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PREFACE 

 

Unlike many school reform programs which traditionally look to research and 

evaluation as an afterthought, comprehensive, university-based research has been a central 

component of the Oklahoma A+ process since its inception. In order to provide in-depth and 

meaningful insight into the A+ story, both qualitative and quantitative data were collected in an 

extensive, longitudinal research project spanning six years and including Principal Investigators 

from three different Oklahoma universities (the University of Central Oklahoma, the University 

of Oklahoma, and Oklahoma State University), as well as numerous graduate research 

assistants, scholars, and consultants from across the nation.  

This volume provides detailed descriptions of research methods and procedures, results, 

and implications associated with quantitative data collected over a 6-year period. Quantitative 

data sources discussed in this chapter provide insight into the perspectives of various 

stakeholders in the A+ process including students (school statistics, including standardized test 

scores; and the My Class Activities student survey), teachers (Teacher Opinion Survey), A+ 

staff development providers (OK A+ Faculty/Fellow Survey), and the community (The Arts 

Education Perception Survey).  

Since this research study employed a descriptive, rather than experimental design, it is 

not appropriate to infer causal relationships from these data. However, when these descriptive 

findings are considered in light of the literature on best educational practice, and complemented 

by parallel observations drawn from the extensive qualitative component of this study, a 

powerful portrait of distinct trends among and between schools, administrators, teachers, 

students and other stakeholders in the Oklahoma A+ Schools® emerges. 
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While to a certain degree, each volume of this Report is designed to ñstand alone,ò the 

reader is cautioned that these quantitative data provide only one perspective on a very large and 

very complex picture. The reader is urged to consider the entire multi-volume Report in order to 

gain a more complete and accurate understanding of the complex processes, personalities, and 

situations that comprise the Oklahoma A+ Schools® network.  
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Introduction  

Oklahoma A+ Schools® is a network of 52 schools across the state (according to a 

listing obtained from http://www.aplusok.org/schools/ on June 12, 2009). This innovative 

program promotes a comprehensive, integrated approach to teaching and learning, based upon 

the idea of a whole-school curriculum and developed through an on-going process of 

collaborative, practitioner-led professional development. Schools participating in the Oklahoma 

A+ Network combine interdisciplinary teaching and regular arts instruction for all students 

including dance, drama, literary arts, music, and visual arts. Oklahoma A+ Schools® is based 

upon the North Carolina A+ Schools Program, an initiative of the Kenan Institute for the Arts 

(North Carolina Education and Law Project, 1996). 

The three defining components of Oklahoma A+ Schools® are professional 

development, networking, and research. Eight Essential Commitments provide the 

framework for an on-going process that develops in unique ways within each participating 

school. Those essentials include Curriculum, Multiple Intelligences, Experiential Learning, 

Enriched Assessment, Arts, Collaboration, Infrastructure, and Climate. 

Looking back across six years of research development and data collection, it becomes 

evident that this research process has evolved in ways that are parallel to the A+ philosophy. 

The focus of A+ has always been upon the childðimproving schools for the children of 

Oklahoma. It was appropriate and logical, therefore, that initial data collection (2002-03) 

included student test scores and demographic data, and that by the second year of 

implementation (2003-04) the research team had added a survey of studentsô school-related 

attitudes (the My Class Activities survey) to its ever-expanding arsenal of data collection tools. 

http://www.aplusok.org/schools/
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Also central to the A+ philosophy is the notion of practitioner-driven professional 

development (as illustrated by the minimum level of at least 85% faculty buy-in required for 

schools to be eligible to apply to join the A+ network). The centrality of the individual teacher 

is also reflected in the research teamôs interest in collecting data to better understand the 

attitudes and experiences of teachers as they participate in A+. During the first year of A+ 

implementation, the teacherôs perspective was investigated through qualitative techniques 

including interviews and classroom observations. However, the research team acknowledged 

that quantitative data were also needed to understand the teacherôs perspective and began 

systematically developing a teacher survey (Teacher Opinion Survey) during fall 2002 which 

was first administered during the 2003 Summer Institutes and Workshops. 

This research process has mirrored the A+ philosophy by beginning with students and 

teachers as the focal point and gradually expanding outward to include other important 

stakeholders such as A+ professional development providers and the community. An open-

ended survey (A+ Faculty/Fellows Survey) was developed during the 2005-06 academic year 

and was first administered to A+ Faculty and Fellows during spring 2006 to collect information 

about their opinions of, and experiences with A+. During the 2005-06 academic year The Arts 

Education Perception Survey (TAEPS) (Barry, Garrett, & Clinton, 2005) was used to poll 

legislators, business people, parents, teachers, school administrators, and school board members 

in A+ Schools and other schools across the state about their views of the arts in education.  

The data collection tools described above, taken together, provide descriptive insight 

into the A+ story. The following sections of this volume offer detailed descriptions of methods, 

procedures, results, and implications gleaned from each data set. 
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Demographic Data  

During the five years that the main data collection for this research project was 

underway, the network of A+ Schools across the state of Oklahoma expanded from 14 schools 

during the 2002-03 academic year to 39 schools participating during 2006-07 (see Appendix for 

teacher and student enrollment data for participating schools). 
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Table 1 Number of Participants in OK A+ Schools*  

 2002-03 

Cohort  

(N=14 

schools) 

 

2003-04 

Cohort 

(N=5 

schools) 

2004-05 

Cohort 

(N=3 

schools) 

2005-06 

Cohort  

(N=9 

schools) 

2006-07 

Cohort 

(N=8 

schools) 

TOTAL 

SCHOOLS 

(N=39 

schools) 

Students 4656 2301 1020 2082 2577 12,636 

Teachers   319   151     59   147   198      874 

Para-

professionals 

    83     37       9     25     48      202 

 

*Based on 2006-07 data obtained from Oklahoma A+ Schools® 
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Investigating the Studentôs Perspective 

The Oklahoma A+ Schools® website states that A+ helps ñcommunities create the 

schools we need to prepare the children we love for continued leadership in the 21
st
 centuryò 

(OklahomaA+Schools . This statement illustrates the importance of the individual student 

within the A+ mission. Since caring about students is central to the Oklahoma A+ Schools® 

philosophy, student attitudes about their learning experiences were a major consideration for 

this research study. Class observations and student interviews are one important data source the 

research team used to help understand the A+ process from the individual studentôs perspective 

(see Volume 4 of this Report for a detailed discussion of observation and interview data). This 

kind of data provided in-depth glimpses of individual stories, but the research team also 

believed it was important to attempt to capture the ñbig pictureò as well by surveying large 

numbers of students within and across different Oklahoma A+ schools.  

 

 

 

 

file:\\eris\APlusSchools\VI.%20Research\2009-2010\Copy%20Editing\Copies%20during%20revisions\Volume%203\OklahomaA+Schools
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The Studentôs Perspective: Related Research 

Educational research has shown strong relationships between studentsô attitudes and 

their school performance. Students who perceive their classrooms to be engaging, task oriented, 

and challenging are more likely to be successful than those who do not (Waxman & Huan, 

1996). A recent three-year study of 520 children in Grades 3-5 revealed a significant 

relationship between childrenôs perceptions of their classroom and academic and social 

outcomes as measured by teacher and child-report questionnaires and standardized test scores 

(Brock, Nishida, Chiong, Grimm, & Rimm-Kaufman, 2008). Research also shows that the 

educational experiences students have in the classroom have significant impact upon studentsô 

motivation and other school-related attitudes. A 2008 study of 2,468 fifth  graders from 37 

public elementary schools (Koth, Bradshaw, & Leaf, 2008) revealed that several classroom-

level factors (i.e., teacher characteristics, class size, and concentration of students with behavior 

problems) were significant predictors of student perceptions of school climate. 

Not surprisingly, the teacher holds a key role in developing student attitudes. 

