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Technical Guide to 
School and District Factors 
Impacting Student Learning 
 
This technical report may be freely downloaded and distributed for the benefit of NSSE customers and 
accreditation commission staff and members. However, it is the copyright of the National Study of 
School Evaluation and as such, no part of the content may be altered without written permission of the 
National Study of School Evaluation. Permission may be requested from NSSE, 1699 East Woodfield 
Road, Schaumburg, IL 60173; phone 1-800-THE-NSSE (1-800-843-6773); e-mail: 
schoolimprovement@nsse.org. 
 
The National Study of School Evaluation (NSSE) is a non-profit educational research and development 
organization founded in 1933 by the regional school accreditation commissions in the United States. 
NSSE’s mission is to provide educational leaders with state-of-the-art resources, tools, and support 
services to enhance and promote student growth and school improvement through accreditation. 
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Background 
The National Study of School Evaluation was created in 1933 as the research and development arm of the regional 
accreditation commissions to study key questions about schools and their improvement. In recent years, products 
and services identified as “research-based and data-driven” were offered in the accreditation and school 
improvement marketplace. In 2004, the organization recommitted to its stance of rigor in its research base and 
identified characteristics of NSSE products and services that are described as “research-based”: 
 
“A product (service) that is research-based has: 

 research commenced prior to the product’s development;  
 its development significantly shaped by research findings; 
 advanced or operationalized a theory or theory-based model; or 
 an explicit statement of the relationship to research findings” 

 
These characteristics are contrasted with “research-aligned” products and services that are described as:   
“A product (service) that is research-aligned has: 

 research identified to support the product after its design 
 a relationship to research by association 
 implicit references to alignment with research” 

 
Purpose of the Technical Report 
The purpose of this technical report is to provide information about the research base influencing the development of 
the following products: 

 
Accreditation for Quality School Systems: A Practitioners’ Guide (NSSE, 2004) 

Accreditation for Quality Schools: A Practitioners’ Guide (NSSE, 2005) 

Breakthrough School Improvement: An Action Guide for Greater and Faster Results (NSSE, 2005) 

Breakthrough School Improvement: Resources and Tools (NSSE, 2006) 

 
This report is available at no cost to NSSE customers and available as a PDF document at www.nsse.org. Because 
research continuously informs the work of product development at NSSE, the research base is continually being 
updated. Customers are urged to look for research updates on the NSSE website at regular intervals. 
 
Purpose and Parameters of the Review of the Research 
An ongoing challenge to educators is to find the “silver bullet” that will improve schools—the best tool, talent or 
technique that boosts performances of students, staff and stakeholders. Though we wish we could identify a single 
factor that significantly improves achievement, what we know as educators and researchers is that a complex set of 
factors interact to improve student achievement. The purpose of reviewing the research about student achievement is 
to be as descriptive as possible about the ideal context of systems and schools that supports continuous improvement 
of teaching and learning. In doing so, NSSE staff can depend on a solid research base to undergird new product 
development. NSSE customers can depend on an organization responsive to the increased external demand for 
research rigor. 
 
Research selected within the scope of this review included factors that directly contribute to student achievement 
and factors that directly contribute to conditions that influence student achievement--within the scope of the school 
and school system. Original research findings, research syntheses and meta-analyses were reviewed as well as 
research from the domains of policy and practice. Research included findings that were derived both qualitatively 
and quantitatively.  
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Methodology of the Analysis of Findings 
Research findings from diverse sources were annotated and treated as qualitative data. Qualitative data analysis 
includes data reduction (e.g., finding, managing, reading, and annotating), data display (e.g., categorizing, linking, 
connecting categories), and conclusion drawing (e.g., corroborating and verifying)1. Themes across and within 
categories of data emerged and allowed the researchers to develop a taxonomy of three primary categories and 
twenty-nine subcategories of factors impacting student achievement. The factors are not hierarchically ordered 
within the categories.  
 
To give the taxonomy utility for school improvement, NSSE researchers described the categories as “core tasks” to 
improve a school system (either a single school or a district or other grouping of schools). The subcategories are 
described as “effective practices” that contribute to each core task. Five “necessary conditions” have also been 
identified as important to both the tasks and practices. These “necessary conditions” are currently under study and, 
though described, will be represented by a subsequent research base. 
 
