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Research Article_____________________________________________________________________

The Influence of the Length of the School Day on the Percentage of
Proficient and Advanced Proficient Scores on the New Jersey Assessment
of Skills and Knowledge for Grades 6, 7, and 8

Danielle Sammarone, EdD
Grade 5 Teacher
Mathematics and Science
Lyndhurst School District
Lyndhurst, NJ

Abstract
The purpose for this correlational, cross-sectional, explanatory was to explain the influence of the
length of the school day on the total percentage of students who scored Proficient or Advanced
Proficient (TPAP) on the New Jersey Ask (NJ ASK) in Language Arts and Mathematics in Grades 6-8
in for student populations with low, median, and high socio-economic status who attended schools with
below average, average, and above average school day lengths. The data analyzed included the length
of the school day with controlled student, staff, and school variables. The results from the study serve
to distinguish how this intervention influences TPAP based upon socioeconomic status (SES). The
study used over 600 public schools for each grade level/subject combination. For all grade level/subject
combinations, socioeconomic status (SES) by far had the largest predictive contribution to the
dependent variable compared to the other predictor variables.

Key Words
school reform, extended school day, standardized testing
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Problem and Purpose

Time is a finite education resource because
there are only so many hours in a school day.
Since the fledgling years of the United States
public school system, structural reforms and
interventions aimed at adding time or using
time in different ways to influence student
learning have been put into place (Tienken &
Orlich, 2013).
Extending the school day is a reform
that some education bureaucrats and policy
makers propose to address perceived problems
associated with student achievement. The
conclusions from the extant literature about the
influence of length of school day on
standardized tests scores lack consistency.
The results from this statewide study
provide New Jersey policy makers and school
administrators with information and data that
can be utilized to develop better policy
recommendations regarding the length of the
school day as an intervention to raise student
achievement on statewide standardized tests.

Literature in a Snapshot
Length of school day
The existing empirical research regarding the
length of the school day provided mixed results.
The major meta-analysis written by Patall,
Cooper, & Batts-Allen (2010) examined the
relationship between time and academic
success. Patall et al. (2010) investigated the
research from 1985-2009 and concentrated on
15 empirical works of various designs, most
consisted of small sample sizes and were based
on flawed methodologies.
According to Patall et al. (2010), the
results from the PISA and TIMS tests are
impacting how the United States education
system is viewed nationally and internationally.
Ever since A Nation at Risk, the American

school year consisting of 180 days has been
compared to the school calendars in Europe and
in Japan, whose school days vary from 190 to
240.
Patall et al. (2010) explicated that
Prisoners of Time, a Report completed in 1994
by the National Education Commission on
Time and Learning aimed to reestablish the
need for an extended school day and longer
school year in hopes to increase achievement.
This paved the way and between the
years 2000 and 2008, multiple reforms aiming
to increase time were put into action. There is
inconclusive data and a lack of evidence to
confirm if the intervention of lengthening the
school day positively affects student
achievement.
Socioeconomic status
The existing empirical research regarding
socioeconomic status and student achievement
has been consistent and conclusive.
The major landmark study by Coleman
(1966) explored education gaps between
advantaged and disadvantaged students and
stipulated that African American students had
less of an opportunity to achieve academically
due to the concentration of poor minorities
within their schools.
The research of Coleman (1966)
determined that disadvantaged students would
have a better chance of achieving if they
attended a desegregated school that contained
an increased percentage of students with a
higher socioeconomic background.
The study further explained that
students from schools with high concentrations
of low socioeconomic statuses would benefit
greatly from being integrated into schools with
a smaller population of those in poverty. A
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number of studies have similar conclusions
attesting that student achievement is highly
correlated with a family’s socioeconomic status.
Sirin (2005) examined existing literature
from 1990-2000 regarding socioeconomic
status (SES) and academic achievement in his
meta-Analysis. Sirin (2005) established that
family SES at the student level proved to be one
of the strongest correlations and also
determined the correlations at the school level
were even stronger (p. 438).
The results determine it is irrefutable
that “… school success is greatly influenced by
students’ family SES. This finding indicated
that our society may be failing in one of the
greatest commitments of every modern society;
that is, the responsibility to provide educational
opportunities for each student regardless of
social and economic background” (Sirin, 2005,
p.445).
Similarly, Stull (2013) focused in on the
relationship between a family’s socioeconomic
status (SES) and their educational expectations
for their children. Stull (2013) also identified
the difference between the direct and indirect
effects of SES on the achievement of students.
It was concluded that the direct effects
outweighed the indirect ones and that the choice
of early education plays a significant role in
achievement.
Likewise, Caldas and Bankston (2001)
found there is a strong tendency for poor
students to attend schools with peers who are
disproportionately poor” (p. 272). Regressions
were run to illustrate the effect of family
poverty status and family social status on
student achievement.
The results concluded the highest
correlation (r= .606) was between race and
percentage of minority students (Caldas &

Bankston, 2001, p.272). Nevertheless, small
negative effect on academic achievement for
individuals who receive free or reduced lunch
was found. There was a larger positive effect
on academic achievement and a family’s higher
social status.
Furthermore, Caldas and Bankston
(2001) conclude integrating students based on
socioeconomic status can result in an increase
of achievement overall.
Theoretical construct/research questions
In order to determine the influence of length of
school day on student achievement for grades
6-8, a diverse set of variables found in the
literature to influence middle school student
achievement on standardized tests were also
investigated, including a theoretical construct
for why the length of the school day would
matter as a variable to raise test scores.
The use of time as an input intervention
is supported by production-function theory
(Pigott, et al., 2012). The education productionfunction theoretical construct guided the
investigation to explain the relationship
between variables listed on the New Jersey
Report Card and student achievement on the
New Jersey Assessment of Skills and
Knowledge (NJ ASK) for Grades 6, 7, & 8
(Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996). Pigott et
al., (2012) explained, “Education production
functions are commonly used to study the
relationship between school inputs (predictors)
such as per-pupil expenditure (PPE) and student
outputs (outcomes) such as academic
achievement” (p. 1).
In this study, the output variable of
student achievement on the mathematics and
language arts sections of the NJ ASK tests in
grades 6-8 should theoretically be influenced by
the input of length of school day along with
other student, staff, and school inputs.
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I guided the study with the following
overarching research question and subquestions: What is the influence of the length of
the school day on student achievement in
Mathematics and Language Arts in grades 6
through 8 when controlling for various staff,
student, and school-level variables?
Sub-question 1:
What is the influence of the length of the school
day on the percentage of Proficient and
Advanced Proficient students in Grade 6 as
measured by the New Jersey Assessment of
Skills and Knowledge for Mathematics and
Language Arts for the 2010-2011 school year
when controlling for staff, student, and school
variables?
Sub-question 2:
What is the influence of the length of the school
day on the percentage of Proficient and
Advanced Proficient students in Grade 7 as
measured by the New Jersey Assessment of
Skills and Knowledge for Mathematics and
Language Arts for the 2010-2011 school year
when controlling for staff, student, and school
variables?
Sub-question 3:
What is the influence of the length of the school
day on the percentage of Proficient and
Advanced Proficient students in Grade 8 on the
standardized assessment in Mathematics and
Language Arts measured by New Jersey
Assessment of Skills and Knowledge 8 for the
2010-2011 school year when controlling for
staff, student, and school variables?
Sub-question 4:
What is the influence of the length of the school
day on students in schools that serve students in
the lowest third of the socioeconomic strata
compared to the influence on students in
schools that serve students in the middle and
top third of the socio-economic strata?

Methodology
Sample
The sample for this study consisted of public
middle schools within the 21 counties of New
Jersey.
The study excluded schools with
specialized populations such as magnet schools,
vocational schools, charter schools, and
alternative schools for students with special
needs.
All other public schools were included.
The number of schools that had complete data
for each subject for Grades 6, 7, and 8 included
the following:




Grade 6 Language Arts (n=786)
and Grade 6 Mathematics (n=786).
Grade 7 Language Arts (n=644)
and Grade 7 Mathematics (n=653).
Grade 8 Language Arts (n= 645)
and Grade 8 Mathematics (n=640).

The sample sizes necessary to achieve
appropriate power of the regression models
were calculated based on being able to identify
a p value of at least .05 and an effect size of at
least 0.50.
For the simultaneous multiple regression
models, I used a formula advocated by Field
(2009) to determine if the samples were large
enough to find the desired level of statistical
significance. Field (2009) suggested 50+8(k),
with k representing the number of predictor
variables, as an appropriate method to calculate
sample size. There were ten predictor variables
used in the various models for this study,
therefore a minimum of 130 cases were needed
(50 + 8(10) = 130) to obtain predictive power.