Researchers have found positive relationships between teacher practices and child perceptions 

and outcomes over time (Brock et al., 2008). Effective teachers are actively involved 

throughout the learning process. Before the lesson, the successful teacher engages in careful 

planning to provide appropriate choices for learning; during the lesson, the teacher guides 

students throughout the learning process; and after the lesson the teacher assesses student 

learning and lesson effectiveness (Katz & Assor, 2007). Jones (2008) studied 594 students 

randomly assigned to experimental conditions involving a highly-supportive, moderately-

supportive, or non-supportive teacher following a stressful situation. Students working with 
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highly supportive teachers had significantly greater satisfaction and motivation to learn in 

comparison with students paired with moderately supportive or non-supportive teachers. 

In terms of student perceptions and preferences for classroom environment, a one-size-

fits-all model may not be ideal. While certain general trends regarding student perceptions and 

their motivation and achievement are evident in the research literature, one should also consider 

the important role of individual student differences within the instructional equation. A study of 

208 British sixth grade students found significant relationships between studentsô perceptions of 

and preferences for the learning environment and individual student motivational tendencies 

(Tapola & Niemivirta, 2008). Similar findings were obtained from an action research project 

studying the effects of differentiated instruction upon the motivation of third, fifth, and eighth 

grade students (Danzi, Kelly, & Rana, 2008). This study found that instruction based upon 

multiple intelligences contributed to fewer student distractions and decreased off-task 

behaviors. 

My Class Activities Survey (MCA)  

In order to obtain a broader, quantitative perspective on studentsô school-related 

attitudes, the research team selected the My Class Activities (MCA) survey (Gentry & Gable, 

2001). Two broad research questions were addressed: 

1.  What are studentsô in A+ schools attitudes about their in-class activities regarding 

their level of interest, perceived degree of challenge, choice of activities, and 

enjoyment? 

2.  Are there any differences in studentsô attitudes across different school settings? 
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After conducting an extensive review of the literature on student survey instruments for 

measuring classroom climate (see Appendix), investigators selected the MCA survey because 

research has shown it to be a valid and reliable tool for measuring studentsô perceptions of their 

classroom activities (Gentry & Gable, 2001a). The MCA consists of 31 statements which 

comprise four subscales representing interest, challenge, choice, and enjoyment.  

The My Class Activities survey was administered to students in Grades 2-8 in Oklahoma 

A+ Schools® during the 2003-04 (1495 students), 2004-05 (1230 students), 2005-06 (1473 

students), and 2006-07 (1844 students) academic years. Researchers visited each school to 

administer the surveys to those students whose parents returned signed consent forms. Surveys 

were administered by a member of the research team or a graduate research assistant to students 

by grade level in group settings. Administration procedures began with a discussion of the 

survey and an explanation of the response format. Students were then invited to ask questions. 

Each survey item was read aloud to students in Grades 2 and 3. Students in Grade 4 or higher 

were instructed to complete the survey at their own pace. All students were given the 

opportunity to ask questions throughout the survey administration process. 

The number of male/female students was well balanced across all four years of survey 

administration, with a slightly larger proportion of females. The grade level of respondents 

ranged from Grades 2 to 8 with the majority of respondents in Grades 3, 4, and 5 (see Table 2). 
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Table 2 My Class Activities Student Survey 

2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-07 Data 

 

Sex 2004 2005 2006 2007 Grade 

Level 

2004 N 2004% 2005 

N 

2005

% 

2006 

N 

2006 

% 

2007 

N 

2007

% 

Female 52% 53% 53% 53%* Grade 2     37   3.0     

Male 48% 47% 47% 46%* Grade 3 467 31.2 355 28.9 487 33.1 557 30.2 

   
 

Grade 4 478 32.0 394 32.0 430 29.1 529 28.7 

  Grade 5 452 30.2 373 30.3 457 31.0 541 29.3 

  Grade 6     36 2.4 153 8.3 

  Grade 7     23 1.6 13   .7 

  Grade 8     23 1.6 17   .9 

   Other    8   0.6    2   0.2     

  Not 

marked 

  90    6.0 69   5.6 17 1.2 34 1.8 

   Total 

Students 

1495 100% 1230 100% 1473 100% 1844 100% 

 

 

*Some students (1%) did not indicate their gender on the survey. 
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 MCA Results 

Reliability statistics (Cronbachôs Alpha) indicated acceptable instrument consistency 

(ranging from .59 to .91) across all four years of MCA survey administration. Highest 

reliability was found for the Interest and Enjoyment scales. Reliability alphas for the Challenge 

and Choice scales were lower but were still within acceptable levels to support the validity of 

the survey instrument (see Table 3). 

 Comparison of student responses across the four years of MCA survey administration 

indicates very similar response trends. Over this four-year period, students in OK A+ Schools 

consistently reported very favorable attitudes regarding their school experiences. Oklahoma A+ 

students indicated that they found their schoolwork Enjoyable (mean = 3.91, 7 item scale), 

Interesting (mean = 3.64, 8 item scale), and Challenging (mean = 3.58, 9 item scale). The 

response continuum was based on a scale of 1 = Never to 5 = Always and was averaged across 

all four years. 

Students reported somewhat lower ratings for the cluster of items relating to Choice 

(mean = 2.94, 7 item scale) in learning activities. These results could be expected given the 

prescribed curriculum within the state and the emphasis upon both state and federally-mandated 

testing that were in place during the time this research was conducted. 
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Table 3 My Class Activities Student Survey  

2003-04, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, and 2006-07 Scale Reliability Data 

 
 Scale 1: Interest Scale 2: Challenge Scale 3: Choice Scale 4: Enjoyment 

2004 2005 2006 2007 2004 2005 2006 2007 2004 
 

2005 

 

2006 

 

2007 

 

2004 

 

2005 

 

2006 

 

2007 

Number of Defining 

Statements for Scale 

8 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Reliability of Scale 

(alpha)* 

.82 .80 .80 .82 .61 .63 .59 .66 .63 .66 .67 .64 .90 .89 .90 .91 

Scale Mean 29.6 29.3 28.6 28.7 32.6 32.4 32.0 32.0 21.4 20.5 20.0 20.3 28.0 28.0 27.0 26.6 

Standard Deviation 5.78 5.74 5.60 5.77 5.02 5.15 4.92 5.23 4.97 5.19 5.11 4.95 6.28 6.07 6.48 6.64 

Item Mean** 3.71 3.67 3.57 3.59 3.62 3.61 3.55 3.55 3.06 2.93 2.86 2.91 4.00 4.00 3.86 3.79 

 ñMy Class Activitiesò student survey used with permission of its author,  

Marcia Gentry, Minnesota State University 

 

*Reliability of the scale increases the closer alpha = 1.0 

**Item means are based on this scale: 1=never; 2=seldom; 3=sometimes; 4=often; 5=always 
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Analysis of individual survey items also revealed substantial consistency in studentsô 

responses across all four administrations of the MCA. Survey items rated highest by students 

related to feeling challenged to do their best work, having fun while learning, having to engage 

in thinking and problem solving, looking forward to their classes, liking projects, and feeling 

that their work can make a difference (see Table 4 below). 

Table 4 Highest Ranked MCA Items 

MCA Sur vey Item 2003-04 

Mean 

2004-05 

Mean 

2005-06 

Mean 

2006-07 

Mean 

15. I am challenged to do my best 4.39 4.40 4.34 4.36 

26. I have fun in my class 4.08 4.08 3.94 3.89 

27. The teacher makes learning fun 4.08 4.05 3.93 3.93 

10. I have to think to solve problems in my class 4.04 4.02 4.00 4.01 

25. I look forward to my class 4.02 4.04 3.88 3.74 

31. I like the projects I work on in my class 4.01 4.02 3.89 3.87 

13. My work can make a difference 3.90 3.99 3.89 3.96 

 

There is considerable debate among educators about whether studentsô evaluations of 

their classroom and teacher are valid. Certainly, one might argue that students would report 

higher ratings for teaching practices that they perceive as ñeasy.ò These MCA results, however, 

are consistent with other research indicating that student ratings are largely determined by the 

quality of teaching (Remedios & Lieberman, 2008). Consistently high ratings for items 

pertaining to challenge as well as interest and enjoyment support the notion that students value 

an instructional environment that is stimulating, productive, and engaging.  
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While students across all participating OK A+® schools reported generally positive 

attitudes about learning activities in their schools, it is important to note this study revealed 

consistent and statistically significant differences in student attitudes across different school 

settings. A one-way MANOVA was calculated on the student survey data, examining the effect 

of school affiliation upon each studentôs average response to the items on each MCA scale. A 

significant main effect was found for the data. This trend was consistent across each of the four 

years that the survey was administered. Follow-up univariate ANOVAs indicated that mean 

scores for all four scales differed significantly according to a studentôs school affiliation.  