Description of the Results of the Analysis 
The National Study of School Evaluation has identified a number of organizational conditions and effective 
practices within a school system that can contribute to improved student learning (see Appendix: Summary of 
Effective Practices).   
 
Necessary Conditions of Improving School Systems 
Five necessary conditions for improving school systems provide a solid foundation for continuous improvement  
of effective practices.  

 Effective Leadership of Systems for Desired Results—the leader’s decisions and practices 
 to support the vision of student learning 

 Policies and Practices to Sustain Improvement—the school or district’s development and 
implementation of policies and practices that support improvement efforts 

 Resources and Support Systems to Sustain Improvement—the allocation and deployment 
of human, technology, and material resources to support improvement efforts 

 Quality Teachers for Desired Results—the recruitment, placement, and professional 
development of teachers to achieve the school or district’s vision of student learning 

 Quality Information for Desired Results—the collection, management, and use of information 
 to support the school or district’s vision of student learning 

 
Core Tasks and Effective Practices of Improving Schools or Districts 
Schools and districts engage in specific tasks and practices that focus and sustain their efforts to improve teaching 
and learning. The NSSE research indicates that a school or district seeking to improve student learning needs to 
focus on three core tasks: 

 Ensure Desired Results—by expecting desired results and monitoring performance  
 Improve Teaching and Learning—by supporting students in their learning and  

maximizing teachers’ effectiveness 
 Foster a Culture for Improvement—by developing a learning community and leading 

for improvement 
 
There are certain effective practices associated with each of the three tasks that, collectively, make them powerful 
systemic levers for impacting student learning through the process of continuous improvement. 
 

                                                 
1 Miles, M., & Huberman, M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis : An expanded sourcebook. Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage. 

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory procedures and techniques. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Dey, I. (1993). Qualitative data analysis. London: Routledge. 
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The Three Core Tasks  
and their Effective Practices of Schools  
and School Districts to Improve Student Learning (NSSE, 2005) 

 

 Ensure Desired Results  
Simply stated, schools and districts ensure desired results for student learning by expecting certain results 
and then monitoring performance in achieving them. Schools or districts determine what they desire as 

performance results based on their expectations for student learning. For a school or district to expect and ensure 
certain results, it must: 

 maintain high expectations for student achievement  
 implement its vision for student learning through goals and strategies 
 maintain a relentless focus on improving student learning which would 

permeate all levels of the district 
 be compelled by a common belief that, collectively, staff and other stakeholders  

can impact the desired results of the district 
 

In addition, for a school or district to effectively monitor performance in order to produce the results it expects,  
it will: 

 use data to inform decision-making about teaching and learning 
 use a comprehensive assessment system to provide feedback for improvement in 

instructional practices and student performance 
 use classroom-based assessments to provide robust measures of students’ academic,  

cognitive, and metacognitive skills 
 identify performance targets, indicators, and measures for comparing  

and improving effectiveness  
 take appropriate and timely action to improve areas of identified needs 

 

 Improve Teaching and Learning  
The ultimate goal of the school improvement process is to improve teaching and learning. Schools and 
districts that support students in their learning: 

 
 maintain systemwide expectations for student learning that reflect academic, cognitive,  

and metacognitive skills 
 deliver on the expectations for student learning through a curriculum  

that is coherent and rigorous 
 align an assessment system with curriculum which is enacted in the  

classroom through instruction 
 support the equitable opportunity of students to learn through individualization  

and differentiation 
 provide student support services and special programs to optimize individual  

student learning 
 support a student learning community that includes student involvement beyond 

the classroom and that offers a safe environment 
 involve families and the community in supporting children as learners 

 
Equally important as supporting students is the system’s support for teachers and the practices that maximize 
teachers’ effectiveness. These practices help teachers to:  

 use instructional strategies that provide students with focus, feedback, and  
sufficient opportunities to master skills 

 use appropriate strategies to assess the performance of students’ academic,  
cognitive, and metacognitive skills 

 adapt instruction to meet individual needs and engage learners 
 maximize the use of time for instruction 
 create a classroom environment conducive to learning 
 optimize technology and multimedia as learning tools 

 

