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the percent minority increases within sample schools, z score outcomes and mean change 

outcomes for mathematics and reading were predicted to decrease. 

 Graduation and dropout. To determine whether or not the obtainment of SIG 

funding could predict outcomes related to graduation and dropout rates, I used the same 

variables and covariates in my multiple regression models that I used for mathematics 

and reading outcomes.  

 Results revealed that being funded in SIG Cohort I was a statistically significant 

predictor of graduation rates for the academic year 2010 only. For all other academic 

years included in my study, being funded in SIG Cohort I or II was not a statistically 

significant predictor of graduation outcomes.  

 Graduation rate pretest was a statistically significant predictor of graduation rate 

outcomes consistently. Percent minority was also a statistically significant predictor of 

graduation rates for academic years 2010 and 2011 graduation rate outcomes, 

demonstrating that as percent minority increased, improvements in graduation rates also 

increased. Table 14 includes multiple regression analysis for graduation rate outcomes.  

 Additionally, I looked at mean change as to determine if these variables were 

predictors of outcomes. Multiple regression model results for graduation rate mean 

change were not statistically significant with regards to good model fit and as such are 

not included in my results. 
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Table 14 

Multiple Regression Results for Graduation Outcomes for SIG-Eligible Schools 

 Outcome  Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Std. Error p-value 

2010 Graduation Rate Percent Minority .118 .032 .000** 

 Percent Poverty -.137 .076 .072 

 Cohort I Funded .058 .029 .050* 

 Graduation Pretest .872 .037 .000** 

     

2011 Graduation Rate Percent Minority .079 .039 .044* 

 Percent Poverty -.091 .089 .308 

 Cohort I Funded .042 .035 .230 

 Graduation Pretest  .862 .044 .000** 

 Cohort II Funded .015 .045 .748 

     

2012 Graduation Rate Percent Minority -.081 .065 .216 

 Percent Poverty  .024 .152 .876 

 Cohort I Funded .071 .059 .228 

 Graduation Pretest  .917 .075 .000** 

 Cohort II Funded -.105 .076 .173 

     

2013 Graduation Rate Percent Minority  -.089 .071 .210 

 Percent Poverty  .030 .164 .853 

 Cohort I Funded .038 .061 .536 

 Graduation Pretest  .832 .084 .000** 

  Cohort II Funded -.028 .084 .742 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level. ** p-value statistical significance at the 

0.01 level. 

  

 Multiple regression analysis was performed to determine the extent that certain 

variables can predict dropout rate outcomes. Being funded as part of SIG Cohort I or II 

was not a statistically significant predictor of dropout rate outcomes. Instead, percent 

minority was a predictor of dropout rates for years 2010 through 2013, as well as for 

dropout change.  

 Interestingly, percent minority was a predictor of improved dropout rates for 

academic years 2010 and 2011; but it was also a predictor of worsening dropout rates for 

academic year 2012 and 2013, as well as for the mean change over three years (see Table 

15). Dropout pretest was a statistically significant predictor of dropout rate outcomes for 

all models at with the exception of mean change outcomes. More specifically, dropout 
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rate mean change can be predicted to increase by .198 as percent minority increases 

indicating that as percent minority can predict increases in dropout rate changes over 

time.  

Table 15 

Multiple Regression Results for Dropout Outcomes for SIG-Eligible Schools 

Outcome 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

2010 Dropout Rate Percent Minority -.056 .025 .028* 

 Percent Poverty .118 .062 .059 

 Dropout Pretest .717 .063 .000** 

 Cohort I Funded -.022 .024 .362 

     

2011 Dropout Rate Percent Minority  -.095 .026 .000** 

 Percent Poverty .193 .063 .003** 

 Dropout Pretest  .507 .065 .000** 

 Cohort I Funded -.042 .025 .091 

 Cohort II Funded .003 .032 .917 

     

2012 Dropout Rate Percent Minority .143 .073 .050* 

 Percent Poverty  .079 .172 .646 

 Dropout Pretest  .565 .177 .002** 

 Cohort I Funded -.044 .066 .508 

 Cohort II Funded .074 .089 .407 

     

2013 Dropout Rate Percent Minority .265 .083 .002** 

 Percent Poverty  -.027 .196 .893 

 Dropout Pretest  .851 .202 .000** 

 Cohort I Funded -.077 .077 .319 

  Cohort II Funded .031 .101 .764 

     

Dropout Mean Change Cohort I Funded -.035 .066 .594 

 Cohort II Funded .023 .091 .799 

 Percent Minority .198 .073 .008** 

 Percent Poverty -.124 .176 .483 

  Dropout Pretest -.323 .206 .120 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level. ** p-value statistical significance at the 

0.01 level. 

 

 Elementary and middle schools. The receipt of SIG funding was not a 

statistically significant predictor of mathematic or reading outcomes for elementary or 

middle schools. Table 16 includes multiple regression analysis model results that were 

statistically significant, showing that only pretest, percent poverty, and percent minority 
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are statistically significant predictors of mathematics and reading assessment scores in 

grade five for years 2011 and 2012 (Table 16). 

Table 16 

Multiple Regression Results for Elementary and Middle Mathematics and Reading for 

SIG-Eligible Schools 

 
Outcome  Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Std. Error p-value 

2011 Mathematics Grade 5 Cohort I Funded -0.030 0.282 .917 

 Cohort II Funded 0.167 0.291 .570 

 Percent Poverty 5.491 1.353 .000** 

 Percent Minority -1.229 0.494 .017* 

  Mathematics Pretest 0.520 0.125 .000** 

     

2012 Mathematics Grade 5 Cohort I Funded -0.016 0.288 .956 

 Cohort II Funded 0.173 0.298 .566 

 Percent Poverty 5.708 1.430 .000** 

 Percent Minority -1.389 0.554 .017* 

  Mathematics Pretest 0.513 0.141 .001** 

     

2011 Reading Grade 5 Cohort I Funded -0.064 0.286 .823 

 Cohort II Funded 0.181 0.295 .545 

 Percent Poverty 5.168 1.396 .001** 

 Percent Minority -1.165 0.502 .026* 

  Reading Pretest 0.565 0.128 .000** 

     

2012 Reading Grade 5 Cohort I Funded -0.038 0.287 .895 

 Cohort II Funded 0.190 0.297 .527 

 Percent Poverty 5.290 1.451 .001** 

 Percent Minority -1.325 0.553 .022* 

  Reading Pretest 0.555 0.143 .000** 

     

Mean Change Reading Grade 3 Cohort I Funded 0.049 0.051 .347 

Cohort II Funded 0.036 0.051 .482 

 Percent Poverty -0.101 0.302 .739 

 Percent Minority -0.113 0.118 .346 

 Reading Pretest -0.111 0.028 .001** 

     

Mean Change Mathematics Grade 3 Cohort I Funded -0.009 0.058 .878 

Cohort II Funded -0.004 0.058 .939 

Percent Poverty -0.009 0.134 .945 

 Percent Minority -0.182 0.341 .597 

 Reading Pretest -0.107 0.032 .003** 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level. ** p-value statistical significance at the 

0.01 level. 

 

 I also performed multiple regression analysis on mean change outcomes for 

elementary and middle school mathematics and reading results. Pretest was the only 

predictor of mean change outcomes for grade three mathematics and reading outcomes 
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(see Table 16). Mean change outcome models were not statistically significant for grades 

five and eight and are not included. 

 Attendance. Multiple regression analyses were performed to determine how the 

obtainment of SIG funds can predict outcomes for attendance rates. Multiple regression 

analysis indicate that there are some statistically significant predictors for attendance 

rates (Table 17).  More specifically, for 2011 and 2012, Cohort II is a statistically 

significant predictor of attendance rate increases. For 2011, participation in SIG Cohort II 

could predict an attendance rate increase of 5.83%, and for the 2012 academic year, 

participation in SIG Cohort II schools could predict an increase of 9.17%.  