 In order to interpret these statistically significant ANOVA results, a database was 

generated showing average student responses to the MCA sorted by school. This allowed the 

researchers to compare across different schools (see Appendix for MANOVA and ANOVA 

statistics). Qualitative data (including the nature of comments about A+ from principal, teacher, 

and student interviews, and the extent to which the Eight Essentials were evident across 

multiple observations of classroom instruction) revealed that A+ schools were functioning 

along a continuum of school change. These ranged from informative in which A+ was largely 

viewed as an optional add-on program to transformative in which A+ was embedded in school 

policy and day-to-day instructional practice (see Volume 5 of this series). This analysis process 

revealed a relationship between this observed continuum and studentsô MCA responses. 

Studentsô attitudes were significantly higher in schools functioning at a more transformative 

level in comparison to schools functioning at an informative level.  

Results of this data analysis (when considered in light of parallel qualitative 

observations) suggest that, while all responses were generally positive, student attitudes varied 

according to the climate and level of A+ buy-in evident across different school settings. 
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Studentsô MCA responses in schools in which teachers and the principal generally viewed A+ 

as an add-on were consistently lower than students in schools in which teachers and principals 

(both in their stated beliefs and through observed practices) viewed A+ as a more fully 

integrated part of the schoolsô philosophy and practice. These findings are consistent with 

observations from other research studies, indicating that studentsô school-related attitudes (and 

their subsequent academic motivation and performance) are affected by school climate (e.g., 

Griffith, 2000; Haynes, Emmons, & Ben-Avie, 1997; Koth, Bradshaw, & Leaf, 2008; Tapola & 

Niemivirta, 2008). The results of this series of MCA surveys are supported by other studies 

demonstrating that children thrive in a school environment that celebrates the individual child 

as a member of a classroom community of learners who are consistently challenged and 

engaged in meaningful learning activities (e.g., Osterman, 2000; Van der Oord, & Van Rossem, 

2002; Solomon, Battistich, Kim, & Watson, 1996). 

 These observations are consistent with the literature on best practice which indicates 

positive relationships between studentsô school-related attitudes and a hands-on, student-

centered curriculum (e.g., Brock, Nishida, Chiong, Grimm, & Rimm-Kaufnam, 2008). 

Research indicates that studentsô attitudes and their subsequent improvement in academic 
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achievement are associated with learning environments that emphasize the arts (Rogers, 2008; 

Swann-Hudkins, 2002) and multiple intelligence activities (Belcher & Macari, 1999; Buschick, 

Shipton, Winner, & Wise, 2007).  

Implications from the My Class Activities Survey  

 The My Class Activities survey revealed that students in schools participating in the 

Oklahoma A+ Schools® Network held positive attitudes about their classroom activities. These 

students consistently reported their work was challenging, interesting, and enjoyable. It is 

interesting to note the individual survey item consistently receiving the highest rating across all 

survey administrations was ñI am challenged to do my best.ò 

While the research design of this survey is descriptive and was not a causal model, these 

survey results certainly give rise to questions about what teaching practices may have 

contributed to such overwhelmingly positive student attitudes about their classroom activities. 

The research literature pinpoints a number of important factors associated with improving 

student attitudes and motivation: 

1. Planning instruction across all of the intelligences  

2. Including cooperative learning experiences  

3. Individualizing instruction to meet the needs and interests of all learners 

4. Providing active teacher support for students within and beyond the classroom  

 The research literature supports the efficacy of the above examples, which are 

embedded within the A+ philosophy and are variably present across the Oklahoma A+ 

Schools®. Results of the MCA surveys provide insight into A+ studentsô school-related 

attitudes and some interesting between-school differences. Based upon these results, student 
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attitudes appear to grow more positive as schools move toward a more transformative model of 

engagement with A+ schools. These students believe they can make a difference. They view 

their schools as welcoming and happy places where they are expected to work hard and think 

hard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Oklahoma State Department of Education School Performance Data 

Oklahoma State Department of Education data were used to develop a profile of 

Oklahoma A+ Schoolsô® community characteristics, student demographics, attendance rates, 

parental participation, and studentsô academic achievement. These data were also analyzed to 

compare A+ schools with state and district averages, and to explore possible differences among 

different A+ schools. The two main data sources used were the School Report Card, and the 

Academic Performance Index (API). 

School Report Cards 

The School Report Card is published by the Oklahoma Office of Accountability. The 

Office of Accountability was created in 1990 by Oklahoma House Bill 1017 and is governed by 
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the Education Oversight Board with the Governorôs Secretary of Education serving as the Chief 

Executive officer. This office administers two programs, the Oklahoma Educational Indicators 

Program and the Oklahoma School Performance Review Program. The Oklahoma Educational 

Indicators Program serves ñas a clearinghouse for education dataò (Oklahoma Office of 

Accountability, 2008).  

School Report Cards provide three general types of data: community characteristics, 

school educational process, and student performance. While these types of statistics provide a 

useful overview of what is happening within a particular community and school, it is important 

to understand the limitations of this type of quantitative snapshot: 

Remember, when evaluating education, no single score or ratio can measure the 

academic soundness of a state, district, school, or student. The various factors that 

contribute to the educational process must be evaluated while taking into consideration 

their interrelationship. This is a difficult, but important task. (Oklahoma Office of 

Accountability, 2008) 
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Community Characteristics 

 Oklahoma A+ Schools® serve a diverse student population. Percentages of Black, 

Asian, and Hispanic students in A+ Schools have been consistently higher than the state 

average. 

Table 5 Oklahoma A+ School and State Average Ethnic Percentages (from OK School 

Report Cards*) 

 

 % Caucasian  % Black % Asian % Hispanic % Native American 

Year A+ State A+ State A+ State A+ State A+ State 

2002-03 54.2 62 19.7 11 2.3 2 13.7 7 10.5 18 

2003-04 52.6 61 19.65 11 2.3 2 15.5 8 9.95 18 

2004-05 50.9 60 19.75 11 2.4 2 16.1 8 10.6 19 

2005-06 51.52 59 21.04 11 2.24 2 15.44 9 9.76 19 

2006-07 50.03 58.6 20.68 10.8 2.81 1.8 15.87 9.5 10.55 19.3 

*Note. Some A+ Schools (e.g., early learning centers, private schools.) are not included in the Oklahoma State 

Department of Educationôs School Report Card data.  
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One of the goals of the Oklahoma A+ Schools® network is to meet the needs of all 

students. The data show that A+ has consistently served a higher percentage of economically 

disadvantaged students (based upon percentages of students qualifying for free or reduced 

lunch) in comparison to state averages.  