1 

2 
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 Foster a Culture of Improvement 
In addition to ensuring desired results and improving teaching and learning, the NSSE research indicates 
that schools and districts must cultivate an environment which has improvement embedded in its daily 
practices. The professional learning community will influence the impact of any improvement initiative. In 

order to foster a culture of improvement, learning community members: 
 share a common vision and goals that have student learning as the focus 
 improve individual and collective performance by coming together regularly for learning,  

decision-making, problem solving, and celebration 
 enhance continuously individual effectiveness through inquiry, practice, and peer reflection   
 support a culture of collegiality, collaboration, respect, and trust 

 
Leaders of a professional learning community have a unique responsibility to: 

 share leadership for the improvement of teaching and learning throughout the school and district 
 articulate a compelling need for improvement and provide meaningful ways for the  

professional learning community to focus on its performance 
 engage in practices that support the ongoing improvement of teaching and learning  

 
These twenty-nine effective practices all contribute to the three core tasks of a district that is focused on improving 
teaching and learning.  
 
Description of the Research Base  

Core Task: Ensure desired results by expecting desired results  
and monitoring performance 

Sources of Data: 
Anderson, R., Greene, M., & Lorwen, P. (1998). Relationships among teachers’ and students’ thinking skills, 

sense of efficacy, and student achievement. Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 34(2), 148-165. 
Armstrong, J., & Anthes, K. (2001). How data can help. American School Board Journal, 188(11), 38-41. 
Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning. Educational 

Psychologist, 28(2), 117-148. 
Bloom, B. S. (1984). The 2 sigma problem: The search for methods of instruction as effective as one-to-one 

tutoring. Educational Researcher, 13(6), 4-18. 
Brookover, W. B., & Lezotte, L. W. (1979). Changes in school characteristics coincident with changes in 

student achievement.  East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University, Institute for Research on Teaching. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 181 005) 

Cawelti, G., & Protheroe, N. (2001). High student achievement: How six school districts changed into high-
performance systems. Arlington, VA: Educational Research Service. 

Cotton, K. (1995). Effective schooling practices: A research synthesis-1995 update. Portland, OR: Northwest 
Regional Educational Laboratory. 

Cotton, K. (2003). Principals and student achievement: What the research says. Alexandria, VA: Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

Creemers, B. P. M. (1994). The effective classroom. London: Cassell. 
Edmonds, R. (1979). A discussion of the literature and issues related to effective schooling. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard Graduate School of Education, Center for Urban Studies.  
Edmonds, R. (1979). Effective schools for the urban poor. Educational Leadership, 37, 15-27. 
Goddard, R. D., Hoy, W. K., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2000). Collective efficacy: Its meaning, measure, and 

impact of student achievement. American Education Research Journal, 37(2), 479-507. 
Goertz, M., Floden, R., & O’Day, J. (1995, July). Studies of education reform: Systemic reform. (Volume 1: 

Findings and Conclusions). Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research 
in Education. 

Hattie, J. (1992). Measuring the effects of schooling. Australian Journal of Education, 36(1), 5-13. 
Knapp, M., Copland, M., Ford, B., Markholt, A., McLaughlin, M., Milliken, M., &Talbert, J. (2003). Leading 

for learning sourcebook: Concepts and examples. Seattle, WA: University of Washington, Center for the 
Study of Teaching and Policy. 

3 
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Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (1993). The efficacy of psychological, educational, and behavioral treatment. 

American Psychologist, 48(12), 1181-1209. 
Marzano, R. J. (1998). A theory-based meta-analysis of research on instruction. Aurora, CO: Mid-continent 

Regional Educational Laboratory. 
Marzano, R. J. (2000). A new era of school reform: Going where the research takes us. Aurora, CO: Mid-

continent Regional Educational Laboratory. 
Marzano, R.J. (2003). What works in schools: Translating research into action. Alexandria, VA: Association 

for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
Marzano, R. J., Pickering, D. J., & Pollock, J. E. (2001). Classroom instruction that works: Research-based 

strategies for increasing student achievement. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development. 

Mayer, D., Mullens, J., & Moore, M. (2000, December). Monitoring school quality: An indicators report. 
(Statistical Analysis Report NCES 2001-030). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National 
Center for Education Statistics. 

Moore, W., & Esselman, M. (1992). Teacher efficacy, power, school climate and achievement: A desegregating 
district’s experience. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, San Francisco. 