 With regards to mean change, percent minority and pretest are both statistically 

significant predictors of attendance outcome changes (Table 17). More specifically, 

attendance rate change increased 6.41% for every one unit increase in percent minority. 

Table 17 

Multiple Regression Results for Attendance Outcomes for SIG-Eligible Schools 

Outcome  
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

2010 Attendance Rate Cohort I Funding 0.323 1.685 .848 

 
Percent Minority -2.706 1.895 .155 

 
Percent Poverty 0.543 4.274 .899 

  Attendance Pretest 0.635 0.050 .000** 

     

2011 Attendance Rate Cohort I Funding -1.532 2.539 .547 

 
Cohort II Funding 5.828 2.778 .037* 

 
Percent Minority -3.247 2.980 .277 

 
Percent Poverty 13.768 6.683 .041* 

  Attendance Pretest 0.500 0.076 .000** 

     

2012 Attendance Rate Cohort I Funding 6.140 3.721 .100 

 
Cohort II Funding 9.167 4.064 .025* 

 
Percent Minority -9.792 4.407 .027* 

 
Percent Poverty 17.894 9.816 .070 

  Attendance Pretest 0.550 0.116 .000** 
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research question three for elementary and middle schools were statistically significant.  

 Attendance results. Multiple regression analyses results indicate that 2010 and 

2011 academic year outcomes demonstrated statistically significant models only. Most 

notably, percent minority was statistically significant as a variable and could predict a 

30.87% decrease in attendance outcomes for SIG schools for each unit of increase in 

percent minority (Table 20) in 2011 and a decrease of 9.59% for 2010. Additionally, 

percent poverty could predict a 55.15% increase in attendance rate for 2011. 

Table 20 

Statistically Significant Predictors for Attendance Rates 

Outcome  
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

2010 Attendance Rate Cohort I -2.031 1.860 .282 

 
Percent Minority -9.586 4.107 .025* 

 
Percent Poverty 0.356 8.559 .967 

 
Per-pupil Funding 0.000 0.000 .502 

 
Turnaround Model -1.714 2.166 .434 

  Attendance Pretest 0.543 0.135 .000** 

     

2011 Attendance Rate Cohort II 4.303 3.995 .288 

 
Percent Minority -30.872 9.184 .002** 

 
Percent Poverty 55.148 19.07 .006** 

 
Per-pupil Funding 0.000 0.001 .409 

 
Turnaround Model 1.146 4.746 .810 

  Attendance Pretest 0.161 0.234 .494 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level. ** p-value statistical significance 

at the 0.01 level. 

 

Research Question 4a 

 Research question 4a sought to answer the ways in which SIG Cohort I schools 

reported the implementation of various strategies compared to what they indicated in 

their SIG applications. Theoretically, strategies implemented in these schools should be 

mirrored in their original SIG applications. 

 To answer this first part of question four, I reviewed the original SIG Cohort I 

applications for each school and compared the strategies reflected in the applications to 
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those reported by schools in the SIG Cohort I Sustainability Survey. Each school reported 

three strategies or activities that they implemented as a result of their SIG award in the 

online SIG Cohort I Sustainability Survey. These strategies are listed in their respective 

categories in Table 6. The survey was completed after three full years of implementation 

by 21 schools.  

 To determine the types of strategies the schools implemented, I performed an 

analysis of the reported strategies from the survey and organized them into categories. 

The categories and the number of schools that reported implementing strategies in those 

categories as well as how many were reported in original applications is found in Table 

21. Each school reported up to three strategies and the sum indicates the total number of 

times each strategy was reported in the survey. 

 Professional learning and instructional programs are the two most frequently 

reported strategies with professional learning appearing 24 times and instructional 

programs appearing 14 times in survey responses for all schools. Extended learning time 

is reported nine times while climate, culture, and parent involvement and curriculum, 

data, and assessment appear six and seven times respectively. Technology is reported five 

times. 

 Of these reported strategies, 58 out of 63 or 92% of the overall strategies matched 

those that appeared in applications for each school. Those five activities that could not be 

matched to original application include PLCs/Common Assessments, International 

Baccalaureate program, contracting with a specific vendor, instructional technology, and 

math. Table 21 includes the frequency for number of time strategies were reported in 

each category as well as the number of strategies that matched those reported in 

applications. 
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Table 21 

SIG Cohort I Implementation Strategies Survey Results 

Categories of Strategies Implemented N 
Frequency: Strategies 

Implemented from Survey 

Frequency: Matched in 

Applications and 

Survey (% Match) 

Professional Learning 21 24 23   (96) 

Instructional Programs 21 14 11   (79) 

Extended Learning Time 21 09 9 (100) 

Curriculum, Data, and Assessment 21 07 7 (100) 

Technology 21 05 4   (80) 

Climate, Culture, and Parent Involvement 21 04 4 (100) 

Total  63 58   (92) 

 

Research Question 4b 

 To answer research question 4b, which asked the levels of sustainability, buy-in 

and support, and levels of success SIG Cohort I schools reported in the survey, I 

compared responses related to multiple variables. The survey questions used to answer 

questions specific to each components are indicated in chapter three. 

 Sustainability. To address the sustainability portion of research question 4b, a 

four point Likert scale was used to capture responses to the question of the overall 

sustainability to continue school improvement efforts without the presence of SIG 

resources. The assignment of numbers to the scale were 1=highly likely to be 

discontinued, 2=moderately likely to be discontinued, 3=moderately sustainable, and 

4=highly sustainable. To address whether or not schools have planned or were planning 

to gather other resources to assist in carrying out their SIG sustainability plan, the 

response options were yes or no, and were coded as 1= yes and 0= no for analysis. 

 In terms of overall sustainability, most schools, 76.2% reported that the efforts of 

SIG are moderately sustainable and 19% report that their efforts are highly sustainable. In 

terms of gathering resources for sustainability, 71.4% of schools reported that they have 
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or are planning to gather resources to assist in carrying out sustainability plans, while 

28.6% report that they do not (Table 22).  

Table 22 

Reported Overall Sustainability and Gathering of Resources to Continue Implementation 

Category  School Rating Frequency Percent Mean 

Overall Sustainability Highly Discontinued 0 0.0  

 Moderately Discontinued  1 4.8  

Moderately Sustainable  16 76.2  

Highly Sustainable 4 19.0  

  Total 21 100.0 3.14 

     

Resources for Sustainability No  6 28.6  

Yes 15 71.4  

Total 21 100.0 .71 

Note: Mean score or overall sustainability is on a four point Likert scale (1=highly discontinued, 

2=moderately discontinued, 3=moderately sustainable, and 4=highly sustainable) and resources for 

sustainability was a yes or no response (1=yes and 0=no). 

 

 Overall reported sustainability across all schools appears at least moderately 

sustainable (M= 3.14) as indicated in Table 22, and 71.4% of schools that completed the 

survey indicated that they are planning to gather other resources to continue to carry out 

the sustainability plan. 