Analysis
I began the analysis phase for each grade level
and subject area by exploring the data to
__________________________________________________________________________________
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determine whether the dependent variables met
the assumption of normality. I measured
skewness for the dependent variables,
constructed histograms, and applied two tests of
normality.
A slight negative skew, greater than
1.000 was found in several dependent variables.
To determine whether the large sample sizes
were producing the statistically significant
results on the tests of normality, I conducted
descriptive tests on a smaller random sample
for each grade level subject combination.
I used a sample size equivalent to that
necessary to conduct a hierarchical regression.
The results of the descriptive statistics for the
smaller sample suggested that the skewness
were most likely an artifact of the large sample
sizes (Field, 2009).
For each subject and grade, the
following three-step procedure was used to
determine the significant independent variables
and their relative predictive strengths.
The first step was to run an “enter
method” simultaneous multiple regression that
included all ten independent variables. My
purpose for this procedure was to determine
which of the variables were statistically
significant predictors.
The second step was to run a multiple
regression using the backward method to
confirm or disconfirm the findings from the
initial regression. The backwards method
began with running a regression that used all
ten independent variables and then excluded
them sequentially starting with the variable that
was least significant (i.e., highest p value).
The next part of this second step
consisted of excluding that variable and
rerunning the regression using the remaining
nine variables. The variables that were not

statistically significant were automatically
excluded from future models. The process was
repeated until the model included all significant
independent variables. If the p value was
greater than .10, then it was removed from the
model. I allowed variables with p values of .10
or less to be included to guard against excluding
a potentially statistically significant variable
due to model error.
The third step was to run a series of
hierarchical regressions by using the strongest
statistically significant independent variables
obtained from the backwards analysis. Each
regression was performed by adding an
additional independent variable to each new
model. I reviewed the model summaries and
ANOVA tables to determine the statistically
significant model of best fit.
In addition I also conducted factorial
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) and univariate
analyses for each subject and grade level to
explain the interaction between various lengths
of school day and various socio-economic
strata.
I used visual binning to divide the SES
and length of the school day variables into three
equal size groups based on high, median, and
low categories.
The codes for the SES binning groups
were labeled as follows: 1 = wealthy incomes,
2 = median incomes, and 3 = high concentration
of low socioeconomic status.
Wealthy income schools were defined
by SPSS as schools that had between 0 and
10% of students eligible for free lunch. Median
income schools were identified as schools
having 11-49% of students eligible for free
lunch and high concentration schools exceeded
50% of students eligible.

Similarly, the codes for length of the
school day groups were labeled as follows: 1 =
__________________________________________________________________________________
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short school day, 2 = mean school day, and 3
=long school day.
Short-day schools were defined as those
with a school day consisting of 390 minutes or
less. Mean-day schools were identified as a day
that ranged from 391 to 400 minutes, and longday schools were those with a school day of
400 or more minutes.
Once the codes were determined for
SES and length of the school day, a separate
factorial (i.e., two-way) analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was run on each grade and subject,
using the two sets of visual binning groups as
grouping variables.
The purpose of the factorial analyses of
variance (ANOVA) was to determine if there
were statistically significant differences (p <
.05) in the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and
Knowledge (NJ ASK) proficiency percentages
for three levels of socioeconomic status (SES)
and three levels of length of school day, as well
as whether there was an interaction between the
SES and length of school day on the NJ ASK
proficiency rates.
In addition to running the two-way
factorial ANOVA, a one-way ANOVA was run.
The one-way ANOVA used nine different
groupings. The nine groupings were set to each
possible combination of the SES levels and the
levels of length of the school day bin.
The one-way ANOVA served as a post
hoc confirmation for the exact pairs of SES and
the length of school day bin combinations

lengthening the school day, this reform has
minimal influence on improving the proficiency
percentages of the New Jersey Assessment of
Skills and Knowledge (NJ ASK) for Grades 6,
7, and 8, especially in schools serving the
state’s poorest middle school students.
The results from the statistically
significant (p < .05) hierarchical regression
models of best fit suggest lengthening the
school day might not provide much return on
academic gains as measured by the New Jersey
state tests. Results from the Mathematics and
Language Arts models for all grade levels and
subject combinations suggest that length of the
school day was a statistically significant
variable although it portrayed a weak
relationship (See Table 1).
It was evident through the R squared
values and standardized betas that
socioeconomic status (SES) was the strongest
predictor variable for every grade level and
subject regardless of length of school day or
other school factors.
Existing research claims that
achievement of students of low socioeconomic
strata or those students who are eligible for free
or reduced lunch is much lower than students of
median and wealthy incomes.
Unfortunately, only minimal gains were
made by lengthening the school day, including
gains for students within low socioeconomic
strata (See Table 1).

where there were significant differences in the
NJ ASK passing rate.

Using one-way ANOVAtests, I was able
to pinpoint specific gains between the various
categories of school day length within particular
socioeconomic strata.

Findings and interpretations
The results from this study provide evidence
that no matter how much funding is put into

Extending the school day benefited
students in wealthy schools three-times as much
as it benefited students in the poorest schools.
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Table 1
Summary of Statistically Significant Hierarchical Regression Standardized Beta Values by Predictor
Variables

Grade 6

Grade

Grade 7

Grade

Grade 8

Grade 8

MA β

6 LA β

MA β

7 LA β

MA β

LA β

SES

-.497

-.600

-.506

-.617

-.466

-.474

Attendance

.284

.227

.198

.146

.234

.208

Student

-.134

-.142

-.179

-.180

-.242

-.322

.054

.039

.109

.100

.054

.055

.054

.069

.073

Mobility
School Day
Length
MA+
Faculty

-.048

Mobility
ELL

.065

Table 2 shows the achievement in wealthy schools increased the Grade 7 Language Arts passing
percentage by eight points (74.7%-82.6%) when the day was extended 13 minutes from a short day to a
mean day (i.e., 6 hours 24 minutes to 6 hours 37 minutes on average).
Similarly, extending the school day from short to long (i.e., extending the day 28 minutes from
6 hours 24 minutes to 6 hours 52 minutes) in wealthy districts produced a seven-point increase in the
percentage of students who scored proficient or above (74.7%-81.9%).
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Table 2
Grade 7 Language Arts Post-Hoc Test Results for One-Way Combination ANOVA Multiple Comparisons

(I) Combo
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day

Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day

(J) Combo
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-13.504
-2.252

Mean
Difference
(I-J)
-7.8780*

Std.
Error
1.7815

Sig.
.001

-7.2059*

1.8783

.006

-13.124

-1.288

9.9393*

1.9270

.000

3.876

16.002

10.6615*

2.0485

.000

4.204

17.119

9.1663*

2.1450

.001

2.411

15.922

36.6538*

2.0444

.000

30.235

43.072

33.1122*

2.9508

.000

23.717

42.508

27.1279*

3.7683

.000

14.902

39.354

7.8780*

1.7815

.001

2.252

13.504

.6720

1.3323

1.000

-3.532

4.876

17.8172*

1.4001

.000

13.412

22.223

18.5395*

1.5631

.000

13.573

23.506

17.0442*

1.6876

.000

11.691

22.397

44.5317*

1.5578

.000

39.643

49.421

40.9902*

2.6370

.000

32.493

49.488
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Wealthy SES and
Long School Day

Median SES and
Mean School Day

Median SES and
Mean School Day

Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day

35.0058*

3.5280

.000

23.414

46.598

7.2059*

1.8783

.006

1.288

13.124

-.6720

1.3323

1.000

-4.876

3.532

17.1452*

1.5213

.000

12.364

21.926

17.8674*

1.6726

.000

12.573

23.162

16.3722*

1.7895

.000

10.714

22.030

43.8597*

1.6676

.000

38.630

49.089

40.3181*

2.7033

.000

31.636

49.000

34.3338*

3.5779

.000

22.614

46.054

-9.9393*

1.9270

.000

-16.002

-3.876

-17.8172*

1.4001

.000

-22.223

-13.412

-17.1452*

1.5213

.000

-21.926

-12.364

.7222

1.7271

1.000

-4.732

6.177

-.7730

1.8406

1.000

-6.581

5.035

26.7145*

1.7223

.000

21.320

32.109

23.1729*

2.7374

.000

14.396

31.950

17.1886*

3.6037

.001

5.402

28.975

-10.6615*

2.0485

.000

-17.119

-4.204

-18.5395*

1.5631

.000

-23.506

-13.573
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Median SES and
Long School Day

Low SES and
Short School Day

Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day

-17.8674*

1.6726

.000

-23.162

-12.573

-.7222

1.7271

1.000

-6.177

4.732

-1.4952

1.9674

.998

-7.716

4.725

25.9923*

1.8572

.000

20.147

31.838

22.4507*

2.8243

.000

13.418

31.484

16.4663*

3.6701

.002

4.501

28.431

-9.1663*

2.1450

.001

-15.922

-2.411

-17.0442*

1.6876

.000

-22.397

-11.691

-16.3722*

1.7895

.000

-22.030

-10.714

.7730

1.8406

1.000

-5.035

6.581

1.4952

1.9674

.998

-4.725

7.716

27.4875*

1.9632

.000

21.311

33.664

23.9459*

2.8950

.000

14.708

33.183

17.9616*

3.7248

.000

5.850

30.073

-36.6538*

2.0444

.000

-43.072

-30.235

-44.5317*

1.5578

.000

-49.421

-39.643

-43.8597*

1.6676

.000

-49.089

-38.630

-26.7145*

1.7223

.000

-32.109

-21.320

-25.9923*

1.8572

.000

-31.838

-20.147
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Low SES and
Mean School Day

Low SES and
Long School Day

Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day

-27.4875*

1.9632

.000

-33.664

-21.311

-3.5416

2.8213

.941

-12.556

5.472

-9.5259

3.6678

.217

-21.480

2.428

-33.1122*

2.9508

.000

-42.508

-23.717

-40.9902*

2.6370

.000

-49.488

-32.493

-40.3181*

2.7033

.000

-49.000

-31.636

-23.1729*

2.7374

.000

-31.950

-14.396

-22.4507*

2.8243

.000

-31.484

-13.418

-23.9459*

2.8950

.000

-33.183

-14.708

3.5416

2.8213

.941

-5.472

12.556

-5.9843

4.2403

.890

-19.581

7.612

-27.1279*

3.7683

.000

-39.354

-14.902

-35.0058*

3.5280

.000

-46.598

-23.414

-34.3338*

3.5779

.000

-46.054

-22.614

-17.1886*

3.6037

.001

-28.975

-5.402

-16.4663*

3.6701

.002

-28.431

-4.501

-17.9616*

3.7248

.000

-30.073

-5.850

9.5259

3.6678

.217

-2.428

21.480

5.9843

4.2403

.890

-7.612

19.581

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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For grade 7 Mathematics (See Table 3), an eight percentage-point gain was observed in wealthy
school districts by changing a short day to a mean day (i.e., extending the day 13 minutes from 6 hours
24 minutes to 6 hours 37 minutes on average).
Table 3
Grade 7 Mathematics One-Way ANOVA Combination Table Multiple Comparisons