Table 6 Oklahoma A+ School and State Average Percentage of Students Receiving 

Free or Reduced Lunch 

Year A+ Free/Reduced Lunch % OK State Free/Reduced Lunch % 

2002-03 60.80 52.00 

2003-04 61.65 54.00 

2004-05 61.95 55.00 

2005-06 60.76 56.00 

2006-07 62.13 56.00 

 

Preparation, Motivation and Parental Support 

School Report Card data indicate relatively high rates of parental involvement (i.e., 

percentage of parents attending at least one parent/teacher conference, average number of 

volunteer hours per student) and relatively low absentee (average number of days absent per 

student) and suspension rates (reported as ratio of suspensions of 10 days or less for every X 

number of students. For example, a score of 50 in this column would indicate there was one 

suspension for every 50 students (see Tables 7-11). 
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Table 7 2002-03 School Report Card Preparation, Motivation, and Parental Support 

 

A+ Entry Year  Parents 

Attending 

Conference 

Volunteer Hours Average Days 

Absent Per 

Student 

Suspension Ratio Free/Reduced 

Lunch 

Reading 

Remediation 

2002 95.86 8.51 Not Available 61.33 54.29 31.79 

       

       

Table 8 2003-04 School Report Card Preparation, Motivation, and Parental Support 

 

A+ Entry Year  Parents 

Attending 

Conference 

Volunteer Hours Average Days 

Absent Per 

Student 

Suspension Ratio Free/Reduced 

Lunch 

Reading 

Remediation 

2002 94.69 9.93 Not Available 50.74 55.00 30.71 

2003 90.25 8.48 Not Available 26.83 80.00 29.75 

       

Table 9 2004-05 School Report Card Preparation, Motivation, and Parental Support 

 

A+ Entry Year  Parents 

Attending 

Conference 

Volunteer Hours Average Days 

Absent Per 

Student 

Suspension Ratio Free/Reduced 

Lunch 

Reading 

Remediation 

2002 92.00 9.18 8.37 52.28 55.57 31.21 

2003 94.00 18.10 8.65 26.28 78.00 43.33 

2004 88.50 7.25 9.40 66.70 74.50 26.00 

Table 10 2005-06 School Report Card Preparation, Motivation, and Parental Support 

 

A+ Entry Year  Parents 

Attending 

Volunteer 

Hours 

Average Days 

Absent Per 

Suspension 

Ratio 

Free/Reduced 

Lunch 

Reading 

Remediation 
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Conference Student 

2002 93.46 9.22 8.11 57.50 53.38 32.92 

2003 88.33 6.00 8.40 22.43 76.25 46.00 

2004 93.00 9.8 9.25 27.20 79.50 49.00 

2005 90.00 6.33 6.28 79.53 60.17 35.40 

 

 

Table 11 2006-07 School Report Card Preparation, Motivation, and Parental Support 

 

A+ Entry Year  Parents 

Attending 

Conference 

Volunteer 

Hours 

Average Days 

Absent Per 

Student 

Suspension 

Ratio 

Free/Reduced 

Lunch 

Reading 

Remediation 

2002 94.17 9.19 7.98 74.33 54.62 37.69 

2003 83.00 4.80 9.75 18.08 76.00 57.00 

2004 92.00 6.90 7.25 44.20 75.50 35.50 

2005 92.20 5.92 6.70 57.62 56.00 27.40 

2006 95.00 9.48 9.27 28.36 70.83 45.33 
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Student Performance 

Oklahoma Core Curriculum Tests (OCC) scores indicate that students in the majority of 

Oklahoma A+ Schools® have generally performed at or above state averages (see Tables 12-

16). However, when the data are broken down by individual schools, some important between-

school differences emerge.  

 

Table 12 2003 School Report Card OCC Scores (2002-03 Academic Year) 

A+ 

Entry 

Year 

OCC 

Math 

OCC 

Science 

OCC 

Reading 

OCC 

Writing  

OCC 

History 

OCC 

Geo 

OCC 

Arts 

State 

Average 

71 81 73 83 70 59 55 

2002-03 76.83 80.5 76 76.25 75.58 65.83 69.08 

 

Table 13 2004 School Report Card OCC Scores (2003-04 Academic Year) 

A+ 

Entry 

Year 

OCC 

Math 

OCC 

Science 

OCC 

Reading 

OCC 

Writing  

OCC 

Social Studies 

State 

Average 

79 83 76 55 67 

2002-03 86.08 92.46 86.62 73.15 77.46 

2003-04 74 79.75 66.5 58.5 56.75 

 

Table 14 2005 School Report Card OCC Scores (2004-05 Academic Year) 

A+ 

Entry 

Year 

Grade 

3 Math 

Grade 3 

Reading  

Grade 4 

Math  

Grade 4 

Reading  

Grade 

5 Math  

Grade 5 

Reading  

Grade 

5 US 

Hist  

Grade 5 

Science 

State 

Average 

77 87 91 82 84 79 69 83 

2002-03 81.85 90.85 84.92 88.54 93.83 86.42 82.5 90 

2003-04 77.33 80 77.25 85.5 77.5 65.75 54.25 73.25 
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2004-05 69 100 97 95 90.5 87 77.5 88.5 

 

Table 15 2006 School Report Card OCC Scores (2005-06 Academic Year) 

A+ 

Entry 

Year 

Grade 

3 Math  

Grade 3 

Reading  

Grade 

4 Math  

Grade 4 

Reading  

Grade 

5 Math  

Grade 5 

Reading  

Grade 

5 US 

Hist  

Grade 

5 

Science  

Grade 5 

Writing  

State 

Average 

78 90 78 90 84 84 69 88 90 

2002-03 78.85 93.08 89.25 97.33 89.67 89.5 80.58 90.58 95.25 

2003-04 80 83 85.5 91.5 78 86.25 59.5 81.75 89.5 

2004-05 70 82.5 94.5 98 93 88.5 76.5 89.5 100 

2005-06 83 90.8 95.2 96.2 85 89.75 77.25 92.5 95.25 

 

Table 16 2007 School Report Card OCC Scores (2006-07 Academic Year) 

A+Entry  

Year 

Grade 3 

Math 

Grade 3 

Reading  

Grade 4 

Math 

Grade 4 

Reading  

Grade 

5 Math 

Grade 5 

Reading  

Grade 5 

US Hist  

Grade 5 

Science  

Grade 5 

Writing  

State 

Average 

80 91 86 94 88 86 73 87 87 

2002-03 83.08 95.8 87.42 96.25 95 94.17 89 93.58 93.75 

2003-04 69 78 88 92 81 77.5 64.75 80.5 84 

2004-05 85 95 82 92 91.5 98 87 93.5 90 

2005-06 85.2 91.2 90 98.4 87.8 84.2 73.8 78.5 92.2 

2006-07 88 97.17 77 88.5 84.67 86.67 68.5 84 85.5 

Academic Performance Index 

The Oklahoma State Department of Education offers the following description of the 

Academic Performance Index: 
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The Academic Performance Index (API) measures performance and progress of 

a school or district based on several factors that contribute to overall educational 

success. It is a numeric index or score, ranging from 0 to 1500, with 1000 as the 

2001-2002 state average. An overall API score, as well as subscores for 

individual indicators, are assigned to each school and district in Oklahoma. 

Statewide targets for performance on reading/language arts and mathematics 

state tests have been set and will increase incrementally to promote continued 

improvement of education in our state. Performance targets for additional 

indicators, including attendance rates and graduation rates, have also been set as 

goals for schools and districts. (Oklahoma State Department of Education, 2008) 

The API is based upon seven indicators mandated by Oklahoma state legislation (Title 

70 O.S. 3-150). The indicators are divided into the following three categories: 

1. Oklahoma School Testing Program (OSTP). Includes reading/language arts and 

math results from all state-mandated tests (Grades 3-8) and upon completion of 

specific high school courses (End-of-Instruction tests). 

2. School Completion. Includes attendance, dropout, and graduation rates. 

3. Academic Excellence. Includes ACT scores and percent of students participating, 

Advanced Placement (AP) credit, and college remediation rates in reading and math. 

Dropout and graduation rates and all indicators in Academic Excellence are used 

only for high school (Grades 9-12) and K-12 district accountability. 

Oklahoma A+ Schools® consistently outperformed their counterparts within their 

districts and the state on the Academic Performance Index (API). Comparison of Average API 
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scores for Oklahoma A+ Schools® with their district (all district schools, including A+) and 

state averages from the 2002-03 through 2006-07 academic years reveals higher scores for A+ 

schools. Paired Samples T-Tests comparing A+ Oklahoma School averages with their district 

averages indicated these differences were statistically significant (probability of error less than 

.05) for 2003, 2005, 2006,and 2007 API data (see Appendix). 