 The second factor I utilized to measure sustainability was the number of SIG-

funded staff employed during grant implementation and staff continuing after grant 

funding was discontinued. These data include staff funded full time or part time during 

the grant. As Table 23 indicates, there were 357 full time staff (M= 17) and 134 (M= 

6.38) part-time staff funded during SIG implementation. When I compared the data 

related to staff continuing in schools, at the district, and at the ISD, those numbers drop 

significantly. SIG funded staff at buildings drops to 40 full time staff (M= 1.90) and 25 

part time staff (M= 1.19).  
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Table 23 

SIG Cohort I Sustainability and Staffing Survey Results (N=21 Schools) 

Survey Topic Sum Minimum Maximum Mean 

SIG Funded Full Time Staff 357 0 44 17.00 

SIG Funded Part Time Staff 134 0 28 6.38 

     

SIG Funded Staff Continuing Full Time 40 0 7 1.90 

SIG Funded Staff Continuing Part Time 25 0 12 1.19 

  

 Buy-in and support. To determine levels of buy-in and support, I examined 

reported buy-in among SIG staff, instructional staff, and central office staff for years one 

through three, and then for year four of the SIG grant from the SIG Cohort I 

Sustainability Survey. To do this, I coded the degrees of measurement as 1=low buy-in 

and support, 2=moderate buy-in and support, 3=considerable buy-in and support, 

4=nearly complete buy-in and support, and 5=full buy-in and support. Table 24 includes 

mean scores for each of these components for all schools completing the survey. Overall, 

schools reported considerable to nearly complete buy-in on average for years one through 

three and in year four, after the SIG. In years one through three and in year four, buy-in 

from central office was the highest of each reported group (M= 4.10, M= 4.24). Of all 

three categories of staff, central office buy-in is reported as full more compared to other 

groups for years one through three (52.4%) and in year four (61.9%). In general, most 

schools reported a range of buy-in levels from considerable to full buy-in for most 

categories of staff and levels were fairly consistent between years three to four.  
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Table 24 

SIG Cohort I Buy-in Survey Results  

Category Survey Rating 
N (%) 

Years 1-3 
Mean 

N (%) 

Year 4 
Mean 

Buy-in SIG Staff  Low 1   (4.8)  1   (4.8)  

 
Moderate 1   (4.8)  1   (4.8)  

 
Considerable 4 (19.0)  4 (19.0)  

 
Nearly Complete 6 (28.6)  6 (28.6)  

 
Full 9 (42.9)  8 (38.1)  

 
Total 21  (100) 4.00 21  (100) 3.95  

      

Buy-in Instructional Staff  Low 0      (0)  0      (0)  

 Moderate 1   (4.8)  1   (4.8)  

 Considerable 6 (28.6)  6 (28.6)  

 
Nearly Complete 8 (38.1)  8 (38.1)  

 
Full 6 (28.6)  6 (28.6)  

 
Total 21  (100) 3.90 21 (100) 3.76  

      

Buy-in Central Office  Low 0      (0)  0      (0)  

 
Moderate 3 (14.3)  2   (9.5)  

 
Considerable 3 (14.3)  4 (19.0)  

 
Nearly Complete 4 (19.0)  2   (9.5)  

 
Full 11 (52.4)  13 (61.9)  

 
Total 21 ( 100) 4.10 21  (100) 4.24 

 

Note: Degrees of measurement are 1=low buy-in, 2=moderate buy-in, 3=considerable 

buy-in, 4=nearly complete buy-in, and 5=full buy-in. 

 

 Reported levels of success. To determine levels of reported success, I looked at 

data regarding how the schools reported an increase in student achievement and systems-

level change, and their reported level of success in years one through three and in year 

four. Reported increases in student achievement and systems-level change responses 

were coded into 1=yes and 2=no for analysis. Levels of success in years one through 

three, and then in year four were addressed on a five point Likert scale that I coded into 

degrees of measurement as 1=not successful, 2=moderately successful, 3=considerably 

successful, 4= almost flawless, and 5=fully successful. Table 25 includes means for 

responses to each of these questions from sample schools that completed the survey. 

 With regards to success in years one through three and in year four, Table 25 

includes frequencies for specific responses and percentages for those responses. No 
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schools reported that they were not successful; however, all reported a range of 

moderately to fully successful for these questions. The percentage of schools that 

reported being considerably successful decreased in year four compared to years one 

through three as did schools’ reporting of being almost flawless. All schools reported an 

increase in student achievement and systems-level change. Generally, schools reported 

that they were moderately successful (M= 3.14, M= 2.90). 

Table 25 

SIG Cohort I Reported Levels of Success Survey Frequency Results 

  Survey Rating Frequency Percent Mean 

Reported Level of Success in Years 1-3 Not Successful 0 0.0  

 Moderately Successful 4 19.0  

Considerably Successful 11 52.4  

Almost Flawless 5 23.8  

Fully Successful 1 4.8  

Total 21 100.0 3.14 

     

Reported Levels of Success in Year 4 Not Successful 0 0.0  

 Moderately Successful 8 38.1  

Considerably Successful 8 38.1  

Almost Flawless 4 19.0  

Fully Successful 1 4.8  

Total 21 100.0 2.90 

Note: Degrees of measurement are 1=not successful, 2=moderately successful, 3=considerably successful, 

4= almost flawless, and 5=fully successful. 

 

Research Question 4c 

 Research question 4c asked the extent to which reported reform strategies, 

sustainability, and buy-in and support could predict any outcome variables. To answer 

this question, I performed multiple regression analysis using the same outcome measures 

as research questions two and three including outcomes for mathematics and reading, 

graduation rates, dropout rates, attendance rates, and mean change outcomes. More 

specifically, to examine this question, I included variables related to reported 

sustainability overall, buy-in for years one through three for SIG staff, instructional staff 

and central office staff, and reported levels of success after three years of 
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implementation. A pretest variable (2009 data) was used and percent minority and 

poverty were also included as covariates within the model. Coding for survey variables in 

SPSS were identical to those used in analysis for question 4b. 

 High schools.  When examining mathematics outcomes, there were statistically 

significant predictors for eleventh grade assessment for years 2011, 2012, and 2013 and 

for mean change. For all three of these years, overall reported sustainability is a 

statistically significant predictor of mathematics outcomes. More specifically, 

mathematics performance increased between .552 and .842 for each unit increase in 

overall sustainability reported by schools. For mean change outcome, overall 

sustainability was also a statistically significant predictor; however, results indicate that 

for every one unit increase in overall sustainability reported, mean change can be 

predicted to decrease .552 (Table 26). 

Table 26 

Sustainability and Buy-in Predictors for HS Mathematics for SIG Funded Schools 

 

Outcome  
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

2011 Mathematics 

Grade 11 

Mathematics Pretest 0.037 0.306 .910 

Percent Minority -1.321 0.648 .111 

Percent Poverty -0.570 0.914 .566 

Overall Sustainability 0.784 0.245 .033* 

 Buy-in SIG Staff Year 3 -0.115 0.188 .576 

 Buy-in Instructional Staff Year 3 0.266 0.158 .168 

 Buy-in Central Office Year 3 -0.274 0.152 .145 

  Reported Level of Success After Year 3 -0.055 0.129 .692 

     

2012 Mathematics 

Grade 11 

Mathematics Pretest  0.107 0.376 .791 

Percent Minority -1.767 0.795 .090 

Percent Poverty 0.941 1.122 .449 

 Overall Sustainability 0.842 0.301 .049* 

 Buy-in SIG Staff Year 3 0.277 0.231 .298 

 Buy-in Instructional Staff Year 3 0.007 0.194 .972 

 Buy-in Central Office Year 3 -0.257 0.186 .240 

  Reported Level of Success After Year 3 -0.055 0.158 .744 
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Table 26 – Continued 

Outcome  
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

2013 Mathematics 

Grade 11 

Mathematics Pretest 0.285 0.145 .122 

Percent Minority -0.925 0.308 .040* 

Percent Poverty -0.947 0.434 .095 

 Overall Sustainability 0.552 0.117 .009** 

 Buy-in SIG Staff Year 3 0.055 0.090 .570 

 Buy-in Instructional Staff Year 3 0.030 0.075 .713 

 Buy-in Central Office Year 3 -0.127 0.072 .153 

  Reported Level of Success After Year 3 -0.086 0.061 .235 

     

Mean Change 

Mathematics Grade 11 

Mathematics Pretest -0.715 0.145 .008** 

Percent Minority -0.925 0.308 .040* 

Percent Poverty -0.947 0.434 .095 

Overall Sustainability -0.552 0.117 .009** 

 Buy-in SIG Staff Year 3 0.055 0.090 .570 

 Buy-in Instructional Staff Year 3 0.030 0.075 .713 

 Buy-in Central Office Year 3 -0.127 0.072 .153 

 Reported Level of Success After Year 3 0.086 0.061 .235 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level. ** p-value statistical significance at the 

0.01 level. 