(I) combo
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day

Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day

(J) combo
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-13.416
-2.247

Mean
Difference
(I-J)
-7.8314*

Std.
Error
1.7715

Sig.
.001

-5.6266

1.8176

.058

-11.348

.095

8.8522*

1.8870

.000

2.922

14.782

8.0514*

1.9888

.003

1.780

14.323

6.9215*

2.0254

.023

.543

13.300

29.9797*

2.1426

.000

23.263

36.696

30.4516*

2.8439

.000

21.389

39.514

20.1113*

3.8926

.000

7.453

32.769

7.8314*

1.7715

.001

2.247

13.416

2.2049

1.5056

.870

-2.544

6.954

16.6836*

1.5887

.000

11.685

21.683

15.8828*

1.7084

.000

10.468

21.298

14.7529*

1.7509

.000

9.216

20.290
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Wealthy SES and
Long School Day

Median SES and
Short School Day

Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day

37.8112*

1.8852

.000

31.895

43.727

38.2830*

2.6554

.000

29.761

46.805

27.9427*

3.7571

.000

15.642

40.243

5.6266

1.8176

.058

-.095

11.348

-2.2049

1.5056

.870

-6.954

2.544

14.4788*

1.6399

.000

9.327

19.631

13.6780*

1.7561

.000

8.124

19.232

12.5480*

1.7975

.000

6.874

18.222

35.6063*

1.9286

.000

29.560

41.653

36.0781*

2.6864

.000

27.470

44.686

25.7379*

3.7791

.000

13.381

38.095

-8.8522*

1.8870

.000

-14.782

-2.922

-16.6836*

1.5887

.000

-21.683

-11.685

-14.4788*

1.6399

.000

-19.631

-9.327

-.8008

1.8278

1.000

-6.568

4.967

-1.9307

1.8676

.982

-7.814

3.953

21.1275*

1.9941

.000

14.882

27.373

21.5993*

2.7338

.000

12.858

30.341

11.2591

3.8129

.104

-1.186

23.704
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Median SES and
Mean School Day

Median SES and
Long School Day

Low SES and
Short School Day

Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day

-8.0514*

1.9888

.003

-14.323

-1.780

-15.8828*

1.7084

.000

-21.298

-10.468

-13.6780*

1.7561

.000

-19.232

-8.124

.8008

1.8278

1.000

-4.967

6.568

-1.1299

1.9705

1.000

-7.357

5.097

21.9283*

2.0907

.000

15.359

28.498

22.4001*

2.8050

.000

13.444

31.356

12.0599

3.8643

.070

-.525

24.645

-6.9215*

2.0254

.023

-13.300

-.543

-14.7529*

1.7509

.000

-20.290

-9.216

-12.5480*

1.7975

.000

-18.222

-6.874

1.9307

1.8676

.982

-3.953

7.814

1.1299

1.9705

1.000

-5.097

7.357

23.0583*

2.1256

.000

16.386

29.731

23.5301*

2.8311

.000

14.500

32.560

13.1898*

3.8833

.035

.555

25.824

-29.9797*

2.1426

.000

-36.696

-23.263

-37.8112*

1.8852

.000

-43.727

-31.895

-35.6063*

1.9286

.000

-41.653

-29.560
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Low SES and
Mean School Day

Low SES and
Long School Day

Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day

-21.1275*

1.9941

.000

-27.373

-14.882

-21.9283*

2.0907

.000

-28.498

-15.359

-23.0583*

2.1256

.000

-29.731

-16.386

.4718

2.9161

1.000

-8.796

9.739

-9.8684

3.9457

.257

-22.666

2.930

-30.4516*

2.8439

.000

-39.514

-21.389

-38.2830*

2.6554

.000

-46.805

-29.761

-36.0781*

2.6864

.000

-44.686

-27.470

-21.5993*

2.7338

.000

-30.341

-12.858

-22.4001*

2.8050

.000

-31.356

-13.444

-23.5301*

2.8311

.000

-32.560

-14.500

-.4718

2.9161

1.000

-9.739

8.796

-10.3402

4.3664

.319

-24.353

3.673

-20.1113*

3.8926

.000

-32.769

-7.453

-27.9427*

3.7571

.000

-40.243

-15.642

-25.7379*

3.7791

.000

-38.095

-13.381

-11.2591

3.8129

.104

-23.704

1.186

-12.0599

3.8643

.070

-24.645

.525

-13.1898*

3.8833

.035

-25.824

-.555
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Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day

9.8684

3.9457

.257

-2.930

22.666

10.3402

4.3664

.319

-3.673

24.353

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. Dependent Variable: TPAPmath7

There was also an improvement on the percentage of proficiency for Grade 8 Language Arts in
low SES schools (See Table 4). Hardly closing the achievement gap, scores were increased by 9.3
percentage points which raised the proficient percentage from 61.5% to 70.8% when the length of the
school day was increased from short to long (i.e., extending the day 60 minutes from 6 hours 22
minutes to 7 hours 22 minutes on average).
Although some might see these gains as meaningful improvements, some of them may not be
possible to implement due to the immense cost or might not be the best intervention in terms of
effectiveness. In particular, increasing the school day by an hour for students in the lowest
socioeconomic schools may not be possible due to fiscal constraints and the gains received from doing
so might not be worth the hundreds of thousands or even millions of dollars that would need to be spent
on each school.
Table 4
Grade 8 Language Arts Post-Hoc Test Results for One-Way Combination ANOVA

(I) COMBO
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day

(J) COMBO
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-5.810
1.146

Mean
Difference
(I-J)
-2.3320

Std.
Error
1.0998

Sig.
.465

-2.2425

1.0949

.514

-5.705

1.220

5.2228*

1.1289

.000

1.660

8.786

6.4440*

1.2755

.000

2.416

10.472

5.4582*

1.1501

.000

1.826

9.090

29.8509*

1.7842

.000

24.255

35.447

27.2236*

2.5717

.000

18.941

35.506
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Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day

Wealthy SES and
Long School Day

Median SES and
Short School Day

Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day

20.5900*

2.6571

.000

11.994

29.185

2.3320

1.0998

.465

-1.146

5.810

.0895

.7457

1.000

-2.261

2.440

7.5548*

.7949

.000

5.056

10.054

8.7760*

.9921

.000

5.619

11.933

7.7902*

.8247

.000

5.184

10.396

32.1829*

1.5940

.000

27.169

37.197

29.5556*

2.4436

.000

21.624

37.487

22.9220*

2.5333

.000

14.659

31.185

2.2425

1.0949

.514

-1.220

5.705

-.0895

.7457

1.000

-2.440

2.261

7.4653*

.7881

.000

4.990

9.940

8.6865*

.9866

.000

5.547

11.826

7.7007*

.8181

.000

5.118

10.284

32.0935*

1.5906

.000

27.090

37.097

29.4661*

2.4414

.000

21.540

37.392

22.8325*

2.5312

.000

14.575

31.090

-5.2228*

1.1289

.000

-8.786

-1.660

-7.5548*

.7949

.000

-10.054

-5.056
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Median SES and
Mean School Day

Median SES and
Long School Day

Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day

-7.4653*

.7881

.000

-9.940

-4.990

1.2212

1.0243

.956

-2.028

4.470

.2354

.8632

1.000

-2.483

2.953

24.6281*

1.6142

.000

19.554

29.702

22.0007*

2.4568

.000

14.034

29.968

15.3671*

2.5461

.000

7.071

23.664

-6.4440*

1.2755

.000

-10.472

-2.416

-8.7760*

.9921

.000

-11.933

-5.619

-8.6865*

.9866

.000

-11.826

-5.547

-1.2212

1.0243

.956

-4.470

2.028

-.9858

1.0476

.990

-4.311

2.339

23.4069*

1.7199

.000

18.005

28.809

20.7796*

2.5275

.000

12.618

28.941

14.1460*

2.6144

.000

5.666

22.626

-5.4582*

1.1501

.000

-9.090

-1.826

-7.7902*

.8247

.000

-10.396

-5.184

-7.7007*

.8181

.000

-10.284

-5.118

-.2354

.8632

1.000

-2.953

2.483

.9858

1.0476

.990

-2.339

4.311
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Low SES and
Short School Day

Low SES and
Mean School Day

Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day
Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Long School Day

24.3928*

1.6291

.000

19.272

29.513

21.7654*

2.4666

.000

13.772

29.759

15.1318*

2.5555

.000

6.810

23.454

-29.8509*

1.7842

.000

-35.447

-24.255

-32.1829*

1.5940

.000

-37.197

-27.169

-32.0935*

1.5906

.000

-37.097

-27.090

-24.6281*

1.6142

.000

-29.702

-19.554

-23.4069*

1.7199

.000

-28.809

-18.005

-24.3928*

1.6291

.000

-29.513

-19.272

-2.6274

2.8187

.990

-11.610

6.355

-9.2610

2.8968

.050

-18.526

.004

-27.2236*

2.5717

.000

-35.506

-18.941

-29.5556*

2.4436

.000

-37.487

-21.624

-29.4661*

2.4414

.000

-37.392

-21.540

-22.0007*

2.4568

.000

-29.968

-14.034

-20.7796*

2.5275

.000

-28.941

-12.618

-21.7654*

2.4666

.000

-29.759

-13.772

2.6274

2.8187

.990

-6.355

11.610

-6.6336

3.4383

.596

-17.584

4.316
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Low SES and
Long School Day