 

Table 17 Average API for A+ Schools, District and Oklahoma State Average 

Academic Year A+ Schools 

Average* 

District Average**  OK State Average**  

2002-03 1109 (N = 22) 975 1046  

2003-04 1135 (N = 22) 1049 1086  

2004-05 1261 (N = 26) 1137 1159 

2005-06 1308 (N = 28) 1170 1180 

2006-07 1332 (N = 33) 1196 1252 

*API Data not available for those A+ Schools not included in state testing (e.g., Private Schools, Early 

Childhood Centers). 

 

** Oklahoma A+ Schools® were included in calculations of district and state API averages. 

 

 The length of time that a school participated in A+ was not shown to be a significant 

factor in the analysis of API scores. A MANOVA comparing mean API scores according to 

entry year did not reveal any significant differences on the basis of number of years a school 

has been involved with the A+ network. This analysis is consistent with qualitative analysis 

showing that different schools come to A+ at different entry points and that a schoolôs level of 

engagement with A+ is not static and does not always progress according to a vertical or 
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predictable pattern. Rather, a schoolôs engagement with A+ varies along a continuum, ebbing 

and flowing according to profound real-life events (e.g., changes in administration, teacher 

turnover, rezoning) that impact the school culture and climate.  

Implications of School Performance Data  

School performance data reported by the 

Oklahoma State Department of Education 

indicate high rates of success for students in 

Oklahoma A+ Schools® across the span of 

this longitudinal research project. School 

Report Card data indicate that students in 

most A+ schools generally performed at or 

above state averages. Academic Performance Index (API) data indicate consistent and 

statistically significant advantages for A+ students in comparison with state and district 

averages. These differences between averages for A+ schools and district and state averages are 

even more striking when one considers that A+ schools have consistently served higher 

percentages of minority and economically disadvantaged students (free/reduced lunch) in 

comparison with state averages. These results are supported by the research indicating that a 

varied and arts-rich curriculum, while beneficial for all students, may be particularly effective 

for improving motivation and academic performance of disadvantaged and academically at-risk 

students (Burton, Horowitz & Abeles, 1999; Burton, Horowitz & Abeles, 2000; Psilos, 2002; 

Smithrim, & Upitis, 2005; Upitis & Smithrim, 2003). 
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 A school-by-school comparison of average scores for both State Report Card and 

Academic Performance Data revealed consistent differences between schools. When these 

differences are interpreted in light of qualitative observations reported in a separate volume of 

this report, a pattern emerges. It appears that those schools demonstrating more complete 

integration and implementation of the A+ philosophy (as evidenced through student, teacher 

and principal interviews, and observations of classroom activities) as opposed to those schools 

in which A+ is viewed more as an add-on also performed consistently higher on school 

performance measures such as the State Report Card and the API. This observation of between-

school differences (drawn from descriptive individual school data and from qualitative analysis) 

is supported by the literature on school climate (e.g., Anderson, 1982; Koth, Bradshaw, & Leaf, 

2008; Walberg, 1968; Welsh, 2000). It is evident from this literature that classroom practices of 

individual teachers have a profound impact upon student outcomes. However, the tone set by 

the building principal appears to be the most essential factor in establishing a school climate 

that is most conducive to student motivation and achievement. 

 

Investigating the Teacherôs Perspective 

Teacher Opinion Survey (TOS) 

The Oklahoma A+ Schools® program embraces a practitioner-driven philosophy, a 

collaborative model which places the teacher at the center of instructional planning and 

delivery. The role of the practitioner is also crucial to A+ professional development through the 

work of Faculty and Fellows, teachers and artist teachers who provide professional 
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development to their colleagues (See the results of a survey of A+ Faculty and Fellows 

presented later in this volume), 

The Teacher Opinion Survey (TOS) was developed by the research team during the 

2002-03 academic year to document and describe teachersô opinions and attitudes toward the 

arts in education. Specifically, this survey explored teachersô views about the ways that arts 

education can impact student attitudes and academic performance, the importance of teaching 

the arts as a separate discipline, the role of the teacher in arts instruction, and the level of 

collaboration in their schools. An additional goal of this study was to examine the possibility of 

any between-school differences in teacher attitudes. 

A thorough review of literature was conducted to develop an appropriate instrument to 

determine the attitudes of teachers toward the arts and arts integration. Potential items from the 

literature, including existing survey instruments, were extracted and printed on cards, resulting 

in a pool of approximately 380 items. 

Validity  

A panel of eight arts educators, teachers, and researchers read the items and sorted the 

cards into groups of items that were alike in some way (similar to Taba strategies; Schiever, 

1993). Over 12 categories were generated and named according to the item similarity 

(homogeneity) through rewording or eliminating redundancy. During this process, some of 

these 12 categories were found to identify different aspects of the same broad category and 

were collapsed. This process ultimately yielded five groups of items pertaining to the broad 

categories of professional development, the arts and curriculum, arts integration, program 

involvement, and collaboration. There were 4-14 items in each category, which were printed 
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and distributed for review to key leaders in the arts integration programs, including A+ Fellows, 

A+ administration, and researchers. 

The edited items, comments, and feedback were integrated into the resultant 48 Likert-

type items that comprised the initial version of the Teacher Opinion Survey (TOS). Response 

options for the TOS items are 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly 

Agree. The TOS was distributed and completed by 312 A+ teachers during their first evening 

session of the 2003 Summer Institutes.  

Factor Analysis 

Data from the first administration of the TOS were analyzed by exploratory factor 

analysis to determine the most appropriate scales for future descriptions of teacher attitudes 

about arts integration in the schools. Results were evaluated for three-, four-, and five-factor 

solutions using .35 to determine significance for factor loading. The four-factor solution 

provided the greatest number of items that loaded on one of the factors, a theoretically sound 

description of the four scales, and relatively strong reliability for each of the four resulting 

scales: Positive Impact of the Arts, Collaboration, Teacher as Artist, and Arts as a Separate 

Discipline. (See Table 18 for results of the Factor Analysis with the items that define the factor 

and the factor scores for all of the A+ teachers for the initial June 2003 administration of the 

TOS.)  

After statistical analysis for item reliability and validity, some items were removed, 

resulting in a 38-item version that was administered during the 2004 Summer Institutes. The 

research team continued to refine the survey by revising and adding items to the scales, 

resulting in a 44-item version administered during the 2005 and 2006 Summer Institutes (see 

Appendix for scale reliability statistics). 
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The Teacher Opinion Survey (TOS) was completed by 312 teachers in 2003, 351 

teachers in 2004, 450 A+ teachers in 2005, and 615 teachers in 2006. Teacher opinions about 

curriculum and instruction remained fairly consistent across the four years this survey was 

administered. TOS respondents indicated highest levels of agreement with statements about the 

positive impact of arts upon student outcomes. There was also general agreement with 

statements about the importance of collaboration in planning and implementing arts integrated 

curriculum and the role of the teacher as artist. Participants tended to disagree with negative 

statements about the value of the arts as a separate discipline.  

 

Table 18 Teacher Opinion Survey Scale Item Means and Reliability (Alpha) 

   

 

Scale 1: 

Positive Student 

Outcomes 

Scale 2: 

Collaboration 

Scale 3: 

Teacher as Artist* 

Scale 4: 

Arts As A Separate 

Discipline* 

 Scale 

Mean 

Reliability 

Alpha 

Scale 

Mean 

Reliability 

Alpha 

Scale 

Mean 

Reliability 

Alpha 

Scale 

Mean 

Reliability 

Alpha 

2003-04 

(N=312) 

3.26 .849 2.96 .776 3.08 .605 2.98 .718 

2004-05 

(N=351) 

3.15 .865 2.92 .753 2.98 .741 2.93 .737 

2005-06 

(N=450) 

3.19 .819 2.94 .773 2.84 .747 3.06 .718 

2006-07 

(N=615) 

3.17 .865 2.95 .789 2.88 .713 3.04 .698 

Response Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree 

*Negatively-worded items in these scales were reverse coded for calculation of means. 
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Analysis of individual survey items also revealed substantial consistency in teachersô 

responses across all four administrations of the TOS. Survey items rated highest by teachers 

related to being encouraged to be creative at their schools, support for collaboration, and belief 

in the benefits of integrating the arts into the curriculum (see Table 19). 