 

 Multiple regression results for reading are included in Table 27. Overall 

sustainability reported by schools is also a statistically significant predictor of outcomes 

for reading as with mathematics for the 2012 and 2013 academic years. Results indicate 

that reading performance could be predicted to increase .668 and .569 for every one unit 

increase in reported overall sustainability level by schools.  

 Buy-in from SIG staff for academic year 2010, could predict an increase in 

reading outcomes of .545 for every one unit increase. Inversely, for every one unit 

increase in reported buy-in from central office staff, a decrease of .393 could be predicted 

for 2010 reading outcomes. Multiple regression results for reading mean change 

outcomes were not statistically significant for model fit and are not included. 
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Table 27 

Sustainability and Buy-in Predictors for HS Reading Outcomes for SIG Funded Schools 

Outcome  
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

2010 Reading Grade 11 Percent Minority -0.033 .571 .957 

Percent Poverty 0.308 .714 .689 

Overall Sustainability 0.470 .179 .058 

Buy-in SIG Staff Year 3 0.545 .147 .021* 

 Buy-in Instructional Staff Year 3 -0.136 .128 .350 

 Buy-in Central Office Year 3 -0.393 .110 .023* 

 Reported Level of Success After Year 3 0.015 .101 .886 

  Reading Pretest 1.209 .354 .027* 

     

2011 Reading Grade 11 Percent Minority -0.156 .234 .540 

Percent Poverty -0.901 .293 .037* 

Overall Sustainability 0.668 .073 .001** 

Buy-in SIG Staff Year 3 0.041 .060 .531 

 Buy-in Instructional Staff Year 3 -0.024 .053 .673 

 Buy-in Central Office Year 3 -0.094 .045 .106 

 Reported Level of Success After Year 3 -0.019 .041 .665 

  Reading Pretest 0.609 .145 .014* 

     

2013 Reading Grade 11 Percent Minority -0.200 .489 .704 

Percent Poverty  -0.288 .612 .662 

Overall Sustainability 0.569 .153 .021* 

Buy-in SIG Staff Year 3 0.300 .126 .076 

 Buy-in Instructional Staff Year 3 -0.185 .110 .168 

 Buy-in Central Office year 3 -0.180 .094 .130 

 Reported Level of Success After Year 3 -0.052 .087 .580 

  Reading Pretest 0.739 .304 .072 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level. ** p-value statistical significance 

at the 0.01 level. 

  

 Graduation and dropout. To address the extent to which reform strategies, 

sustainability, and buy-in and support can predict graduation and dropout rates, I 

performed multiple regression analysis. None of my models could predict outcome 

variables (Sig. F Change >.05). 

 Elementary and middle schools. There were only seven schools in the sample 

for this subset of schools and six of them were middle schools. None of my multiple 

regression models could predict elementary and middle school outcome variables (Sig. F 

Change >.05). 
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 Attendance. For the 2012 academic year only, four variables demonstrated that 

they could predict outcomes for attendance. Table 28 includes multiple regression 

analysis results related to those variables. As indicated, buy-in from central office staff 

after year three, overall sustainability rating, and percent minority were all statistically 

significant. More specifically, for every one unit increase in overall sustainability 

reported by schools, the model can predict a 4.93% increase in attendance rates. 

Additionally, for every one unit increase in buy-in from central reported, the model can 

predict a 2.34% decrease in attendance rates. No other models were statistically 

significant. 

Table 28 

Sustainability and Buy-in Predictors for Attendance Outcomes 

Outcome 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

Attendance 

2012 

Percent Minority -8.040 2.154 .014* 

Percent Poverty 3.447 6.081 .595 

Overall Sustainability 4.925 1.157 .008** 

 Buy-in SIG staff year 3 2.493 1.208 .094 

 Buy-in Instructional Staff Year 3 0.788 1.057 .490 

 Buy-in Central Office Year 3 -2.337 0.737 .025* 

 Reported Level of Success After Year 3 1.204 0.643 .120 

 Attendance Pretest -0.431 0.371 .298 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level. ** p-value statistical significance at the 

0.01 level. 

  

 Strategies implemented. Aside from overall sustainability and buy-in and 

support, I also wanted to determine the extent, if any, to which specific strategies 

implemented by schools could predict outcome variables such as mathematics and 

reading, graduation, dropout, and attendance rates, as well as mean change outcomes. 

Independent variables in the model were derived from the categories of strategies 

implemented according to the SIG Cohort I Sustainability Survey (Extended Learning 



96 

 

 

 

Time; Professional Learning; Climate, Culture, and Parent Involvement; Instructional 

Programs; Technology Curriculum; Data; and Assessment). 

 High schools. Academic year 2011 mathematics was the only high school 

outcome variable to yield any statistically significant predictors. All other models 

including mean change outcome, were not able to significantly predict outcome variables. 

Table 29 includes multiple regression results for 2011 academic year mathematics results. 

Extended learning time was the only statistically significant predictor of mathematics 

outcomes in my model and for every one unit increase in reported extended learning 

time, the model predicted a .66 decrease in mathematics z score outcomes for academic 

year 2011. 

Table 29 

Multiple Regression Results for Mathematics Outcomes Related to Strategies 

Implemented 

 

Outcome 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

2011 

Mathematics 

Grade 11 

Mathematics Pretest -0.376 0.525 .514 

Percent Minority -2.000 0.919 .095 

Percent Poverty 1.164 1.332 .432 

Extended Learning Time -0.658 0.225 .043* 

 Professional Learning 0.257 0.113 .086 

 Climate, Culture, and Parental Involvement -0.678 0.356 .130 

 Technology 0.631 0.281 .088 

 Curriculum, Data, and Assessments -0.084 0.172 .651 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level.  

  

 Graduation and dropout. Multiple Regression results demonstrate that there 

were statistically significant predictors of graduation rate variables for academic years 

2012 and 2013 only. As the results in Table 30 indicate, graduation pretest is a 

statistically significant predictor of outcomes for graduation rates in my model for both 

years included in the table. Poverty was a statistically significant predictor of decreased 

graduation rates for 2013 only. More interestingly, Table 30 illustrates that the 
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implementation of technology activities are a statistically significant predictor of 

graduation rate outcomes for 2012 and 2013. More specifically, graduation rates show a 

decrease as schools report increases in the implementation of technology as a strategy. 

 Multiple regression models for graduation rates for other academic years, dropout rates 

for all academic years, and mean change outcomes could not predict and outcome 

variables. 

Table 30 

Multiple Regression Results for Graduation Rate Outcomes Related to Strategies 

Implemented 

 

Outcome 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Std. Error p-value 

Graduation Rate 2012 Extended Learning Time -.011 .035 .777 

 Professional Learning .015 .018 .453 

 Climate, Culture, and Parental Involvement -.029 .052 .610 

 Technology -.137 .046 .042* 

 Curriculum, Data, and Assessments -.013 .024 .631 

 Percent Minority .133 .067 .119 

 Percent Poverty -.418 .143 .043* 

  Graduation Pretest  .967 .233 .014* 

     

Graduation Rate 2013 Extended Learning Time -.028 .048 .589 

 Professional Learning .036 .025 .218 

 Climate, Culture, and Parental Involvement .052 .071 .505 

 Technology -.192 .063 .039* 

 Curriculum, Data, and Assessments -.013 .033 .724 

 Percent Minority .008 .092 .931 

 Percent Poverty -.424 .195 .095 

  Graduation Pretest 1.208 .319 .019* 

Note: * p-value statistical significance at the 0.05 level. 

 Elementary and middle schools. None of the models, utilizing the same 

independent variables and covariates as other outcomes for this research question, could 

predict outcome variables for specific years or for mean change (Sig. F Change >.05). 