Wealthy SES and
Short School Day
Wealthy SES and
Mean School Day
Wealthy SES and
Long School Day
Median SES and
Short School Day
Median SES and
Mean School Day
Median SES and
Long School Day
Low SES and
Short School Day
Low SES and
Mean School Day

-20.5900*

2.6571

.000

-29.185

-11.994

-22.9220*

2.5333

.000

-31.185

-14.659

-22.8325*

2.5312

.000

-31.090

-14.575

-15.3671*

2.5461

.000

-23.664

-7.071

-14.1460*

2.6144

.000

-22.626

-5.666

-15.1318*

2.5555

.000

-23.454

-6.810

9.2610

2.8968

.050

-.004

18.526

6.6336

3.4383

.596

-4.316

17.584

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. Dependent Variable: TPAPLAS

Conclusion
Limited resources are a driver of educational output and the length of the school day is one of those
limited resources. My study found that the required investment of time, more specifically lengthening
the school day, to achieve greater results in student achievement in Grades 6, 7, and 8 do not justify the
expenditure.
The study presented the opportunity for differences in improvements on the NJ ASK passing
percentages to be exposed. There were eighteen possible combinations where the length of the school
day could increase achievement; only four were found to be statistically significant (See Table 5), yet
small. Three out of the four identified as statistically significant were found to benefit students of the
wealthiest socioeconomic strata, and only one was found to benefit the students in the lowest third
socioeconomic strata. The students who need the most receive the least by lengthening the school day.
Table 5
Summary of Statistically Significant Findings for One-Way Analysis of Variance
Grade/ Subject
th

6 Grade
Mathematics

School Day Length Low SES

Median SES

Wealthy SES

Short to mean
Mean to long
Short to long

th

6 Grade

Short to mean
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Language Arts

Mean to long
Short to long

th

7 Grade
Mathematics

Short to mean

X

Mean to long
Short to long

th

7 Grade
Language Arts

Short to mean

X

Mean to long
Short to long

th

8 Grade
Mathematics

X

Short to mean
Mean to long
Short to long

th

8 Grade
Language Arts

Short to mean
Mean to long
Short to long

X

*X statistically significant (p < .05)

In order for lawmakers to ameliorate this
societal problem, lawmakers must focus on
what matters: a family’s socioeconomic status
(SES). “Students who are living at or below the
poverty level usually reside in large urban
areas.

experience, promoting the opportunity for these
students of low socioeconomic status to
integrate with students of median and wealthy
SES from an early age would eliminate barriers
and support social, emotional, and intellectual
growth for all students (Jackson and Davis,
2000; Coleman,1966; Borman & Dowling,
2006).

It is within these areas that a great deal
of conversation takes places regarding these
schools being held accountable for academic
achievement, dropout rates, and graduation
rates” (Ross, 2013, p. 104). Providing
assistance for everyday living costs such as
housing and quality child care would enable
these families to provide a better, more stable
home life and in return, students may be able to
focus on learning, thereby increasing
achievement and narrowing the education gap.

In addition to making changes at the
policy level, it is imperative for school leaders
in all districts to meet the hierarchy of needs of
their community. Routinely surveying students,
teachers, and parents and utilizing the results to
drive outcomes will enable the administrator to
address and tackle problems as well as continue
with certain policies and programs that are
deemed beneficial.

Implications for Policy and Practice

Law makers can break up the poverty in
urban communities by promoting inclusionary
zoning programs (Schwartz, 2011). Since the
greater part of achievement is established by

Since decades of research have
confirmed that socioeconomic status is the
strongest predictor of achievement, a school
leader of a low socioeconomic status (SES)
school should keep in mind the constructs
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necessary that will reach the students and
community as well as keeping the staff
motivated.
Since increased attendance is a direct
indicator of school success, leaders may
implement structural changes such as creating
smaller class sizes, in order to positively
reorganize the school (Gottfried, 2010; Parke &
Kanyongo, 2012).
Smaller learning environments coupled
with “team” teaching will produce supportive
relationships between students and teachers
(Jackson and Davidson, 2000). These
relationships will foster intrinsic motivation and
therefore result in greater performance and
higher attendance rates (Jackson and Davis,
2000).
Besides increasing student attendance,
administrators can equalize the playing field by
working with parents to improve their
participation. Although parents may be hesitant,
the school should extend the invitation for them
to attend parent nights or workshops where they
can find support (i.e., clarify curriculum,
explain policies, and provide resources).
Other initiatives include offering free
Wi-Fi or setting up community locations where
these parents can have computer access in order
to check their child’s academic and behavior
progress. Coupling with offering in-school
support, leaders should also develop a rapidresponse team of community-based support
agencies/people who can provide immediate
assistance to families in crisis.
These rapid-response programs and
initiatives can be funded by donations from

vendors and third parties that do business with
the school.

Recommendations for Future
Research
Although this research served to look at the
influence of the length of the school day within
each of the three socioeconomic strata for
Grades 6, 7, and 8, this study cannot provide all
the answers related to the length of the school
day and achievement.
For example, this study treated all
schools within each category of school-day
length the same. There was no differentiation
from schools that had a longer school day
before the 2010-2011 school year from those
that adopted the longer school day as an
intervention.
There was also no distinction between
schools that added minutes to instructional time
from those who had an elongated day due to
extra minutes being added to passing time or for
an extra period set for extracurricular activities
or meetings. The data used in this study was
found on the New Jersey Department of
Education’s database.
Unfortunately, the NJDOE did not
report the data as a disaggregate data point and
therefore there was no way to distinguish
between schools who added minutes as an
intervention to those that did not. The 20102011 data was the last year that the NJDOE
reported all statistics on the variables used in
this study. In order to enhance the literature, it
is imperative that future studies expand on such
as those listed below.

1. Since 2010-2011, New Jersey has replaced the NJ ASK with the PARCC assessment,
therefore a study should be conducted to explore whether there is a change in the
relationship between time and achievement in the context of the new tests.
2. Conduct a study that investigates the influence of the length of the school day on other NJ
grade levels and compare findings using the PARCC results.
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3. Conduct a study that examines the influence of instructional minutes and Middle School test
scores as measured by the PARCC.
4. Conduct a study concentrating on schools with the highest and lowest poverty rates and
compare the curriculum and academic interventions for students who scored low on
standardized tests in New Jersey.
5. Design a study that examines the achievement of students of low socioeconomic status that
have been integrated to those students who have not.
6. Conduct a study that examines the influence of the length of the school day on Middle
School test scores in other states. Compare test scores before and after the intervention of a
longer school day.
.
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Length of the School Day and Its Influence on New Jersey
High School Proficiency Assessment Scores

Phyllis deAngelis, EdD
Business Teacher
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Abstract
This paper presents results from an examination of the relationships between high school (HS) school
day length and 2011 New Jersey High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA) Math and Language
Arts Literacy test results. Variables found to have an influence on standardized test scores in the extant
literature were evaluated and reported. Hierarchical regression models were used to determine the
strength of the predictive influence of these variables, specifically school day length, on both HS Math
and Language Arts Literacy student performance. Results indicated that school day length does not
have a significant influence on HS LAL achievement, but accounts for 1.8% of the variance in HS Math
achievement scores. Implications for practicing administrators are discussed.
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school reform, extended school day, standardized testing

__________________________________________________________________________________
Vol. 13, No. 2 Summer 2016
AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice

30

Gaining momentum in legislative circles is the
idea that a longer school day and/or year will
produce increased student achievement as
measured by state mandated standardized tests.
Since the initial mention of school time and the
learning model proposed by Carroll (1963),
school reforms have become cloaked in the
belief that more time equals more achievement.
In recent times policymakers, pundits,
and education bureaucrats claim that more time
in school translates into increased test scores
and that somehow affects the ability of the U.S.
workforce to better compete globally.

Problem, Purpose, and Research
Questions
The purpose for this study was to explain the
influence that school day length (as reported in
minutes) had on student aggregate performance
in New Jersey comprehensive high schools, on
the HSPA 2011 Mathematics and Language
Arts exam.
This study was guided by the
overarching research question: What is the
influence of length of school day on the Grade
11, 2011 New Jersey state-mandated High
School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA) scores
when controlling for student, school, and staff
variables?

Conceptual Framework
Zhang & Chen (2008) stated, “Education is
different from other kinds of products: its
output is not a change in the ‘physical
properties’ of students. Educational output
includes the increase in knowledge,
qualification, attitudes, perceptions, emotions,
and skills that students receive from this kind of
production process”…“and it is, however,
difficult to quantify the increase” (pp. 206-207).
“… Educational outputs are influenced by a
political process that can respond to local

differences in demand for public education in
both budgetary (input) and output dimensions”
(Klein, 2007, p. 2).
Furthermore, “… student demographic
characteristics and family background better
explain their performance on standardized tests
than do measures of the resources devoted to
their education” (Klein, 2007, p.3).
America has been dazzled by Frederick
Taylor’s scientific management framework and
has tried to employ structural constructs to
education. Specifically, the production-function
theory, or the idea that the more one puts in, the
more one gets out has driven education reform
policies for some time.
Lengthening the school day is a
perceived education reform that, in theory,
should increase output as measured by students’
results on standardized tests. The theoretical
framework for this research study was aligned
with input-output models.