National Center for Educational Accountability. Best practices of high-performing school systems. Available 
online at http//: www.nc4ea.org 

Newmann, F. M., & Wehlage, G. G. (1995). Successful school restructuring: A report to the public and 
educators by the Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools. Madison, WI: University 
Wisconsin, Wisconsin Center for Education Research.  

Porter, A.C., & Smithson, J.L. (2001). Defining, developing, and using curriculum indicators.  
 (CPRE Research Report Series RR-048). Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for 

Policy Research in Education. 
Reeves, D. (2003). High performance in high poverty schools: 90/90/90 and beyond. Denver, CO: Center for 

Performance Assessment. 
Ross, J. A. (1992). Teacher efficacy and the effect of coaching on student achievement. Canadian Journal of 

Education, 17(1), 51-65. 
Scheerens, J., & Bosker, R. J. (1997). The foundations of educational effectiveness. New York: Elsevier 

Science. 
Skrla, L., Scheurich, J. J., & Johnson, J. F. Jr. (2000). Equity-driven achievement-focused school districts: A 

report on systemic school success in four Texas school districts serving diverse student populations. 
Austin, TX: Charles A. Dana Center. 

Snipes, J., Doolittle, F., & Herlihy, C. (2002). Foundations for success: Case studies of how urban school 
systems improve student achievement. New York: Council of the Great City Schools. 

Stronge, J.H. (2002). Qualities of effective teachers. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development. 

Supovitz, J., & Klein, V. (2003). Mapping a course for improved student learning: How innovative schools 
systematically use student performance data to guide improvement. Philadelphia, PA: University of 
Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research in Education. 

Tagneri, W. (2003). Beyond islands of excellence: What districts can do to improve instruction and achievement 
in all schools—a leadership brief. Washington, DC: Learning First Alliance. 

Tschannen-Moran, M., Woolfolk Hoy, A., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and measure. 
Review of Educational Research, 68(2), 202-248. 

Wayman, J. C., Springfield, S., Yakimowski, M. (2000). Software enabling school improvement through 
analysis of student data. (Report No. 67). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University, Center for Research 
on the Education of Students Placed at Risk. 

Wenglinsky, H. (2002). How schools matter: The link between teacher classroom practices and student 
academic performance. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 10(12). Retrieved online from 
http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v10n12/ 
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Core Task: Improve teaching and learning by supporting students in their learning  
and maximizing teachers’ effectiveness 

Sources of Data: 
Barton, P. (2003). Parsing the achievement gap: Baselines for tracking progress. Princeton: NJ: Educational 

Testing Service. 
Barton, P.E., Coley, R. J., & Wenglinsky, H. (1998). Order in the classroom: Violence, discipline, and student 

achievement. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. 
Bloom, B. S. (1976). Human characteristics and school learning. McGraw-Hill: New York. 
Bloom, B. S. (1984). The 2 sigma problem: The search for methods of instruction as effective as one-to-one 

tutoring. Educational Researcher, 13(6), 4-18. 
Boethel, M. (2003). Diversity – school, family, community connections. Austin, TX: Southwest Educational 

Development Laboratory.  
Brookover, W. B., & Lezotte, L. W. (1979). Changes in school characteristics coincident with changes in 

student achievement.  East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University, Institute for Research on Teaching. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 181 005) 

Bulach, C. R., Malone, B., & Castleman, C. (1995). An investigation of variables related to student 
achievement. Mid-Western Educational Researcher, 8(2), 23-29. 

Cawelti, G., & Protheroe, N. (2001). High student achievement: How six school districts changed into high-
performance systems. Arlington, VA: Educational Research Service. 

Cohen, D. K., & Hill, H. C. (2000). Instructional policy and classroom performance: The mathematics reform in 
California. Teachers College Record, 102(2), 294-343. 

Corcoran, T. (1995, June). Helping teachers teach well: Transforming professional development. (CPRE Policy 
Brief). Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research in Education. 

Cotton, K. (1995). Effective schooling practices: A research synthesis-1995 update. Portland, OR: Northwest 
Regional Educational Laboratory. 

Cotton, K. (1996). School size, school climate, and student performance. Portland, OR: Northwest Regional 
Educational Laboratory.  