 Attendance. None of my models for attendance outcomes related to reported 

strategies implemented could predict outcome variables for specific years or mean 

change (Sig. F Change >.05). 
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Chapter IV Summary 

 Overall, I was able to examine SIG plans through their applications, utilize 

several multiple regression models to predict outcome variables for several independent 

variables and to determine if there was a statistically significant difference between SIG-

eligible schools that received SIG finding and those that were SIG-eligible but, did not 

receive SIG funding in general. Chapter five provides a summary of the major results of 

this study, implications for future research, and implications for future policy 

implications based on my findings. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 This study examined quantitative outcomes and other issues related to 

implementation of the federal SIG program in one Midwestern state. The intent of this 

study was to investigate policy implementation factors and outcomes at identified SIG 

Cohort I and II schools as well as SIG-eligible schools that did not receive SIG funding. 

Additionally, this study sought to investigate factors such as the impact of specific 

implementation strategies, sustainability, buy-in and support, and reported success from a 

subset of schools, for which more detailed data is available.  

 Findings from my study indicate that SIG funding had an inconsistent impact on 

outcome variables; however, percent poverty and percent minority demonstrated a much 

more consistent impact on outcomes than SIG and I generally found that as percent 

minority and percent poverty increased, outcomes for schools tended to decrease meaning 

that poverty and race continue to be predictors of decreased performance outcomes for 

schools even with significant additional SIG funding. 

Overview of Findings 

Findings Related to SIG School Plans and Reform Elements (Research Question 1) 

 In research question one, I examined various implementation strategies that 

schools reported within their SIG applications for 49 Cohort I and II schools. SIG Cohort 

I applications reveal that schools implemented a myriad of specific strategies and upon 

analysis, six categories of such strategies emerged including: 

 professional learning (frequency=24); 

 instructional programs (frequency=14);  

 extended learning time (frequency=9); 
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 curriculum, assessment and data use (frequency=7); 

 technology including professional learning (frequency=5); and 

 climate, culture, and parent engagement (frequency=4).  

Professional learning was sometimes also aligned with other initiatives such as the use of 

technology, data, assessments, and curriculum. 

 With regards to SIG Cohort II, Permissible Elements were included in the 

applications and I was able to analyze those elements reported by schools to determine 

what strategies they planned to implement. There were 17 elements for Transformation 

schools, or 18 for Turnaround schools. Curriculum implementation, PD, and the 

utilization of technology-based interventions were the most frequently reported appearing 

12 times each within all application reviewed. Implementation of a schoolwide Response 

to Intervention model and the establishment of an early warning system both appeared 11 

times as the second most frequently reported strategy for Transformation schools. 

Overall, 145 specific elements were reported within the 17 permissible elements by 

Transformation schools and 38 total were reported for Turnaround schools within the 18 

permissible elements. Turnaround elements were more evenly distributed across the 

elements. Only three schools chose to implement a new school model as part of a 

turnaround strategy. 

Comparison of SIG Funded to SIG Non-funded Schools (Research Question 2) 

 Research question two sought to determine if there were any statistically 

significant differences in outcomes for SIG funded schools and those schools that were 

SIG-eligible but, did not receive SIG funding. The first part of research question two 

asked the extent, if any, to which there were differences in outcomes over three years for 

SIG-eligible schools that received SIG funding and those that did not receive funding. 
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Mean change scores for mathematics and reading as well as graduation, dropout, and 

attendance rates were analyzed as outcome variables.  

 Overall, results from research question two analysis indicated that SIG funding 

did not have a consistent impact on school outcomes over time and that there were not 

statistically significant differences in mean outcome changes over the grant period 

between the two groups of schools. In some instances, SIG non-funded schools 

demonstrated mean change improvements and SIG funded schools showed a decrease in 

outcomes between pretest and posttest results. When I included SIG funding in my 

multiple regression models as variables, there were few instances in which the receipt of 

SIG funding for either Cohort I or II was a statistically significant predictor of improved 

outcomes. 

 Research question 2a. SIG non-funded high schools demonstrated mean change 

improvements in z scores between the pretest and posttest for both mathematics and 

reading, while SIG funded schools showed a negative mean change between pretest and 

posttest for both subject areas. There were no statistically significant differences with 

regards to mean changes in outcomes for mathematics or reading between the two groups 

of high schools.  

 In elementary and middle schools, both groups demonstrated a decrease in 

mathematics mean z score change outcomes for grades three and five. In grade eight 

mathematics, SIG funded schools demonstrated an increase in mean change while SIG 

non-funded schools demonstrated a decrease. 

 Reading outcomes show that both groups of schools had improvements in z score 

mean change outcomes between the pretest and posttest for grades three and eight. For 
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grade five reading, SIG funded schools had a mean change increase while SIG non-

funded schools decreased between pretest and posttest. 

 None of the mean change outcomes, however, were statistically significant 

between SIG funded and SIG non-funded schools for mathematics or reading in grades 

three, five, eight, or 11. These findings confirm research by Nakamoto et al. (2013), who 

also found that SIG funded and SIG non-funded schools did not show statistically 

significant differences in mathematics and reading. 

 In my study, both SIG funded and SIG non-funded schools demonstrated a mean 

change decrease in graduation rates and an increase in mean change in dropout rates, both 

considered negative, not positive, outcomes. While SIG funded schools demonstrated 

higher graduation rates for both pretest and posttest, the mean change showed a larger 

decrease in graduation rates than SIG non-funded schools (M= -5.82 and M= -2.37). SIG 

funded schools also showed a higher mean change in dropout rate (M= 11.52 and 7.06). 

None of the mean change outcomes were statistically significant between SIG funded and 

SIG non-funded schools for graduation or dropout rates. 

 With regards to attendance, SIG funded schools demonstrated a mean change 

increase of 0.26, while SIG non-funded schools showed a mean change of -3.31, 

indicating that mean attendance change improved for SIG funded schools between pretest 

and posttest means compared to SIG non-funded; however, none of the mean change 

outcomes were statistically significant between SIG funded and SIG non-funded schools 

for attendance rates. 

 Research question 2b. The second part of research question two asked the extent, 

if any, the obtainment of SIG funding could predict outcome variables such as 

mathematics and reading assessment scores, as well as graduation, dropout, and 
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attendance rates. In general, percent minority and pretest were more consistent predictors 

of all outcomes than any other variable in my analysis. The receipt of SIG funding could 

predict outcome variables in some models such as graduation rates and attendance rates. 

 The receipt of SIG Cohort I funding could predict an increased graduation rate for 

2010 only, and receipt of SIG Cohort II funding was a statistically significant predictor of 

attendance rate increases for academic years 2011 and 2012. Receiving SIG funding was 

not a statistically significant predictor of reading or mathematics outcomes for academic 

years 2010 through 2013, or for mean z score change outcomes. 

 Pretest was a statistically significant predictor of several outcomes including both 

mathematics and reading outcomes for multiple grade levels and outcome years and some 

mean change outcomes. 

 Percent minority was a statistically significant predictor of mathematics outcomes 

for years 2011-2013, reading outcomes for 2010 and 2012-2013, as well as mean z score 

change outcomes in grade 11and could predict a decrease in outcomes as percent 

minority increased. This was also true for academic years 201 and 2012 in grade 5 only.  

 Percent minority was a statistically significant predictor of graduation rate 

outcomes for academic years 2010 and 2011only indicating some improvement in 

graduation rates as percent minority increased. With regards to dropout rates, percent 

minority was a statistically significant predictor of outcomes for all academic years, and 

for mean change. Results were somewhat inconsistent. More specifically, as percent 

minority increased dropout rates were predicted to decrease for years 2010, 2011, and for 

mean change. Inversely, as percent minority increased, dropout rates could be predicted 

to increase in years 2012 and 2013.  
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 Percent poverty was also a statistically significant predictor of mathematics and 

reading outcomes for academic years 2011 and 2012 for grade five. Interestingly, as 

percent poverty increased for these schools, there was also an increase in reading and 

mathematics outcomes for both years. 

