramer method
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