Literature In A Snapshot
A review of the literature revealed no
statistically significant positive results related to
the length of the school day at the high school
level in New Jersey and the relationship of this
variable on the High School Proficiency
Assessment (HSPA). Therefore, the literature
presented in this article relates to a broader
review of the theories and studies related to the
topic.
Influences on high school exit exams
Graduation requirements based on high-stakes,
high school exit tests became a universal policy
tool in some states including New Jersey in the
post No Child Left Behind (NCLB) era.

According to Ou (2009), many
marginalized groups do not graduate because
“high school exit exams are more prevalent in
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states with higher percentages of economically
disadvantaged and minority students” (p. 171).
McIntosh & Kobler (2012) emphasized that
“nearly 7 out of 10 students, and an even larger
share of students of color, attend school in
states with exit exams. Sixty-nine percent of the
nation’s students are enrolled in states with exit
exams, including 71% of African American
students, 85% of Hispanic students, 71% of
low-income students, and 83% of English
language learners (ELLs)” (p. 2).
Student socioeconomic status and
minority status are variables demonstrated to
statistically significantly influence student
achievement. McIntosh & Kobler (2012)
contended that although results from empirical
research says the opposite, “Proponents of exit
exams, who often include state governors, chief
state school officers, and state boards of
education, maintain that requiring students to
pass an exam will raise academic achievement
and ensure that students graduate from high
school with the knowledge and skills needed for
college or careers” (p. 36). In fact, “the
evidence indicates that low-achieving
students—those often targeted by these
policies—do not experience gains under the
more rigorous exams” (McIntosh & Kobler, pp.
487-488).
Tienken (2011) found a flaw in the
construct validity of high school exit (highstakes) exams, nationally, known as the
“conditional standard error of measure”
(CSEM), (p.301). CSEM is a margin of error at
the proficiency cut points of standardized tests.
Tienken (2011) found large margins of error on
all state high school exit exams with the New
Jersey exam having approximately 10 points of
error at the proficiency cut point.
That means that tests results can be ±10
points from a student’s individual true scale
score. Therefore, many students may in fact

pass the high-stakes test but be categorized as
failing and consequently be prevented from
graduating from high school.
Furthermore, Tienken (2011) suggested
that a policy adjustment should be made to
ameliorate the impact of CSEM on any single
test score that determines the fate of students
and families. No state makes an adjustment for
CSEM in their score reporting.
Student school attendance
Student school attendance has been linked to
achievement. Gottfried (2010) evaluated the
relationship between student attendance and
achievement in Philadelphia elementary and
middle schools. “Positive and statistically
significant relationships between student
attendance and academic achievement as
expressed in GPA for both elementary and
middle school students” was found (Gottfried,
2010, p. 434).
“The effect sizes, as defined by the
standardized regression coefficient, ranged
from 0.24 to 0.34, thereby indicating that the
attendance-achievement relationship is fairly
consistent for the full sample and across
elementary and middle school sample”
(Gottfried, 2010, p. 446).
Math achievement was especially
sensitive to school absenteeism as well as
standardized test scores, graduation and dropout
rates (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2012, p. 3). Several
researchers reported that students with healthier
attendance histories had stronger test
performance (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2006; Lamdin,
1996). Roby (2003) concluded that based on
the analysis of educational outcomes in Ohio
for 3,171 schools (711 schools for 9th grade
and 691 schools at 12th grade), a statistically
significant relationship existed between
attendance and achievement in 4th, 6th, 9th, and
12th grades.
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Socioeconomic status
Abrams & Kong (2012), Graziano (2012), and
Tienken (2012) supported and conveyed the
fact that SES directly influences student
achievement. Researchers studying student
mobility also established that SES has a greater
influence on Math than on LAL performance
(Ashby, 2010; Xu, Hannaway, & D’Souza.
2009). Tienken (2012) advised that
disadvantaged students, as a group, have never
been reported as scoring higher than their more
advantaged peers, as a group, on any state test
at any grade level.
The achievement differences between
economically disadvantaged and economically
advantaged students ranged from 12 to 36
percentile points on state-mandated high school
tests of language arts and mathematics
(Tienken, 2012).
What makes a difference in student
achievement: “Family background
characteristics and other out-of-school factors
clearly have a profound influence on students'
academic achievement” (Abrams & Kong,
2012; Coleman, 1988; Sirin, 2005; West, 2012,
p. 38) In fact, Coleman et al. (1966) first
espoused that minority children (with weak
family educational backgrounds) are likely to
have increases in achievement when they are
schooled with students with strong family
educational backgrounds (p. 22).
Abrams and Kong (2012) ascertained
that “research demonstrates that socioeconomic
status (SES) is the strongest predictor of
academic achievement” (Abrams & Kong,
2012, p. 1, 18). Abrams and Kong (2012) are
supported in this finding by other researchers:
Caldas, 1993; Coleman et al., 1966; Sirin, 2005;
and White, 1982.
Graziano (2012) summed up the
research on SES in this way:

…a school’s average student
characteristics, such as poverty and
attitudes toward school, often had a
greater impact on student achievement
than teacher and schools and that the
average teacher characteristics at a
school had a small impact on a school’s
mean achievement (Graziano, 2012, p.
54).
Length of school day
Patall, E., Cooper, H., & Allen, A. B. (2010)
sum up the frenzy among policymakers
regarding increasing the length of the school
day or year: “Policymakers are drawn to using
time as a lever for reform even though no
guarantee of improved student learning
exits…the cost to states are estimated at $2.3 to
$12.4 million for each additional day for
school.” (p .3).
Patall et al. (2010) prepared a systematic
review of all the research from 1985-2009 on
the length of the school day and located 15
research studies some of which reported effect
sizes and findings (these can be found in the
appendices of Patall et al. (2010) and
synthesized in deAngelis, P. (2014), p. 75.
According to Patall, et al. (2010) (who
conducted a national meta-analysis) the
majority of studies dealing with the relationship
of education time to student achievement
looked at the total number of schools days or
hours students are required to attend school,
while other studies focused on engaged time or
academic instructional learning time.
In some cases the time variable was not
clearly specified. These inconsistencies made it
difficult to make comparisons. Mixed findings
about the degree to which time influences
student learning complicates the issue. Despite
this, the literature revealed a fairly consistent
pattern (Patall et al., 2010, p. 3):
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1. There is little or no relationship
between allocated time and student
achievement.
2. There is some relationship between
engaged time and achievement.
3. There is a larger relationship
between instructional time and
achievement.

Quantitative Methodology
The sample for the study was selected
purposefully to represent only New Jersey’s
public, comprehensive, and academic secondary
schools that reported all required information
related to school, staff, and student variables to
the New Jersey Department of Education
(NJDOE).
From the more than 400 public
secondary schools in New Jersey, 326 met the
sampling requirements. Vocational schools,
special services school districts/special
education schools, and charter schools were
excluded from the study to ensure all results
obtained from the analysis were attributed to a
typical district New Jersey public high school.
The unit of analysis for this study was at the
school level.
This explanatory, non-experimental
study used a correlational research design and
hierarchical multiple regression analyses (at a
single point in time) to measure the relationship
between two variables: length of school day
and Grade 11 NJ 2011 HSPA scores. The
analysis provided quantitative descriptive
research on the relationship of length of school
day in New Jersey secondary schools Grade 11
students in “A-J” districts and scores on the NJ
Grade 11, 2011 HSPA (Note: “A” schools
represent the lowest socio economic
communities while “J” schools represent the
wealthiest economic communities).

HSPA was used to determine student
achievement in reading, writing, and
mathematics as specified in the New Jersey
Core Curriculum Content Standards for Grade
11. The NJ HSPA scores are scaled to fit into
the 100-300 range of possible points available,
where >200 is Passing/Proficient.
A “simultaneous” data entry method
(using the SPSS comprehensive statistical
analysis and data management software
product) created statistical models used to
structure a series of hierarchical regression
models (Witte & Witte, 2010).
When the predictor variables (i.e., staff,
school, and student) were entered into SPSS
using the hierarchical regression method the
models provided data on the specific
contribution of each variable on HSPA LAL
and Math student performance. In this study the
untransformed dependent variable 2011 HSPA
Passing score is identified as TP+AP (total
proficient and advanced proficient) with MA
Transformed labeled TPReflect and LA
Transformed referenced as TPLA_Reflext.
The independent variables included
staff, student, and school: a) Staff-Faculty
attendance rate (FAttend), faculty mobility rate
(FMobility), and Percentage of staff with
master’s degrees or higher (MA+); b) Studentattendance Rate (G11Attend), student mobility
rate (STMOB), percentage of students eligible
for free or reduced lunch (SES), percentage of
students with disabilities (DIS), and percentage
of students with limited English (LEP);
c) School-Length of the school day
(SCHDAYL) and school size (enG9to12).
A difference in this study from other
studies about school day length was that the
variables of school day length and SES strata
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were analyzed separately (as well as analyzed
with and without the covariate of attendance).
To apply findings at the school or district level,
passing percentage changes were calculated
between short, medium and long day lengths.

Results and Discussion
Results from this study suggested that school
day length is a statistically significant predictor
but weak predictor of HSPA Math performance
and not a statistically significant predictor of
LAL performance (illustrated in Table 1).