Cotton, K. (2003). Principals and student achievement: What the research says. Alexandria, VA: Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

Cotton, K., & Wikelund, K. (1990). Educational time factors. Portland, OR: Northwest Regional Educational 
Laboratory. 

Creemers, B. P. M. (1994). The effective classroom. London: Cassell. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (2000). Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of state policy evidence. 

Education Policy Analysis Archives, 8(1). Retreived online from http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v8n1/ 
Darling-Hammond, L., & Ball, D. (1998, November). Teaching for high standards: What policymakers need to 

know and be able to do. (CPRE Joint Report JRE-04). Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania, 
Consortium for Policy Research in Education. 

Edmonds, R. R. (1979). A discussion of the literature and issues related to effective schooling. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard Graduate School of Education, Center for Urban Studies. 

Ehrenberg, R. G., & Brewer, D. (1994). Do school and teacher characteristics matter? Evidence from high 
school and beyond. Economics of Education Review, 13(1), 1-17. 

Ehrenberg, R. G., & Brewer, D. (1995). Did teachers’ verbal ability and race matter in the 1960s? Coleman 
revisited. Economics of Education Review, 14(1), 1-21. 

Fan, X., & Chen, M. (2001). Parental involvement and students’ academic achievement: A meta-analysis.  
Educational Psychology Review, 13, 1–22. 

Ferguson, R. F. (1991). Paying for public education: New evidence on how and why money matters. Harvard 
Journal of Legislation, 28(2), 465-498. 

Ferguson, R. F. (1998). Can schools narrow the black-white test score gap? In C. Jencks, & M. Phillips (Eds.), 
The black-white test score gap (pp. 273-316). Washington, DC: Brookings Institution. 

Ferguson, R. F., & Ladd, H. (1996). How and why money matters: An analysis of Alabama schools. In H. F. 
Ladd (Ed.), Holding schools accountable: Performance-based reform in education (pp. 265-297). 
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution. 

Finn, J. D. (1998). Class size and students at risk: What is known? What is next? Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement. 
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Folger, J., & Breda, C. (1992). Evidence from Project STAR about class size and student achievement. Peabody 
Journal of Education, 67(1), 17-33. 

Fraser, F. J., Walberg, H. J., Welch, W. W., & Hattie, J. A. (1987). Synthesis of educational productivity 
research. Journal of Educational Research, 11, 145-252. 

Goldhaber, D. D., & Brewer, D. J. (1997). Evaluating the effect of teacher degree level on educational 
performance. In W. Fowler (Ed.), Developments in School Finance-1996 (pp. 197-210). Washington, DC: 
U. S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. 

Greenwald, R., Hedges, L. V., & Laine, R. D. (1996). The effect of school resources on student achievement. 
Review of Educational Research, 66(3), 361-396. 

Grissmer, D., Flanagan, A., & Williamson, S. (1998). Why did the black-white score gap narrow in the 1970s 
and 1980s? The black-white test score gap (pp. 182-226). Washington, DC: Brookings Institution. 

Hanushek, E. A. (1997). Assessing the effects of school resources on student performance: An update. 
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 19(2), 141-164. 

Hattie, J. (1992). Measuring the effects of schooling. Australian Journal of Education, 36(1), 5-13. 
Henderson, A. T., & Mapp, K. L. (2002). A new wave of evidence: The impact of school, family, and community 

connections on student achievement. Austin, TX: Southwest Educational Development Laboratory.  
Krueger, A. B. (1999). Experimental estimates of education production functions. Quarterly Journal of 

Economics, 114(2), 497-532. 
Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (1993). The efficacy of psychological, educational, and behavioral treatment. 

American Psychologist, 48(12), 1181-1209. 
Marzano, R. J. (1998). A theory-based meta-analysis of research on instruction. Aurora, CO: Mid-continent 

Regional Educational Laboratory. 
Marzano, R. J. (2000). A new era of school reform: Going where the research takes us. Aurora, CO: Mid-

continent Regional Educational Laboratory. 
Marzano, R.J. (2003). What works in schools: Translating research into action. Alexandria, VA: Association 

for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
Marzano, R. J., Pickering, D. J., & Pollock, J. E. (2001). Classroom instruction that works: Research-based 

strategies for increasing student achievement. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development. 

Massell, D. (2000, September). The district role in building capacity: Four strategies. (CPRE Policy Brief RB-
32). Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research in Education. 