Table 19 Highest Ranked TOS Items (Scale of 1-4) 

TOS Survey Item 2003-04 

Mean 

2004-05 

Mean 

2005-06 

Mean 

2006-07 

Mean 

Teachers are encouraged to be creative at my school. 

 

3.58 3.61 3.55 3.60 

The nature of this program allows for collaboration with others. 

 

3.44 3.51 3.45 3.49 

The arts integrated into the total curriculum promote learning 

across subject boundaries. 

 

3.40 3.32 3.31 3.30 

It is logical to teach concepts holistically across all subjects in the 

curriculum including the arts. 

 

3.40 3.37 3.46 3.36 

Arts integration aids in the goal of students loving to learn. 

 

3.39 3.40 3.42 3.38 

Students become more self-actualized through the arts. 3.22 3.32 3.34 3.30 

 

 Results of this survey are consistent with interview and observational data showing that 

teachers in A+ schools have generally favorable attitudes about the arts in education, arts 

integration, and teacher collaboration. However, this study also revealed consistent and 

statistically significant differences (.000) in teacher attitudes across different school settings. 

One-way MANOVAs were calculated on the TOS data, examining the effect of school 

affiliation upon each teacherôs average response to the items on each of the four scales for each 

year of the survey administration. A significant main effect was found for the data, a consistent 

trend across each of the four years that the survey was administered. Follow-up univariate 

ANOVAs indicated that mean scores for two of the scales differed significantly according to a 

teacherôs school affiliation across all four years of survey administrationðthe Collaboration 
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scale (.000 for all four years) and the Arts as a Separate Discipline scale (.000, .001, .037, .002 

respectively). Some between-school-differences were also observed for the other two scales, 

Student Outcomes and Teacher as Artist, but these differences were not statistically significant 

across all four years (see Appendix). 

In order to interpret these statistically significant ANOVA results, a database was 

generated showing average teacher responses to the TOS sorted by school. This allowed the 

researchers to compare teachersô responses across different schools (see Appendix for 

MANOVA and ANOVA statistics). 

The two scales that revealed the most consistent statistically significant between-school 

differences pertained to factors that extend beyond the individual teacher. Collaboration, by 

definition, is dependent upon interactions with colleagues and is also related to school climate 

and the principalôs leadership. It is also likely that teachersô views of the arts within the 

curriculum may be influenced by external factors such as interactions with their peers, 

professional development, and the principalôs leadership. On the other hand, teachersô views of 

themselves as artists and feelings about the positive benefits that students derive from the arts 

are more likely to stem from more internal, personal beliefs, and therefore are less likely to vary 

on the basis of school affiliation. 

Teacher Opinion Survey: Implications 

Responses to the Teacher Opinion Survey indicate that teachers in Oklahoma A+ 

Schools® held favorable attitudes about arts in education, arts integration, and teacher 

collaboration. Certainly, one might ponder whether participation in A+ fostered these positive 

attitudes about the arts in education, or whether pre-existing positive attitudes prompted schools 
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to participate in A+. Determining the cause of these positive attitudes is beyond the scope of 

this survey. However, when these survey results are considered in light of the parallel 

qualitative data (see Volume 4: Qualitative Data Analysis), it appears that the answer may be 

ñboth.ò Interview data revealed that many schools were initially attracted to A+ because of the 

emphasis upon multiple intelligences and arts integration. However, teacher interviews also 

revealed that, in those schools with strong principal support, A+ provided an incentive for 

teachers to break out of their comfort zone, encouraging them to incorporate new approaches to 

teaching. 

Between-school differences obtained from this analysis are consistent with observations 

from the descriptive and qualitative data, suggesting that teacher attitudes varied according to 

individual school climate and the level of A+ buy-in that was evident across different school 

settings. Teachers in those schools that had achieved more comprehensive integration of the A+ 

way of thinking and doing (based upon observations, interviews, and other data) expressed 

consistently higher opinions about the value and level of collaboration within their schools in 

comparison with teachers in schools where A+ is still largely viewed by principals and teachers 

as merely an add-on program. 

These significant between school differences, interpreted in light of qualitative 

observations from this research project, are consistent with the literature and suggest at least 

three critical aspects must be in place to achieve a productive and collaborative school climate: 

1. A regular dedicated planning time and place for collaboration among all teachers 

(Drake, 1993; Erickson, Brandes, Mitchell, & Mitchell, 2005); 

2. On-going professional development to support teacher growth, reflection, and 

positive attitudinal change (National Education Association, 2006); and 
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3. Actively-supportive principal leadership to encourage teacher autonomy and to 

promote teacher collaboration (Drake, 1993; Erickson, Brandes, Mitchell, & 

Mitchell, 2005; National Education Association, 2006). 
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Investigating the A+ Professional Development Providerôs Perspective: A+ 

Faculty/Fellow Survey 

Ongoing, practitioner-driven professional development is a cornerstone of the 

Oklahoma A+ Schools® initiative. A+ Faculty and Fellows, comprised of teachers and artist-

teachers, are the educators that provide this professional development to their teaching 

colleagues. Potential A+ Fellows are identified through referrals. Once prospective participants 

are identified, they undergo a rigorous application process which includes observations and 

interviews during which the Oklahoma A+ Program Director and Executive Director evaluate 

each applicantôs qualifications and philosophical fit with Oklahoma A+. The journey toward 

becoming an Oklahoma A+ Fellow begins with an internship period of one or more years 

during which participants serve as A+ Faculty. The role of Faculty is to serve as participant 

observers, attending and assisting with various professional development events. 
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The literature supports the A+ model of professional development as consistent with 

best practice. Research indicates that professional development is most effective in bringing 

about positive change in teacher knowledge and practice when it (a) focuses upon teachersô 

subject matter content and specific teaching methods, (b) occurs over a sustained time frame, 

(c) is activity-based and integrated into the real-life daily work of teachers, (d) includes 

collective participation of teachersô peers, (e) is aligned with local standards, other initiatives to 

change instructional practice, and teachersô professional goals, and (f) includes diverse 

opportunities for active learning, including observation, planning, practicing, and presenting 

(Cohan & Hill, 2000; Garet et al., 2001; National Center for Education Statistics, 2005). 

Teachersô professional development may be promoted through collaboration among 

peers. Glazer and Hannafin (2006) recommended a research-based collaborative apprenticeship 

model in which teachers learn and implement new teaching skills and strategies through four 

development phases, beginning with incorporating best practice under the guidance of a mentor 

and culminating with developing and implementing their own teaching strategies. A study 

examining how collegial interactions and reflection operated within the professional lives and 

development of teachers participating in the National Board Certification process revealed that 

professional development was enhanced in a number of ways (Park, Oliver, Johnson, Graham, 

& Oppong, 2007): 

1.  Enhancing reflection on teaching practice 

2. Establishing a professional discourse community 

3. Raising the standards for teaching performances 

4. Facilitating collaboration.  
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The comprehensive and collaborative approach of the A+ model of professional 

development is consistent with the National Education Associationôs (NEA) best practice 

benchmarks for school workplace conditions. The NEA benchmark for working relationships 

among teachers recommends moving from working in isolation from colleagues toward 

working collaboratively with colleagues; the benchmark for professional development 

advocates moving from a miscellaneous selection of one-shot workshops toward coherent, job-

embedded influence and increasing opportunities for career growth (National Education 

Association, 2006, p. 3). 