Table 1
Summary of Statistically Significant Hierarchical Regression Standardized Beta Values by Predictor
Variables

SES
G11attend
DIS
FMOBILITY
SCHLDAYL

Grade 11
MA β
-.550
.407
─
─
.140

Table 2 displays the major findings
from the hierarchical multiple regression
analysis that used log 10 transformed
(TPReflect/Reflext) and untransformed data
from the performance data obtained from the
total proficient (TP) and advanced proficient
(AP) scores on 2011 NJ HSPA Language Arts
(LA) and Math (MA).
The final hierarchical regression models
(when using the transformed dependent
variable) for both MA and LA had significant
predictive capabilities on the HSPA passing
rates. The fact that the adjusted R2 of 64.0% for
LA was about five percentage points higher
than the MA adjusted R2 of 58.7% showed that
the LA regression model had slightly higher
predictive power than the MA model.
Both MA and LA socioeconomic status
(SES) had the greatest influence on HSPA

Grade 11
LA β
-.382
.576
-.067
-.074
─

passing percentages; the extant literature
supports this outcome. This was demonstrated
by the fact that SES had the largest R2 value
contribution—43.1% for MA and 48.1% for
LA—in each subject’s final regression model.
Unfortunately, SES is a variable that schools
have little power to change and hence the
predictive powers of other more
administratively mutable variables need to be
examined.
The other significant variables for MA
included G11attend (student attendance),
SCHDAYL, and MA+, while for LA the
significant variables were G11attend,
SCHDAYL, DIS, MA+, and enrG9to12
(student enrollment). The variables that school
administrators have some ability to change
include G11attend, SCHDAYL, MA+, and
enrG9to12.
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Table 2
Summary of Major Findings from Hierarchical Regressions
HSPA Subject &
Dependent Variable

Variables & Significance

Sig. Variables &
Standardized Beta’s* (β)

Adjusted R2 (% of
Variance Explained by
the Model)
69.3% *
(Model 3)

SCHDAYL
p-value

SES (.000)
SES (-.55)
Statistically
G11attend (.000)
G11attend (.41)
significant
SCHDAYL (.000)
SCHDAYL(.14)
(.000)
SES (.000)
SES (.50)
58.7%
Statistically
MA TPReflect*
G11attend (.000)
G11attend (-.30)
(Model 5)
significant
SCHDAYL (.000)
SCHDAYL (-.23)
(.000)
MA+ (.003)
MA+ (-.12)
DIS (.255)
DIS (.04)
G11attend (.000)
G11attend (.58)
68.5%
Not statistically
LA TP+AP
SES (.000)
SES (-.38)
(Model 5)
significant
DIS (.040)
DIS (-.07)
(.151)
FMOBILITY (.026)
FMOBILTY (.07)
FATTEND (.057)
FATTEND (-.07)
SES (.000)
SES (.46)
64.0%
Statistically
LA TPLA_Reflext*
G11attend (.000)
G11attend (-.33)
(Model 6)
significant
SCHDAYL (.000)
SCHDAYL (-.18)
(.000)
DIS (.000)
DIS (.15)
MA+ (.010)
MA+ (-.10)
enrG9to12 (.037)
enrG9to12 (-.08)
*Note: Regressions with transformed dependent variables have a standardized β (Beta) whose signs are opposite. A negative β (Beta) value means that
the associated predictor variable has a positive relationship with the HSPA passing percentage similarly a negative β (Beta) value means that the
predictor variable has a positive relationship with the HSPA passing percentage.
MA TP+AP

The fact that the adjusted R 2 value for the final hierarchical MA model with the untransformed dependent variable is about 11 percentage points higher
than that for the final hierarchical MA model with the transformed dependent variable (69.3% vs. 58.7%) suggests that the regression model using the
untransformed dependent variable is superior to (in the sense that it has more predictive power) than the regression model using the transformed variable.

The data in Table 3 suggest that for
schools serving larger proportions of students
from poverty, lengthening the school day from
a short to a median day virtually had no impact
on HSPA MA passing rates.
Interestingly, increasing the school day
from a median length to a long length day
resulted in a rise of about 6 percentage points in
the passing rate on HSPA MA for poor schools.

Subsequent analysis on the median and
wealthy SES schools showed little variation in
the HSPA LA passing percentages when the
length of the school day was increased.
For the poorer schools the HSPA LA
passing rate declined from a short to a median
length day but improved about 3.5 points when
the school day was increased from a median to
a long day.
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Table 3
Influence of the Length of the School Day by SES Category
SES Category

MA
SCHDAYL
Short to
Med
Range =347-397
Median=390

MA
SCHDAYL
Med to
Long
Range=398-415
Median= 406

MA SCHDAYL
Short to
Long
Range= 416-515
Median=435

LA
SCHDAYL
Short to
Med
Range =347-397
Median=390

LA
SCHDAYL
Med to
Long
Range=398-415
Median= 406

LA
SCHDAYL
Short to
Long
Range= 416-515
Median=435

Poor
(Mean SES
=59.9%)
Med
(Mean SES
=19%)
Rich
(Mean SES
=19%)

0.14 %

5.75 %

5.89 %

-2.48 %

3.35 %

0.87 %

0.84 %

0.30 %

0.14 %

-0.43 %

-0.60 %

-1.02 %

1.98 %

0.59 %

2.56 %

0.22 %

-0.70 %

-0.49 %

The estimated marginal means
illustrated in Figures 1 and 2 highlighted each
SCHDAYL/SES bin combination mean passing
percentage, after controlling for differences in
student attendance rates among the schools
included in the study.
Even when controlling for differences in
student attendance rates, the length of the
school day had little influence on HSPA MA
passing percentages for the both rich schools
and median SES schools. Increasing the school
day for the poorest schools from a median to a
long day did increase the MA passing

percentage by about 6 points. Although the
graphs in Figures 1 and 2 look impressive, the
increases do not come close to putting student
performance on par with that of schools serving
less poor youth.
However, for LA a decline in scores for
the poorest schools is illustrated when a short
day is replaced by a median length day and the
scores only increased slightly when a longer
day is implemented. Both the median and
wealthier schools LA scores decline when the
school day is lengthened.
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Figure 1.
MA estimated marginal means untransformed
dependent variable (TP+AP) with binned
SCHLDAYL and SES with covariate
G11 attend.

Implications for Practice
Socio-economic status (-.55), student
attendance (.41) and school day length (.14)
accounted for 69.3% of the variance in model 3
for HSPA Math. Whereas model 5 for
Language Arts HSPA accounted for 68.5% of
the variance in test results: student attendance
(.58), socio-economic status (-.38), students
with disability (-.07), faculty mobility (.07),
faculty attendance (-.07).

Figure 2.
LA estimated marginal means untransformed
dependent variable (TP+AP) with binned
SCHDAYL and SES with covariate G11attend.

conferences, PTA meetings and family nights,
especially in poorer districts, can increase
student achievement at the high school level.
“Research shows that families are more likely
to be involved when staff reach out to them and
also when they feel that their involvement is
appropriate and will be effective” (HooverDempsey & Sandler, 1997; Moll, Amanti, Neff,
& Gonzalez, 1992, as cited by Kakli et al. p.
11).

For learning to occur, especially for
students low-income designated strata, students
need to attend school and be in class learning
(Gottfried, 2010). The analyses in this study
showed a significant and positive relationship
between student attendance and academic
achievement. Therefore, more focus on
attendance policies that have the potential to
positively influence HSPA passing percentage
School principals need to be proactive in
rates should gain administrative focus,
their quest to build relationships and to educate
including increasing parent awareness about the
families about the importance of student school
importance of students being in the classroom.
attendance. Parents participating in parent
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Children have to attend school in order
to learn; chronic absenteeism for any child for
any reason is detrimental to their ongoing
development but even more profound for
younger children of poverty.

learning is not negatively impacted (Aaronson
et al., 1998).

Recommendations for Future
Research

The subject of math is particularly
sensitive to student attendance and researchers
reported that students with better attendance
records, especially those of poverty, have
stronger test performance (Balfanz & Byrnes,
2006, 2012; Lamdin, 1996).

Obviously a single study cannot relate all the
elucidations that influence student achievement
on a state’s exit exam. However, the variables
examined in this study were taken from the NJ
School Report Card data to provide direction
for further research and enable local district
level use.

When a student misses class time, the
missed time negatively affects academic
achievement. Research consistently showed
that more instructional time led to higher
achievement (Dreeben & Gamoran, 1986, cited
by Kubitschek, Hallinan, Arnett, Galipeau,
2005). Principals can increase accountability
for non-instructional time at the local level.

The results of this study were supported
in the extant literature by the factors identified
as influencing student achievement. The
following topics may add value to the extant
literature on the influence of the length of the
school day and student high school exit exam
achievement:

Because of the significant expense in
lengthening the school day for all schools,
policies and practices should be more focused
on creating strategies that improve student
attendance rates.
Missed class time within the high school
day is not tracked. Students are known to miss
class time for assemblies, field trips, testing,
college interviews, public service activities,
sports events, rehearsals or actual
musical/theatrical programs, guidance
counselor or discipline meetings, missed time
due to schedule changes, in-school and out-ofschool suspensions as well as a host of other
events.
This missed class time (noninstructional time) needs to be controlled and
tracked by administration so that student

1. Devise a high school study to
examine the actual minutes used for
non-instructional purposes.
2. Conduct a study on early academic
interventions for freshman and
sophomore high school students who
score low on state standardized tests
in math and language arts.
3. Conduct a study to compare the
curriculum and academic
interventions among schools with
the highest and lowest school day
lengths.
4. Conduct a study on high schools
with the highest and lowest poverty
rates to compare the curriculum and
academic interventions provided for
low scoring standardized testers.
5. Design a study that examines the
influence of parent involvement at
the high school level on the passing
rates of the HSPA.
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Abstract
Framing communication into five strategies, we call upon our collective thirty years of public school
administration and leadership identifying communication in the abstract and sharing application
examples from practice. Together we have found that blending research and practice in the area of
communication has proven to be successful in our leadership and experiences. As educational
leadership practitioners, we apply theories and concepts from research and literature in support of our
multi-faceted work. Collective experience teaches us that leadership is built upon trusting relationships,
and communication is essential in support of relationships. Listening to others and showing respect and
recognition go a long way in sustaining respectful and purposeful relationships. Fullan's work on
culture has heavily influenced our work; his books like Change Forces (1999), Motion Leadership in
Action (2013), and The Principal (2015), and their central message of relationships, form a foundation
for how we practice. He and other leaders in research of culture and relationships, including Deal and
Peterson, Hargreaves, Barth, Sergiovanni, and De Pree, are guides we suggest the reader review for
additional guidance in leadership, communication, and culture building.