Mayer, D., Mullens, J., & Moore, M. (2000, December). Monitoring school quality: An indicators report. 
(Statistical Analysis Report NCES 2001-030). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National 
Center for Education Statistics. 

McLaughlin, M. E., & Talbert, J. E. (1993). Introduction: New visions of teaching. In M. E. McLaughlin & J. E. 
Talbert (Eds.), Teaching for understanding (pp. 1-10). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  

Monk, D. H. (1994). Subject area preparation of secondary mathematics and science teachers and student 
achievement. Economics of Education Review, 13(2), 125-145. 

Monk, D. H., & King, J. (1994). Multi-level teacher resource effects on pupil performance in secondary 
mathematics and science: The role of teacher subject matter preparation. In R. Ehrenberg (Ed.), Choices 
and consequences: Contemporary policy issues in education (pp. 29-58). Ithaca, NY: ILR Press. 

Mosteller, F., Light, R. J., & Sachs, J. A. (1996). Sustained inquiry in education: Lessons from skill grouping 
and class size. Harvard Education Review, 66(4), 797-842. 

National Center for Educational Accountability. Best practices of high-performing school systems. Available 
online at http//: www.nc4ea.org 

National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future. (1996, September). What matters most: Teaching for 
America’s future. New York: Author. 

NEA Foundation for the Improvement of Education (1996). Teachers take charge of their learning: 
Transforming professional development for student success. Washington, DC: Author. 

Nelson, S. (1990). Instructional time as a factor in increasing student achievement. Portland, OR: Northwest 
Regional Educational Laboratory. 

Newmann, F. M., & Wehlage, G. G. (1995). Successful school restructuring: A report to the public and 
educators by the Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools. Madison, WI: University 
Wisconsin, Wisconsin Center for Education Research. 

Pritchard, I. (1999). Reducing class size: What do we know? Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement.  
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Ringstaff, C., & Kelley, L. (2002). The learning return on our educational technology investment: A review of 
findings from research. San Francisco, CA: WestEd. 

Rivkin, S. G., Hanushek, E. A., & Kain, J. F. (1998). Teachers, schools and academic achievement. Paper 
presented at the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management, New York. 

Rowan, B., Correnti, R., & Miller, R. (2002). What large-scale, survey research tells us about teacher effects on 
student achievement: Insights from the Prospects study of elementary schools. (CPRE Research Report 
Series RR-051.) Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research in 
Education. 

Scheerens, J., & Bosker, R. J. (1997). The foundations of educational effectiveness. New York: Elsevier 
Science. 

Schmidt, W. H., McKnight, C. C., & Raizen, S. A. (1996). A splintered vision: An investigation of U.S. science 
and mathematics education. East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University, U.S. National Research Center 
for the Third International Mathematics and Science Study. 

Skrla, L., Scheurich, J. J., & Johnson, J. F. Jr. (2000). Equity-driven achievement-focused school districts: A 
report on systemic school success in four Texas school districts serving diverse student populations. 
Austin, TX: Charles A. Dana Center. 

Slavin, R. E. (Ed.). (1989). School and classroom organization. Hillside, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Smith, P., Molnar, A., & Zahorik, J. (2003). Class size reduction in Wisconsin: A fresh look at the data. Tempe, 

AZ: Arizona State University, Education Policy Research Unit. 
Snipes, J., Doolittle, F. & Herlihy, C. (2002). Foundations for success: Case studies of how urban school 

systems improve student achievement. New York: Council of the Great City Schools. 
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory. (2003). Investing in Instruction for Higher Student 

Achievement. Insights on Education Policy, Practice, and Research, 15, 1-12.   
Strauss, R. P., & Sawyer, E. A. (1986). Some new evidence on student and teacher competencies. Economics of 

Education Review, 5(1), 41-48. 
Stronge, J.H. (2002). Qualities of effective teachers. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and 

Curriculum Development. 
Tagneri, W. (2003). Beyond islands of excellence: What districts can do to improve instruction and achievement 

in all schools—a leadership brief. Washington, DC: Learning First Alliance. 
Tanner, B., Bottoms, G., Feagin, C., & Bearman, A. (2001). Instructional strategies: How teachers teach 

matters. Atlanta, GA: Southern Regional Education Board. 
Walberg, H. L. (1984). Improving the productivity of America’s schools. Educational Leadership, 41(8), 19-27. 
Wang, M. C., Haertel, G. D., & Walberg, H. J. (1993). Toward a knowledge base for school learning. Review of 