 Highlights related to SIG funding and other notable findings are as follows: 

 SIG funding was able to predict some outcomes; however, not as consistently as 

other independent variables, such as pretest, and covariates such as percent 

minority and percent poverty; 

 SIG Cohort I funding was a statistically significant predictor for graduation rates 

in the academic year 2010 only;  

 SIG Cohort II funding was a statistically significant predictor of attendance rate 

increases for academic years 2011 and 2012; 

 percent minority was a statistically significant predictor of graduation rates for 

academic years 2010 and 2011 outcomes, demonstrating that as percent minority 

increased, improvements in graduation rates also increased;  

 percent minority was a statistically significant predictor of dropout rate outcomes 

for all years and mean change; however, results were mixed with regards to 

predicting increases or decreases in dropout rates consistently; and 

 percent poverty was a statistically significant predictor of reading and 

mathematics outcomes for grade five reading indicating that as the percent 

poverty went up, mathematics and reading outcomes were predicted to increase 

for years 2011 and 2012. 
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Findings Related to SIG Schools & Implementation Factors (Research Question 3) 

 In research question three, I looked only at SIG funded schools to examine the 

extent to which SIG per-pupil funding and chosen reform model could predict outcomes 

for mathematics and reading assessments, as well as graduation, dropout, and attendance 

rates. I also included analysis of mean changes as an outcome for all variables. SIG per-

pupil average funding ranged from $16,236.18 down to $532.63, with the average per-

pupil funding amount for all SIG funded schools being $5682.28.  

 Multiple regression analyses for high schools revealed that pretest, percent 

minority, and percent poverty were statistically significant predictors of outcomes more 

consistently that SIG per-pupil funding or chosen reform model. SIG per-pupil funding 

and chosen reform model were predictors of outcomes in only a few models and the 

amount of SIG per-pupil funding schools received had minimal impact in terms of being 

a statistically significant predictor of outcomes despite the significant amount of money 

and difference in additional per-pupil funding from SIG. 

 Schools that received SIG funding in Cohort I only, demonstrated an increase in 

predicted graduation rates of 0.118. Dropout outcome results for academic year 2010 

demonstrate that per-pupil funding is a statistically significant factor; however, for every 

one unit increase in per-pupil funding, dropout rate outcomes only increased by 

.000006520.   

 Turnaround or Transformation models were the two approved models chosen by 

all SIG funded schools in my sample, and 35 schools (71.4%) chose to implement a 

Transformation model while, 14 (28.6%) schools chose a Turnaround model. Chosen 

reform model was a statistically significant predictor of high school mathematics 

outcomes for academic year 2011 only. More specifically, implementing a 
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Transformation model can predict an increase in mathematics z score outcomes for grade 

11 of .452 compared to implementation of a Turnaround model. This contradicts research 

by the Council of Great City Schools (2015) who reported that there were not statistically 

significant differences between the two types of models. Given that the Turnaround 

model had more rigorous requirements, there are implications for thee findings. 

 Percent minority was a predictor of decreases in mathematics mean change and 

2013 outcomes as well as 2013 reading outcomes for grade 11. Graduation and dropout 

rates could both be predicted to improve as percent minority increases in 2010. 

 Pretest was a statistically significant predictor of reading and mathematics 

outcomes for grade 11 in academic years 2010 and 2013 as well as in mean change for 

mathematics only. Pretest was also a predictor of 2010 graduation, dropout and 

attendance rates. 

 Highlights of findings related to question three include: 

 SIG per-pupil funding was a statistically significant predictor of some outcomes; 

however, the extent to which per-pupil funding had an impact on outcomes was 

minimal; 

 implementation of a Turnaround model was able to predict decreases in 

mathematics z score outcomes for grade 11 and increases dropout rates in 

academic year 2010, compared to Transformation model;  

 percent minority was a statistically significant predictor of graduation rate 

improvement for academic years 2010 and 2011 indicating that graduation rates 

improved as percent minority increased;  
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 percent minority was a statistically significant predictor of dropout rates. More 

specifically, dropout rates can be predicted to improve by 12.6% for every one 

unit increase in percent minority for academic year 2010. 

Findings Related to SIG Cohort I Outcomes and Survey Data (Research Question 4) 

 Question four addressed outcome variables for specific SIG strategies, and 

reported levels of buy-in and support, sustainability, and reported success for SIG Cohort 

I schools. The first part of research question four asked about the ways in which schools 

reported implementation of specific strategies compared to what they indicated in their 

SIG applications.  

 Research question 4a. For SIG Cohort I schools, I was able to analyze the 

strategies that schools reported implementing and compare them to strategies indicated in 

their SIG applications. Of the 65 responses total, from 21 schools, five of the strategies 

did not appear in the SIG applications meaning that 92.3% of the strategies matched. In 

general, schools appear to have stuck to their original plans for implementation of 

strategies.  

 Research question 4b. The second part of research question four addressed the 

levels of sustainability, buy-in and support, and levels of success school reported by 

schools from the SIG Cohort I Sustainability Survey. With regards to overall 

sustainability, SIG Cohort I schools reported that their continued SIG implementation 

efforts are moderately to highly sustainable. More specifically, 76.2% of SIG Cohort I 

schools report that their SIG efforts are moderately sustainable in the absence of SIG 

resources, while 19% report that their SIG efforts are highly sustainable in the absence of 

SIG funding. Related to sustainability, 71.4% of SIG Cohort I schools report that they 

were planning to gather resources to assist in carrying out their sustainability plan and 
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28.6% report that they were not. These findings build on the research of Evans et al. 

(2005) related to Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) in that higher levels of reported 

sustainability from the survey are consistent with what schools in the previous research 

have also reported related to CSR effort sustainability. 

 Staffing supported by SIG was not maintained after the grant period. For example, 

there were 357 (M= 17.00) full time and 134 (M= 6.38) part time staff reported by 

schools as being funded by the grant; however, after the grant period, that number 

dropped to 40 (M= 1.9) full time and 25 (M= 1.19) part time for all schools collectively. 

 Buy-in and support results were reported by schools specifically related to SIG 

staff, instructional staff, and central office staff, for years one through three and in year 4 

of implementation. Results indicate that buy-in was considerable to nearly complete for 

the most part and more specifically, buy-in from central office staff was rated as nearly 

complete to full for years one through three and in year four indicating that buy-in from 

central office staff was higher overall than buy-in from SIG staff or instructional staff.  

 Schools also reported levels of success for years one through three and for year 

four. Overall, all schools reported increased student achievement and systems-level 

change, according to the survey. Reported levels of success were higher in years one 

through three (M= 3.14) compared to year four (M= 2.90). 

 Highlights from these findings include: 

 The majority of reported implementation strategies for SIG Cohort I schools are 

categorized as professional learning and instructional programs;  

 with regards to overall sustainability, 95.2% of schools reported that the efforts of 

SIG are highly or moderately sustainable in the absence of continued SIG 

funding; and 
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 staffing of sustained implementation efforts is reported to have decrease 

significantly after the SIG grant period. 

 Research question 4c. The final part of research question four addresses the 

extent to which multiple variables can predict SIG outcomes for SIG Cohort I schools. I 

used results from the SIG Cohort I Sustainability Survey as variables in my multiple 

regression models and included percent poverty and minority as covariates.  

 Mathematics grade 11 outcomes for academic years 2011, 2012, and 2013 

demonstrate that overall reported sustainability ratings by schools were a statistically 

significant predictor of increases in z scores. Contrary to this, overall sustainability was 

able to predict a decrease in mean change for grade 11mathematics only. Grade 11 

reading outcomes for academic years 2011 and 2013 demonstrated that overall 

sustainability ratings were also a statistically significant predictor of improved outcomes. 

Furthermore, 2012 attendance rate outcomes indicate that overall sustainability ratings by 

schools were statistically significant predictors of improvements.  