Key Words
leadership, communication, education, principal, superintendent
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Introduction

High stakes accountability initiatives have
placed schools under the watchful eye of their
constituents, while digital media has created an
abundant--albeit disjointed--number of sources
from which stakeholders can gather immediate
information regarding the progress of their
school system.
Not surprisingly, this environment
leaves some school leaders feeling that
communication is something done to them,
rather than something in which they actively
participate and create. In this commentary we
present a framework for communication forged
in our collective professional experiences, and
supported with survey data from a districtadministered culture survey.
We submit that exceptional
communicators focus their efforts using five
broad strategies:[K1]
1. Establish Individual Relationships
2. Solicit and Share Feedback From
Stakeholders
3. Engage External Environments
4. Treat Every Communication As If It
Were a First Impression
5. Celebrate Growth

Establish Individual Relationships
Relationships built upon a foundation of
communication yield powerful results. At the
core of effective communication are trusting
relationships that strike a chord on both
personal and professional levels.
Sergiovanni’s (2012) hand, head, and
heart concept is one framework for establishing
these types of relationships. The hand
represents the actions and behaviors we take
part in as leaders. The head stands for what we
know to be best practice in theory and
pedagogy. The “heart has to do with what a

person believes, values, hopes for, and is
committed to – a person’s personal vision”
(Sergiovanni, 2012, p. 25). To communicate
effectively, it is critical to take into account the
importance of balancing these three essential
components when receiving feedback and
communicating decisions.
Effective communicators not only have
a clear understanding of their own hands, heads,
and hearts, but also a keen understanding of the
hands, heads, and, hearts of those with whom
they are communicating.
Covey wrote that the impact of
communication comes from more than words,
but how we interpret the intent behind the
communication: 7% is what people say, 38% is
how they say it, and 55% is body language
(Covey, 2006). When we have insight into
what motivates and inspires those around us to
act, we are better able to work to meet the
collective needs of those we serve.
Practical application
When leading a district toward change and
improvement, it is important to follow your
own internal hand, head, and heart to make the
decisions that you believe to be right.
As practitioners, we seek the input of
stakeholders and work to build trusting
relationships with them to make important
decisions.
One strategy that has been successful
was the creation of a Superintendent’s Task
Force for Middle Level Education. This group
provided students, staff, parents, board of
education members, and community
stakeholders the opportunity to share their ideas
and input in six areas: (1) Science Technology
Engineering Mathematics (STEM), (2) socialemotional learning, (3) world language
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programming, (4) gifted education, (5) fine arts
and (6) exploratory/electives.
The team met multiple times in order to
cultivate important relationships, and learn
about each other’s priorities, visions, expertise,
opinions, and desires for our school district’s
future. This work led us toward studentcentered goals that were implemented quickly
and very successfully
In addition to the Task Force, there are
myriad other ways to foster personal and
professional relationships with stakeholders.
Initiating multiple different focus groups—
these may include a monthly parent advisory
group, a council of Parent Teacher Organization
Presidents, and ad hoc community committees
when topics of importance arise—can be useful
structures to support relationships.
We have also found a focus on being
present and engaged in the community at large
to be helpful; we have administrators join civic
organizations like the Deerfield Rotary and
Optimist Clubs and we routinely attend
community events like the senior citizen club
and the Farmer’s Market.

Solicit and Share Feedback From
Stakeholders
When school leaders ask for input, listen to the
perspectives of the community, share publicly
what they hear, and act on the feedback they
receive, they become connected to the
community.
Research has found that educational
leaders almost universally agree that two-way
communication is important to keep a vision
alive. For example, in Reeves’ (2009) work, he
identified that 70% of educational leaders
agreed that two-way communication was
important.

These connections benefit stakeholders;
in organizations that use two-way
communication effectively, leaders work by
example and turn connections into learning
opportunities. However, Reeves 2009 also
found that only 27% devoted time to this
purpose. Leaders must take the time to foster
opportunities for two-way communication.
Practical application
One listening technique we recommend is to
solicit and share feedback from surveys. We
regularly administer formal and informal
surveys of students, staff, parents, and
community members about culture, climate,
and satisfaction. Through this outreach and
concomitant feedback, we consistently see
response rates greater than 70%. In addition, we
publicly share the results—both the good and
bad—and report out how we will use the data to
drive improvements in our system.
Through clear, transparent, and
supportive communication of the feedback
received from parents, community members,
teachers, students, and administrators, we have
created plans that transform our schools and
educational programming.

Engage External Environments
It is critical to look outside the organization for
ways to achieve growth. Copland & Knapp
(2006) argue that effective lead learners engage
with external environments that matter for
learning and growth across the organization.
One format for such engagement is
cultivation of a professional learning network
(PLN). The concept of the personal/professional
learning network (PLN) has garnered attention
in recent years with the proliferation of social
media. A variety of social media tools have
allowed educators to vastly expand their
network of professional contacts from a few
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dozen area educators, to thousands of educators
from around the globe.
This network of professional learners
can “provide innovative ideas, current
resources, and sound educational practices that
stretch our thinking in ways we haven’t yet
experienced” (DeWitt, vii).
Practical Application
One way to foster the growth of PLNs is to
generate a significant social media presence.
While this presence includes typical efforts to
push information out to stakeholders, the
atypical efforts to model engagement in
professional learning networks (PLNs) have
had the most substantial impact on
organizational growth and student learning.
District leaders develop engagement on
social media applications such as Twitter ™
and blogs with leading educators from around
the nation. Professional staff can contribute to
the conversation by using the district hashtag,
#engage109, and have been encouraged to
engage with leaders’ PLNs and form their own
groups for professional learning. These groups
provide district staff with the inspiration and
ideas to move forward and improve in areas
where needs have been identified.

Treat Every Communication As If It
Were a First Impression
Responses and communication are an
investment in relationships. We all have our
own personal scale and spectrum of what is
important and urgent in our professional lives.
On any given day as administrators, we
may receive communications that fall on all
points on this spectrum. Some items may
directly relate to the physical and emotional
well-being of an individual (incredibly urgent)
while others may have to do with the preferred

method for addressing gum chewing in the
building (perhaps important, but likely not
urgent).
The reality is that urgency and
importance is a matter of perspective. With rare
exception, if someone has taken the time to
communicate something, it means they perceive
it as important and it also may very well be
urgent to him or her. Leaders must react in a
way that respects the perception of those that
we interact with. If we do not, we run the risk
of not only failing to respond in a timely matter,
but also communicating that we do not value
their perspectives as important.
Practical application
A healthy rule of thumb in our present age of
communication and accessibility is to always
respond within 24 hours to an email, voicemail,
or personal requests—even if that response is
simply to acknowledge the communication and
share that more time is needed.
The superintendent and district
administrators can model this practice so that
teachers and support staff will follow suit. To
not return emails or phone calls in a timely
fashion is unacceptable. The timeliness of our
response communicates the value we place on
the needs of those around us. A simple timely
reply can lead to big wins in the relationshipand trust-building categories by validating
stakeholders’ needs with timely
communication.

Celebrate Growth
Kouzes and Posner (2003) argue, “the heart of
leadership is caring. Without caring, leadership
has no purpose. And without showing others
that you care and what you care about, other
people won't care about what you say or what
you know” (p. xi). One of the easiest ways to
show someone you care is to simply listen.
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An effective communication strategy is
sharing gratitude; often times sharing the simple
words “thank you” go a long way toward
communicating care and concern. Leadership is
based upon a foundation of trust.
Communication that promotes care and concern
is a cornerstone of building that trust.
Practical application
At the start of each school year try to measure
culture according to domains that include
communication, recognition, and pride.
Keep communication with colleagues
and community members transparent and
supportive through meaningful and authentic
celebrations. For example, hold an annual staff
event. We call ours “A Night of STARS”
(Successes, Thanks, Acknowledgements,
Recognition, Strengths).
Make the purpose to honor retiring staff
members and celebrate service milestones.
Have monthly teacher presentations at public
Board of Education meetings. In addition,
acknowledge through multiple communication
tools (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, blogs,
newspapers, direct e-mail, internal newsletter)
on a daily basis the stories of excellence that
occur in our schools each day.

Conclusion & Reflection
We have been putting the five principles to
work in our district and consistently measure
the influence of our efforts in order to monitor
and adjust our techniques. In order to inform
the efficacy of our practice, we collected
quantitative data in partnership with two
consulting partners.
The HUMANeX INSIGHTeX
assessment is a workplace culture survey
designed to better equip organizations with the
knowledge and understanding of their
organizational culture in order to drive “culture
excellence” with proven strategies at both the
organizational and team levels. This 88-item
survey measures the 15 dimensions shown
figure 3. It was administered to all district
employees to measure dimensions of
organizational culture at the start of each of the
past three academic years in 2013, 2014, and
2015. In addition, we collaborated with K12
Insight to measure components of overall
district climate in 2014.
Over a three-year period, the percentage
of employees simultaneously indicating overall
high levels of satisfaction and engagement, as
measured by the INSIGHTeX culture survey,
increased from an already high 85.75% to
87.54% to 94.95% (see graph below for
information):
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HUMANeX Ventures, the creators of
this survey, consider overall levels of
satisfaction and engagement to be exceptional
when they are simultaneously 80% or greater.
When we look more specifically at the
dimensions that inform overall satisfaction and
engagement, we noted practically significant
growth in multiple dimensions. HUMANeX
defines practically significant growth as one

tenth of a point. Their clients notice changes
of this magnitude as large and meaningful. The
chart below shows evidence of practically
significant growth in 12 of 15 dimensions-including the area of communication.
We engaged in continuous practice of
the five outlined strategies of effective
communication between all administrations of
the INSIGHTeX survey.