Major Objectives 

 The purpose of the A+ Faculty/Fellows Survey was to gain insight into participantsô 

perceptions of the professional development model that is being implemented within the 

Oklahoma A+ Schools® Network. Research questions included the following: 

¶ What is the role of the OK A+ Faculty and Fellows within the A+ process? 

¶ How does one become an OK A+ Fellow? 

¶ What is the role of A+ Faculty/Fellows in their own schools? 

¶ How does A+ function within participating schools?  

¶ How does the A+ process function in general? 

Research Methods 

 During the 2005-06 academic year, the research team developed a questionnaire to 

survey A+ Fellows and Faculty about their views regarding their role within the A+ school-

reform process, how A+ functions within participating schools, and the A+ process in general 

(Barry, Raiber, Dell, Jackson, & Duke, 2006). A pool of survey items was developed through a 
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process of soliciting both written and verbal comments from A+ Fellows and Faculty and A+ 

Coordinators (school-based A+ representatives) during retreats and workshops. Face validity 

was established through an extensive process of submitting preliminary versions of the survey 

to review by a panel of experienced educators and researchers as well as A+ administration. 

Due to the unique target population, it was not possible to conduct a pilot survey. 

Data Sources 

The Oklahoma A+ Schools® Faculty/Fellows Survey consisted of two parts. Part I 

requested background information including A+ affiliation, certification and education, current 

school affiliation, and employment status. Part II consisted of 20 open-ended items, calling 

upon respondents to provide reflective written responses regarding their experiences with A+. 

Demographic (categorical) data were entered into a database and SPSS was employed to 

calculate descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages). Participantsô responses to open-

ended survey questions were transcribed and coded to protect confidentiality. Transcripts were 

submitted to the research team for independent review, followed by group discussion to 

eventually reach consensus concerning codings and emerging themes. 

The Faculty/Fellows Survey was administered during Spring Retreats (a three-day 

residential workshop and collaborative planning time) in 2006 and 2007. Informed consent 

cover letters and surveys were distributed during the first day of the retreat, and a slotted box 

was provided to facilitate confidential survey return. 

Faculty/Fellows Survey Results  

Forty-seven of the 65 active Faculty/Fellows in 2006 (72%) completed the survey, and 

50 of the 65 active Faculty/Fellows (77%) in 2007 completed the survey. (Note: Four Fellows 
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were on leave during 2007.) The returned surveys represented both Fellows (77% in 2006, 78% 

in 2007) and Faculty (23% in 2006, 22% in 2007). The most frequently reported way of first 

learning about A+ was from a ñschool administratorò (49%/36%). Other responses were quite 

varied with small numbers of participants indicating that they first learned about A+ from a 

teaching colleague (13%/20%), A+ meeting or workshop (13%/18%), or from an A+ 

Faculty/Fellow (11%/14%). Participants also indicated that none first learned about A+ through 

ñPublic media (newspaper article or TV program).ò 

 The majority of survey respondents indicated that they held a traditional Teaching 

Certificate, although some reported having Alternative Certification, and a few did not report 

any type of teaching certification. Most had completed a Bachelorôs degree and almost half had 

completed a graduate degree. The majority indicated they were certified in all areas in which 

they were currently teaching (66%/58%) and they were employed as full-time (100% FTE) 

teachers (87%/ 84%) (see Table 20). 
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Table 20 Certificatio n, Education and Professional Background 

Item      Number  Percentage  

      2006 2007  2006   2007  

 

Teaching Certification 

 

 Traditional    32 40  68.1%   80%   

 Alternative      5   5  10.6%   10% 

 

National Board Certification  

 

 In Progress      4   2    8.5%     4% 

 Completed      9 10  19.1%   20% 

 

Degrees Completed 

 

 Bachelors in Education  23 22  48.9%   44% 

 Bachelors (Other)   14 10  29.8%   20% 

 Bachelors in Ed and Other     4   3    8.5%     6% 

 Masters in Education  12 11  25.5%   22% 

 Masters (Other)     6 10  12.8%   20% 

 Masters in Ed and Other    3   2    6.4%     4% 

 Doctorate in Education    1   2    2.1%     4% 

 Doctorate in Other     1   1    2.1%     2% 
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These educators represented a broad range of teaching areas: 

Table 21 A+ Faculty/Fellow Teaching Areas 

Teaching Area 2006 2007    

 Number  % Number % 

 

Artist in Residence 3   6.4   2   4 

Administrator 2   4.3   2   4 

N-K Teacher 8 17.0   8 16 

1-3 Teacher  13 27.7 14 28 

4-6 Teacher  13 27.7 15 30 

Middle School Teacher  6 12.8   6 12 

High School Teacher 7 14.9 12 24 

Special Ed Teacher 2   4.3   0   0 

Art Teacher 5 10.6   6 12 

Dance Teacher 4   8.5   3   6 

Drama Teacher 3   6.4   0   0 

Music Teacher 6 12.8   7 14 

_____________________________________________    

Note. Responses total more than 100% because some respondents indicated more than one teaching area 
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 Part II of the Faculty Fellows Survey consisted of open-ended items designed to gain 

more in-depth information about Faculty and Fellowôs views of A+. Analysis of these items 

provides insight from the unique perspective of these practitioners and professional 

development providers. While this qualitative data represent somewhat of a departure from 

quantitative data reported throughout this volume, this type of detailed feedback was needed to 

achieve a greater understanding of the complex roles and attitudes of the Faculty and Fellows 

working within the A+ process. 

 

What is the role of the OK A+ Faculty and Fellows within the A+ process? 

 A+ Faculty and Fellows function in a variety of ways within the Network and among 

those who are in-service teachers, within their own schools: 
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A resource and a learner! I highly value the experiences within my own school 

as well as when I visit or facilitate workshops in other schools. Developing 

workshops always stretches me and I learn as much from participants as we go 

through the A+ process together. (OK A+ Fellow, 2006) 

 Statements regarding the role of Fellows within the schools were consistent across the 

2006 and 2007 survey administrations, with respondents expressing keen interest in serving as a 

ñknowledgeable facilitatorò (OK A+ Faculty, 2007) to help bring about meaningful school 

change: 

As a teacher in an A+ school, my role is to adhere to the 8 essentials within my 

classroom. To teach to the individual child and to help teachers around me to do 

the same. (OK A+ Fellow, 2007) 

How Does One Become an OK A+ Fellow? 

As one OK+ Faculty member noted, ñThe A+ philosophy is one that can reach and 

affect the lives of each and every childò (OK A+ Faculty, 2007). Moving from A+ 

Faculty to A+ Fellow is a complex role-development process that begins with a 

commitment to improving education in Oklahoma through active participation in the 

OK A+ Network. Survey respondents consistently cited the compatibility of A+ within 

their own teaching philosophy and a deeply-held belief in the importance of providing 

the best education possible for every child as their reasons for wanting to become an A+ 

Fellow. 
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A+ is fun and exciting. I want to do anything I can to help as many students as 

possible to achieve and be successful in fun and exciting new ways. (OK A+ 

Faculty, 2007) 

 New A+ Faculty are expected to spend their first year process observing, developing a 

greater understanding of A+, while examining their own strengths and weaknesses and 

continuing to grow professionally. They are allowed to find their own comfort level while 

working as a professional development team with new schools joining the A+ network. The 

structure of the program pairs the novice Faculty with more-experienced Fellows in a 

collaborative relationship that provides opportunities for both to grow. The Faculty member 

takes on new ideas and experiences, and the Fellow is also infused with a fresh perspective and 

greater enthusiasm, all within a climate of perceived safety that facilitates exploration, 

reflection, and personal growth: 

Faculty is a learning yearðeither from the perspective of process observer or 

from presenting with support of a fellow. (A+ Fellow, 2007) 

 Faculty/Fellows expressed a variety of opinions regarding the process of Faculty role 

development. Some Faculty members found the process to be uncomfortable and without 

direction: ñConfusionðdidn't know what to expect, bewilderment, fascinationò (OK A+ 

Faculty, 2007). Others, however, relished having the freedom to choose to take on 

responsibilities that were within their current comfort level: 

Crazy time! Many new ideas, concepts, and terminology to learn! You become 

more aware of the ñgoodò things you do and how much more you can learn. 