 Buy-in was also a statistically significant predictor of some outcomes. For 

example, 2010 reading z score outcomes for grade 11 can be predicted to increase 0.545 

for each unit increase in reported buy-in from SIG staff after year three of 

implementation. Buy-in from central office, however, after three years of implementation 

could predict a decrease in reading grade 11 outcomes. This specific finding contradicts 

research from McLaughlin and Talbert (2003) who indicated that “Capacity to improve 

teaching and learning is developed and sustained through the system, with the district 

office playing particular, strategic roles to lead and support school reform” (p. 10). 

 In general these results indicate that higher levels of overall sustainability 

reported by schools were predictive of some outcome variables; however, multiple 
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regress analyses models for graduation and dropout rates and for elementary and middle 

school mathematics and reading could not significantly predict any outcome variables. 

 Highlights from these findings include: 

 Overall sustainability levels reported by schools is a statistically significant 

predictor of improved mathematics (2011-2013), reading (2011 and 2013) and 

attendance (2013) outcomes; 

 overall sustainability was able to predict a decrease in mean change for grade 11 

mathematics only; 

 technology as an implementation strategy is a statistically significant predictor of 

graduation rate outcomes (2012 and 2013) in that as the level of reported 

implementation of technology increased, graduation rates were predicted to 

decrease; and 

 extended learning time reported as an implementation strategy is a statistically 

significant predictor of decreased mathematics z score outcomes for the 2011 

academic year only.  

Discussion and Relationship of Results to Existing Studies 

 My findings, based on the current data, offer a bleak picture of the return on 

investment for SIG funding. There were no statistically significant differences between 

SIG funded and SIG non-funded schools with regards to mean change over time in 

mathematics and reading. This confirms research by Nakamoto et al. (2013), who 

reported that SIG funded schools and SIG non-funded schools in their study that were 

similar had nearly identical performance on reading assessments, and that there were no 

statistically significant differences between the two groups of schools for reading and 
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mathematics outcomes. Additionally, in my study SIG funding was not found to be a 

predictor of improved mathematics or reading outcomes and results for all grade levels. 

 These findings should be tempered with the fact that they are based on data that is 

collected by the SEA once per year, and that the assessment outcome data is derived from 

a state standardized assessment that is administered only once per year and does not 

include any interim data or measurements of specific growth in student proficiency at the 

school level. Schools in this one Midwestern state use a variety of local assessments to 

measure progress and these are not consistent across schools or districts and as such 

cannot be compared across schools currently. This consideration of the sensitivity of the 

data means that there is significant room for examining other outcomes in the future and 

that my findings are limited by these data.  

 In an attempt to determine if these schools were making a difference with regards 

to other outcomes, I analyzed graduation, dropout, and attendance rate outcomes for 

individual years of grant implementation and mean change over multiple years. Again, 

there is not a statistically significant difference in the outcomes between the two groups 

of schools, and SIG funding does not predict improvements in outcomes consistently.  

 When looking at SIG funded schools more specifically, the findings related to 

levels of SIG per-pupil funding are also inconsistent, and provided no promise for the 

impact of SIG funding to improve outcomes. The only SIG variable to have been a real 

predictor of outcomes was the reform model chosen by schools, and my analysis 

demonstrated that the Turnaround model, which was considered the more rigorous of the 

two models because of the significance of the changes within the school, such as 

replacing the principal and 50% of the teaching staff, actually predicted decreased 

performance in mathematics and an increase in dropout rates for 2010 only, which are 
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both negative outcomes. The only other available research I was able to locate regarding 

this was from The Council of Great City Schools (2015), who found no statistically 

significant differences between the Transformation and Turnaround SIG intervention 

models in their rates of improvement, which my findings contradict somewhat. Despite 

the prediction results from my study, these results were only for one year and the reform 

model chosen was unable to predict any mean change outcome variables in my analysis.  

  A couple of specific findings do stand out within my analyses. As schools 

reported more implementation of technology as an activity, graduation rates were 

predicted to decrease for some academic years (a negative outcome). Yet, the 

implementation and use of technology appears consistently as an implementation strategy 

in my analyses of SIG applications, in my survey data, and in other reform related 

findings (Council of Great City Schools, 2015). While I was not able to find research 

related to technology as a predictor of outcomes in the literature, caution should be taken 

when considering the use of technology as a reform strategy. While my study was not 

able to secure data on implementation fidelity, my analysis suggests that schools may 

need to carefully focus on the fidelity of implementation.  

 Another notable finding is that as schools reported higher levels of extended 

learning time, 2011 mathematics outcomes were predicted to decrease (another negative 

outcome). While this is only a predictor for 2011 high school mathematics, it raises 

questions about the use of extended learning time in these schools especially given that it 

is a requirement of the grant and that there is literature which contradicts my finding by 

identifying extended learning time as an effective strategy to improve outcomes (Silva, 

2007; Redd et al., 2012). Like technology implementation, my results indicate that there 
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may be implementation fidelity issues that need to be addressed particularly with regards 

to what was done with the extended time.  

 Despite schools reporting that there was very little continuation of SIG funded 

staff after the grant period, sustainability, buy-in, and reported success levels are reported 

as favorably by schools based on my analyses. When these variables were used as 

predictors of outcomes, only overall reported level of sustainability is able to predict 

improved outcomes for SIG Cohort I schools for multiple years and outcomes. When 

looking deeper at what my analysis yielded regarding overall sustainability, these results 

may indicate that those strongly believing they can sustain their reform efforts beyond the 

grant funding may actually have put into place changes that did result in student outcome 

improvements. 

 Table 31 provides an overall summary of my major findings connected as to 

related literature. 

Table 31 

Overall Summary of Findings to Related Research 

Findings (Dionne, 2016) Previous Research Findings 

- Overall findings indicate that mean change 

outcomes were not statistically significant 

between SIG funded and SIG non-funded 

schools for mathematics or reading; and no 

statistically significant differences were found 

in mean changes for graduation, attendance, or 

dropout rates. 

 

 

 

- Affirms: Assessment outcomes indicate that 

schools displayed “nearly identical 

performance” on the reading assessments. 

Additionally, mathematics and reading 

assessments demonstrated no statistically 

significant differences (Nakamoto et al., 2013) 

 

Adds: No statistically significant differences 

were found in mean changes for graduation, 

attendance, or dropout rates between SIG 

funded and non-funded schools. 

  

- SIG funding does not consistently predict 

improvements in outcomes. 

- No previous research found 

  

- Levels of SIG per-pupil funding was not found 

to be a statistically significant predictor of any 

outcomes for SIG funded schools 

- No previous research found 
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Table 31 – Continued 

Findings (Dionne, 2016) Previous Research Findings 

- Implementation of a Turnaround model 

predicted decreases in mathematics z score 

outcomes for grade 11, and increases in dropout 

rates in academic year 2010, compared to 

Transformation model. 

- Contradicts: No statistically significant 

differences between the transformation and 

turnaround SIG intervention models in their 

rates of improvement (The Council of Great 

City Schools, 2015) 

  

- The implementation of technology predicted 

decreased graduation rates for some academic 

years. 

- No previous research found 

  

- Extended learning time was a predictor of 

decreased mathematics outcomes for 2011. 

- Contradicts: The correlation between time and 

achievement increases when students are given 

more instructional time and increased academic 

learning; extended learning time had a positive 

effect on attendance and academic outcomes 

(Silva, 2007; Redd et al., 2012)  

  

- Reported levels of SIG implementation staffing 

decrease significantly after the SIG grant period 

as indicated by number of SIG funded staff 

continuing after the grant. 

 

- No previous research found 

- Overall sustainability reported by schools was a 

statistically significant predictor of increased 

mathematics, reading, and attendance outcomes. 