__________________________________________________________________________________
Vol. 13, No. 2 Summer 2016
AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice

51

From 2014 to 2015 the results showed
significant practical growth in 14 of the 15
dimensions and the top dimension of EngageInspire increased to an August 2015 mean of
4.77 and the lowest dimension Support-Equip

rose from 3.98 to 4.21. In addition to the
culture-focused INSIGHTeX survey, our
partnership with K12 Insight assessed
components of district climate in the following
areas:

• Familiarity with district leadership and the Board of Education
• Awareness of district decisions and the budget process
• Academic preparation at individual schools
• Student support at individual schools
• School leadership
• Parent engagement at individual schools
• Safety and behavior at individual schools
• School operations
• Special education
Data collected from this survey
indicated the majority of District 109

stakeholders were aware of large scale change
decisions in the District. For example, 87% of
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respondents were aware of the 1:1 Teaching &
Learning initiatives, and 91% of respondents
were aware of the changes in the Food Allergy
Management initiatives (K12Insight 2014
Climate Survey). Another large scale change
implemented in District 109 was the middle
school STEM and science facilities
programming and construction projects.
Interestingly, since the middle schools
represent 67% of the District population, the
percentage of respondents aware of the middle
school changes, from the whole population, was
61%, this is consistent with the representation
and our targeted communications strategies.

These examples support the five
strategies of effective communication in action
(Establish Individual Relationships, Solicit and
Share Feedback From Stakeholders, Engage
External Environments, Treat Every
Communication As If It Were a First
Impression, Celebrate Growth) whereby the
stakeholders demonstrate that communication is
something with which they are a part;
communication is not “done” to them it is done
with them.
Using data to inform actions and to
measure priorities reflects continuous
improvement in the organization.
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All school leaders are faced with the
challenge of fostering effective
communication.
As George Bernard Shaw stated, “The
single biggest problem in communication is the
illusion that it has taken place.” We have
worked hard to take illusion out of the equation
through a steadfast focus on establishing

individual relationships, soliciting and sharing
feedback from stakeholders, engaging external
environments, treating every communication as
if it were a first impression, and celebrating
growth.
These five strategies have demonstrated
improvement in our professional practices, and
we believe they can work for you too.
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about republishing, distribution, etc. In most cases our readers can copy, post, and distribute articles
that appear in the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice, but the works must be attributed to the
author(s) and the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice. Works can only be distributed for noncommercial/non-monetary purposes. Alteration to the appearance or content of any articles used is not
allowed. Readers who are unsure whether their intended uses might violate the policy should get
permission from the author or the editor of the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice.
Authors please note: By submitting a manuscript the author/s acknowledge that the submitted
manuscript is not under review by any other publisher or society, and the manuscript represents original
work completed by the authors and not previously published as per professional ethics based on APA
guidelines, most recent edition. By submitting a manuscript, authors agree to transfer without charge
the following rights to AASA, its publications, and especially the AASA Journal of Scholarship and
Practice upon acceptance of the manuscript. The AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice is indexed
by several services and is also a member of the Directory of Open Access Journals. This means there is
worldwide access to all content. Authors must agree to first worldwide serial publication rights and the
right for the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice and AASA to grant permissions for use of
works as the editors judge appropriate for the redistribution, repackaging, and/or marketing of all works
and any metadata associated with the works in professional indexing and reference services. Any
revenues received by AASA and the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice from redistribution are
used to support the continued marketing, publication, and distribution of articles.
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Privacy
The names and e-mail addresses entered in this journal site will be used exclusively for the stated
purposes of this journal and will not be made available for any other purpose or to any other party.
Please note that the journal is available, via the Internet at no cost, to audiences around the world.
Authors’ names and e-mail addresses are posted for each article. Authors who agree to have their
manuscripts published in the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice agree to have their names and
e-mail addresses posted on their articles for public viewing.
Ethics
The AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice uses a double-blind peer-review process to maintain
scientific integrity of its published materials. Peer-reviewed articles are one hallmark of the scientific
method and the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice believes in the importance of maintaining
the integrity of the scientific process in order to bring high quality literature to the education leadership
community. We expect our authors to follow the same ethical guidelines. We refer readers to the latest
edition of the APA Style Guide to review the ethical expectations for publication in a scholarly journal.
Upcoming Themes and Topics of Interest
Below are themes and areas of interest for publication cycles.
1.
Governance, Funding, and Control of Public Education
2.
Federal Education Policy and the Future of Public Education
3.
Federal, State, and Local Governmental Relationships
4.
Teacher Quality (e.g., hiring, assessment, evaluation, development, and compensation
of teachers)
5.
School Administrator Quality (e.g., hiring, preparation, assessment, evaluation,
development, and compensation of principals and other school administrators)
6.
Data and Information Systems (for both summative and formative evaluative purposes)
7.
Charter Schools and Other Alternatives to Public Schools
8.
Turning Around Low-Performing Schools and Districts
9.
Large scale assessment policy and programs
10.
Curriculum and instruction
11.
School reform policies
12.
Financial Issues
Submissions
Length of manuscripts should be as follows: Research and evidence-based practice articles between
2,800 and 4,800 words; commentaries between 1,600 and 3,800 words; book and media reviews
between 400 and 800 words. Articles, commentaries, book and media reviews, citations and references
are to follow the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association, latest edition.
Permission to use previously copyrighted materials is the responsibility of the author, not the AASA
Journal of Scholarship and Practice.
Potential contributors should include in a cover sheet that contains (a) the title of the article, (b)
contributor’s name, (c) terminal degree, (d) academic rank, (e) department and affiliation (for inclusion
on the title page and in the author note), (f) address, (g) telephone and fax numbers, and (h) e-mail
address. Authors must also provide a 120-word abstract that conforms to APA style and a 40-word
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biographical sketch. The contributor must indicate whether the submission is to be considered original
research, evidence-based practice article, commentary, or book or media review. The type of
submission must be indicated on the cover sheet in order to be considered. Articles are to be submitted
to the editor by e-mail as an electronic attachment in Microsoft Word.
Acceptance Rates
The AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice maintains of record of acceptance rates for each of the
quarterly issues published annually. The percentage of acceptance rates since 2010 is as follows:
2011: 16%
2012: 22%
2013: 15%
2014: 20%
2015: 22%
Book Review Guidelines
Book review guidelines should adhere to the author guidelines as found above. The format of the book
review is to include the following:
 Full title of book
 Author
 City, state: publisher, year; page; price
 Name and affiliation of reviewer
 Contact information for reviewer: address, country, zip or postal code, e-mail address,
telephone and fax
 Date of submission
Publication Timeline
Issue

Spring

Deadline to Submit
Articles
October 1

Summer February 1

Notification to Authors
of Editorial Review Board
Decisions

To AASA for
Formatting
and Editing

Issue Available
on
AASA website

January 1

February 15

April 1

April 1

May 15

July1

Fall

May 1

July 1

August 15

October 1

Winter

August 1

October 1

November 15

January 15

Additional Information
Contributors will be notified of editorial board decisions within eight weeks of receipt of papers at the
editorial office. Articles to be returned must be accompanied by a postage-paid, self-addressed
envelope.
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The AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice reserves the right to make minor editorial changes
without seeking approval from contributors.
Materials published in the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice do not constitute endorsement of
the content or conclusions presented.
The Journal is listed in Cabell’s Directory of Publishing Opportunities. Articles are also archived in the
ERIC collection.

Editor
Kenneth Mitchell, EdD
AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice
Submit articles electronically: kenneth.mitchell@mville.edu
To contact by postal mail:
Dr. Ken Mitchell
Associate Professor
School of Education
Manhattanville College
2900 Purchase Street
Purchase, NY 10577
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AASA Resources

 Learn about AASA’s books program where new titles and special discounts are available to
AASA members. The AASA publications catalog may be downloaded at
www.aasa.org/books.aspx.
 Join AASA and discover a number of resources reserved exclusively for members. Visit
www.aasa.org/Join.aspx. Questions? Contact C.J. Reid at creid@aasa.org.
 AASA Historical Archives Moving to George Washington University, Washington, DC
For about 25 years, much of AASA’s historical riches have resided in Annapolis
Junction, Md. But AASA’s documents, photos, publications and reports describing all facets
of the association’s 151 years of existence will be part of the Gelman Library's Special
Collections and Archives at George Washington University in Washington, DC, in early
2017.
The historical materials, including minutes of governing board meetings dating back
more than a century, will be organized in categories, and the special collections library will
create a comprehensive directory accessible electronically to users. The directory is
expected to be finished during the first quarter of 2017. In addition, the collection will be
available to the general public at the special collections' reading room.
Leading the project for AASA have been two of the longest-serving AASA staff
members Sherri Montgomery, executive assistant to AASA’s executive director, and Jay P.
Goldman, editor of School Administrator magazine.
 Upcoming AASA Events
 AASA Advocacy Conference, July 12-14, Marriott Metro Center, Washington, DC
 AASA and ACSA Women in School Leadership Forum, September 28-30, 2016, Island
Hotel, Newport Beach, CA
 2017 National Conference, March 2-4, New Orleans, LA, Ernest N. Morial Convention
Center
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