(OK A+ Fellow, 2007) 
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 The A+ model encourages Faculty to process observe, seek out advice from their team 

members, and grow in their knowledge of the A+ process while discovering their own areas of 

expertise and leadership skills. This model also allows Faculty members to develop their own 

knowledge set as they process observe with their team. Many felt that the model allowed 

individuals to find their own entry point into A+. However, some Fellows, looking back upon 

their time as Faculty, believed that the process was somewhat ñmessyò at times due to its open-

ended nature. Further, many felt that the process had become more democratic than in the past. 

Several indicated that effectiveness of the process depends upon the entire team (Fellows and 

Directors) to mentor Faculty members and encourage their growth throughout the process. The 

teaching roles that they take on early in the process focus more on procedural issues than new 

content, thereby providing new Faculty members with ways in which to develop their peer 

teaching skills in a safe and protected environment. Although many were not certain that they 

were ñready,ò they were moved forward (some said they were ñpushedò) and rose to the 

occasion: 

I love how A+ is set up as a network of teachers, artists, resources to 

collaborate and help to guide you through the process. It felt safe to be on a 

team and to know they wouldn't let me fail. (OK A+ Faculty, 2007)  

What Is the Role of A+ Faculty/Fellows in Their Own Schools? 

 The presence of A+ Faculty/Fellows on a school staff generally provides an additional 

line of support as a school engages in this school reform process. These educators often 

described themselves as encouragers and role models for the other teachers in their schools. 
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Schools with A+ Faculty/Fellows on their faculty enjoy an additional, direct line of 

communication with A+ as well as the ready, in-house availability of an A+ resource person.  

Sets the tone at school, encourages team work, supports enrichment, recognizes 

teacher efforts. (OK A+ Faculty, 2007) 

 In some situations in which schools have experienced changes in administration 

and/or large faculty turnover, the enduring presence of A+ Fellows may have provided 

an important source of stability, and in some cases, even served as a catalyst to help 

their colleagues persist and move forward with the A+ initiative. Since A+ Faculty 

represent a fresh from the classroom entry point, their role on a school staff may be an 

important link in terms of communication between teachers working in A+ schools and 

A+ staff and administration: 

A+ Faculty act as a bridge between teachers who are not A+ 

Faculty/Fellows and A+ Fellows. They are new to A+ schools and so their 

questions reflect what non-A+ Faculty/Fellows want to know, while at the 

same time the A+ Faculty constantly gain new insight into the A+ Mission 

and Method. They remind A+ Fellows how inspiring and confusing the A+ 

Philosophy can be. A+ Faculty keep A+ Fellows relevant to our incoming 

and maturing A+ schools. They challenge us while connecting us to the 

needs of incoming schools. (OK A+ Faculty, 2006) 

How does A+ function within participating schools?  

 Qualitative data (see Volume 5) indicate that the A+ process seems to develop within 

schools along a continuum. At the lowest functional level, teachers view A+ as an add-on, an 
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additional activity that is easily jettisoned when time or resources are in short supply. In 

contrast, at the highest level of functioning, teachers hold a more comprehensive view of A+ as 

completely integratedðnot some particular activity that they ñdo,ò but as a philosophical 

perspective that permeates their thinking about teaching. Educators responding in the 2007 

survey administration  seemed particularly aware of these differences among schools, noting 

that the impact that A+ has on schools ñdepends on the level of implementation at the schoolò 

(OK A+ Fellow, 2007) and that ñto some it is freedom to be creativeò and ñto others it is extra 

workò (OK A+ Faculty, 2007). 

 A+ Faculty and Fellows reported that within those schools with strong administrative 

leadership and buy in, A+ functions as both an incentive and an energizer. When A+ is no 

longer viewed as an add-on, teachersô emerging understanding of A+ begins to permeate every 

aspect of the school in increasingly seamless and subtle ways. Accordingly, ñA+ is woven into 

the fabric of every day experiencesò (OK A+ Faculty/Fellow, 2006). 

 Not surprisingly, Faculty and Fellows reported that the main incentive for embracing 

A+ is the belief that this process improves the quality of education with direct and tangible 

benefits for the children of Oklahoma: 

A+ essentials, used correctly, guarantee an enriched environment full of 

creativity and thought processing. It requires thinking out of the box, using 

multiple intelligences, while thinking with a higher level. (OK A+ 

Faculty/Fellow, 2006) 

 The consensus among these educators was that, when schools buy-in to A+ as a way of 

thinking as well as doing, A+ serves as an effective process for bringing about meaningful 

school change in lasting and profound ways: 
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If utilized, A+ completely changes a classroom. I have seen teachers who have 

gone from only paper/pencil work to using experiential learning. The impact 

was amazing. (OK A+ Fellow, 2007). 

How Does the A+ Process Function in General? 

 Faculty/Fellow Survey responses revealed a generally high level of commitment to A+ 

and belief in the benefits of participation in the OK A+ Network for developing best practice 

within Oklahoma schools: 

The network allows me to work with other teachers, artists, specialists and 

administrators to develop and teach practices that address the strengths and 

needs of every child. (OK A+ Fellow, 2006) 

However, some respondents also expressed concerns that things were moving forward too 

quickly, with many indicating a desire for building in more time to reflect and re-evaluate some 

aspects of the program: 

I believe in A+, but even after several years, I do not understand the 

commitment to give so much, so quickly. Are we growing so fast that we are 

forgetting to stop and just look for a year or two at what has been done, where 

we need to go, how to improve and what specific things are needed to keep the 

schools with sustainable growth in, and ourselves understanding of A+? (A+ 

Fellow, 2006) 

The rapid growth of the program paired with increasing diversity among participating schools 

prompted some concerns among Faculty and Fellows. The 39 schools participating during the 

2006-07 academic year represented pre-school through secondary grade levels and included 
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public schools, charter schools, and a private faith-based school. This expanded to 43 schools in 

2007-08: 

I think that we as a network are aware of the need for adaptability (high school) 

and/or sensitivity (Muslim school) called for to address specific age and cultural 

needs. (OK A+ Fellow, 2007) 

 While excited about the growth of A+, Faculty and Fellows responding to the 2006 

administration also expressed concern for meeting the needs of such a vast and diverse 

constituency, expressing interest in having more 

1. specific professional development focused on the diversity of the Oklahoma A+ 

Schools® network; 

2. additional professional development for Faculty and Fellowôs growth; 

3. focused professional development to meet the needs of secondary schools; 

4. processing time to reflect and evaluate; and 

5. artists and other resource persons available to provide professional development 

focused upon specific content areas  

Responses from the 2007 survey administration echoed statements from 2006. Additional needs 

expressed in 2007 included interest in more training and materials for working with special 

needs students and providing parent education. 

 As the A+ Network expands, it appears that Faculty and Fellows are becoming more 

aware of their own limitations in terms of being able to serve the complex and diverse needs of 

A+ schools across the state. The 2007 surveys revealed an increased interest in looking outside 

A+ for some types of expertise. ñWe need to reach out to other non A+ presenters at time to 
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truly meet schoolsô needs,ò stated one Fellow, ñsuch as presentations on motivation or dealing 

with students in poverty, etc.ò (OK A+ Fellow, 2007.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Implications from the Faculty/ Fellows Survey 

 This survey provides some insight into participantsô perceptions of a peer-driven, 

teacher-centered professional development model that is in place within the Oklahoma A+ 

Schools® Network. The peer-trainers in this study (A+ Faculty and Fellows) believed that A+ 

provides an effective model of professional development that positively impacts the lives of 

children through actively supporting and improving the skills and practice of their teacher 

colleagues.l This network ñpromotes an atmosphere among faculty members and student 

teachers, encourages parents to appreciate the uniqueness of their child, and keeps students 

curious and ready to learn new things.ò (OK A+ Facutly, 2007) 