Educational Research, 63(3), 249-294. 
Wenglinsky, H. (2000). How teaching matters: Bringing the classroom back into discussions of teacher quality. 
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Five  
Necessary  
Conditions 

 
for improving school 

systems provide a 
solid foundation for 

continuous 
improvement of 

effective practices: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
1. Effective Leadership of Systems for Desired Results— 

the leader’s decisions and practices to support the vision of 
student learning 

 
2. Policies and Practices to Sustain Improvement—the 

school or district’s development and implementation of policies 
and practices that support improvement efforts 

 
 
3. Resources and Support Systems to Sustain 

Improvement—the allocation and deployment of human, 
technology, and material resources to support improvement 
efforts 

 
 
4. Quality teachers for Desired Results—the recruitment, 

placement, and professional development of teachers to 
achieve the school or district’s 

 
 
5. Quality Information for Desired Results—the collection, 

management, and use of information to support the school or 
district’s vision of student learning 
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Appendix: Summary of Effective Practices   
 

 

 

The 
Three 
Core 

Tasks 
 

and their 
Effective 

Practices of 
Schools and 

School 
Districts  

to Improve  
Student 

Learning 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 
Ensure Desired 

Results 
 

Expect Desired Results: 
 
 implement its vision for 

student learning through 
goals and strategies; 

 maintain high 
expectations for student 
achievement; 

 maintain a relentless 
focus on improving 
student learning which 
would permeate all levels 
of the district; and  

 be compelled by a 
common belief that, 
collectively, staff and other 
stakeholders can impact 
the desired results of the 
district. 

 
Monitor Performance: 
 use data to inform 

decision making about 
teaching and learning; 

 uses a comprehensive 
assessment system to 
provide feedback for 
improvement in 
instructional practices and 
student performance; 

 uses classroom-based 
assessments to provide 
robust measures of 
students’ academic, 
cognitive, and 
metacognitive skills; 

 identify performance 
targets, indicators, and 
measures for comparing 
and improving 
effectiveness; and  

 take appropriate and 
timely action to improve 
areas of identified needs.  

 

2 
Improve Teaching 

And Learning 
 

Support Students in their 
Learning: 
 maintain district-wide expectations 

for student learning that reflect 
academic, cognitive and 
metacognitive skills; 

 deliver on these expectations for 
student learning through a curriculum 
that is coherent and rigorous; 

 align an assessment system with 
curriculum which is enacted in the 
classroom through instruction; 

 support the equitable opportunity of 
students to learn through 
individualization and differentiation;  

 provide student support services and 
special programs to optimize 
individual student learning;  

 support a student learning 
community that includes student 
involvement beyond the classroom 
and that offers a safe environment; 
and 

 involve families and the community in 
supporting children as learners. 

 
Maximize Teachers’ 
Effectiveness: 
 use instructional strategies that 

provide students with focus, 
feedback and sufficient opportunities 
to master skills; 

 use appropriate strategies to assess 
the performance of students’ 
academic, cognitive and 
metacognitive skills; 

 adapt instruction to meet individual 
needs and engage learners; 

 maximize the use of time for 
instruction; 

 create a classroom environment 
conducive to learning; and 

 optimize technology and multimedia 
as learning tools. 

 

3 
Foster a Culture 

For Improvement 
 

Develop a Learning 
Community: 
 share a common vision 

and goals that have 
student learning as the 
focus; 

 improve individual and 
collective performance by 
coming together regularly 
for learning, decision-
making, problem solving, 
and celebration;  

 enhance continuously 
individual effectiveness 
through inquiry, practice, 
and peer reflection; and  

 support a culture of 
collegiality, collaboration, 
respect and trust. 

 
Lead for Improvement: 
 share leadership for the 

improvement of teaching 
and learning throughout 
the district; 

 articulate a compelling 
need for improvement and 
provide meaningful ways 
for the professional 
learning community to 
focus on its performance; 
and  

 engage in practices that 
support the ongoing 
improvement of teaching 
and learning. 

 
 
 

 