- No previous research found 

 

Limitations 

 Available outcome data is a limitation of this study. Comparable assessment 

results were only available through academic year 2013-2014 for these schools due to a 

significant change in state assessments for all grade levels. These assessment changes 

would not allow for comparison, therefore, I was not able to utilize multiple year 

averages for outcome assessment data. 

 Another limitation to this study is a relative lack of available implementation data. 

While the SIG Cohort I Sustainability Survey offered additional data to examine these 

schools, it only included results from 21 schools and they were all from Cohort I. The 

survey was also self-reported by schools and some of the strategy identification data was 
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vague or not specific enough to allow for a more full understanding of what happened in 

terms of implementation of the strategies at these schools. Further information related to 

the fidelity of implementation would allow for additional analysis of specific 

implementation data to determine a more accurate view of implementation related to 

outcomes.  

 The relatively small sample size if SIG funded schools, particularly for 

elementary and middle schools, was also a limitation of my study. Additionally, I used 

school level aggregate data to examine outcomes, and the use of student-level data to 

look at similar outcomes or to further examine the achievement gaps for minority 

students and students of poverty would inform the research more specifically with 

regards to SIG funding and school reform efforts. 

 In addition, the state assessment is only administered once per year in this 

Midwestern state meaning that the outcome data for mathematics and reading only reflect 

these data for a single point in time. Additional outcome data would be helpful; however, 

the state is strong local control state and collects only minimal standardized outcome 

data. 

Implications for Future Research 

 This research builds on existing policy implementation research; however, studies 

related to SIG and other school reform policies are still needed to inform policy decisions 

and the overall use of public resources to improve outcomes for students. Given that 

federal policy inducements like SIG and CSR are relatively new, there is room for further 

research to determine the effectiveness of various implementation strategies and a need to 

examine policy decisions that drive these reforms and the outcomes they intend to 
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produce. For schools in my sample, the question remains as to the fidelity of reform 

implemented in these schools and how the money was spent more specifically. 

 My findings illuminate the reality that SIG funding has not been connected to 

consistently improved outcomes over multiple years, or able to predict improvements in 

outcomes for low-performing schools compared to similar schools. Of equal importance 

is the reality that percent minority and poverty in these schools continues to be a 

statistically significant predictor of decreased outcomes rather than the receipt of SIG 

funding or the amount of SIG money schools spent per-pupil to reform their schools. 

These findings leave further questions to be explored. 

 As schools continue to implement these reforms, data on larger numbers of 

schools in this one Midwestern state and in other states will be available to allow for 

larger sample sizes. Additional data on SIG implementation that looks more specifically 

at what happened in these schools related to specific strategies and how funding was 

utilized is needed to build on my research in examining the impact of such policy on 

outcomes.  

 Future studies could examine student-level, rather than school-level outcomes to 

allow for more specificity within schools and additional outcome data to better 

understand the role these reforms can play related to the mitigation of achievement gaps 

for minority students and students of poverty. With access to student-level data, further 

analyses of data could be conducted using designs such as Hierarchical Linear Modeling, 

Interrupted Time Series, Regression Discontinuity, or Mediation Analysis to further 

examine the impact of SIG on school outcomes overall. 

 A closer examination of how SIG money was spent within schools and across 

districts would be helpful in overall implementation research. For example, knowing how 
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schools used resources to work with third-party vendors to provide services, and how 

much funding went to specific implementation efforts that could be tied to outcome 

results, would be helpful.  

Implications for Policy and Practice 

 Examining quantitative outcomes for low performing schools related to specific 

policy, as with SIG, allows policy makers and implementers to use evidence to make 

decisions related to future policy and implementation. The use of public resources, 

particularly federal funds, to improve outcomes for students stems back to the ESEA of 

1965 when federal policy and funding was targeted at supporting struggling students and 

those in need of the most support. Results from my study indicate that schools receiving 

significant additional federal funding in one Midwestern state did not consistently show 

improved outcomes during the time of the three year grants and the year immediately 

following the grant, and such funds were also not a consistent predictor of outcomes over 

these multiple years. Furthermore, percent minority and percent poverty were more 

consistently able to predict outcomes for schools that received SIG funding than level of 

SIG per-pupil funding, indicating that the use of these federal funds should continue to be 

examined to make decisions about similar reforms. 

 As we shepherd our way through this new era of accountability, outcomes related 

to the use of resources will continue to gain importance. Given the findings in my study, 

it would be hard to justify funding additional implementation efforts without considering 

policies related to implementation fidelity or a more cohesive focus on outcomes aligned 

to funding. 

 I believe that further reporting and monitoring by the grant funders to gain a better 

idea of what happened in these schools would offer a better understanding of fidelity and 
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the ability of implementers to change their schemas related to reform practices. A greater 

understanding of how additional time was spent related to instructional changes, use of 

technology, and implementation of local assessments to improve outcomes is critical. 

More attention is needed to determine the actual implementation practices within these 

schools related to the use of these additional public resources. 

 Schools in my study reported high levels of sustainability with regards to carrying 

out SIG activities after the grant cycle; however, what they are sustaining is still unclear. 

Since SIG funding did not show any statistically significant differences in outcomes, and 

was not able to predict consistent improvements in outcomes, schools may be sustaining 

practices that are not actually making improvements or truly reflecting turnaround 

practices. Furthermore, continuation of SIG funded staff was minimal and the impact of 

this is unknown. Further oversight from SEAs and districts may better help leverage 

practices that have been shown by other research to facilitate school turnaround. 

 The idea that schools received significant amounts of money and did not produce 

outcomes that are indicative of successful reform efforts, especially for minority students 

and students of poverty, raises concerns. Perhaps most importantly, the quality of 

implementation efforts such as PD, the use of appropriate technology, the use of third-

party vendors, and what schools did with the extended learning time remain as questions. 

Truly leveraging SIG and similar funds will require SEAs, districts, and schools to focus 

on quality and evidence-based practices in the use of such funds. It is clear that schools 

will need additional support in order to implement these practices with fidelity.  

Recommendations to State Leaders 

 Given the significant amounts of funding provided via these SIG grants, and the 

limited amount of data actually collected on any outcomes, state educational leaders 
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should collect more data as a requirement of the grant and also monitor implementation 

more closely. In addition to compliance monitoring, the SEA could collect 

implementation data such as specific approaches to professional development, the 

application of new instructional practices, technology use, growth data, and changes in 

instructional practices as a result of SIG reforms. For example, additional data elements 

could include: 

 Intermediate School District (ISD) supports and collaboration; 

 Specific instructional practices implemented as part of the SIG reform; 

 Exactly how technology is being used to improve instruction; 

 specific use of additional learning time in schools; 

 the role of third party vendors; 

 specific professional learning activities and the effectiveness of these activities as 

perceived by instructional staff; 

 professional learning specific to administrators; and 

 interim assessment results to measure growth and proficiency. 

These additional data elements could also be used as variables to examine outcomes for 

SIG schools.   

Chapter V Summary 

 This study exposes the reality that educators need to target reform and turnaround 

efforts in a manner that addresses the needs of minority students and students of poverty.  

This study included several points of data to tell part of the implementation story through 

examining outcomes. Assessment scores, other outcome variables, SIG applications, and 

the survey for SIG Cohort I allowed a greater knowledge base for the SEA, grant funders, 

and policy makers. Yet, given that no statistically significant progress had occurred, these 
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data may not have been sensitive enough to see progress or SIG funding has not produced 

the return on investment for the schools in my study. Funding alone will not fix the 

problem of achievement outcomes and the fact that race and poverty are significant 

predictors of decreased outcomes compared to variables such as increased funding signal 

the need for much more effort to mitigate these achievement gaps. It is clear that much 

more outcome focused research is needed to better understand these relatively new school 

reform policies and practices.  

 As policy and practice continue to meld and we become better informed about 

policy implementation, and the related practices, we must continue our transition from 

focusing on inputs and compliance to valuing outcomes and student success.  
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Appendix B 

SIG Cohort I Sustainability Survey 
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