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ABSTRACT 

 

JOCELYN M. HARRINGTON 
The Role of School Climate, Parent Involvement, and Principal Characteristics on the 
Effectiveness of Looping as a Student Achievement Tool  
Under the direction of OLIVIA BOGGS, Ed.D. 

 

School principals are responsible for implementing improvement strategies to 

address low academic achievement. Very little research connects the principal’s decision 

to implement looping and increased academic achievement. However, many principals 

continue to implement looping with little empirical evidence on the success of looping to 

increase student achievement. 

This study examined the extent to which principal characteristics, school climate, 

and parent involvement were associated with the effectiveness of looping as a student 

achievement tool.  Further, the study sought to determine if there was a difference in the 

climate, level of parent involvement, principal characteristics, and academic achievement 

of third, fourth, and fifth grade students in Title I elementary schools that utilized looping 

as a school improvement strategy or did not use looping as a school improvement 

strategy.  Principal characteristics included; years of experience, teacher to principal 

ratio, gender, and certification level.  

Title I elementary principals were contacted to determine if looping was 

implemented in their schools and to complete a school climate survey.  Title I elementary 

third, fourth, and fifth grade teachers in looping and non-looping schools were then 
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contacted to complete a school climate and a parent involvement survey.  Principals 

provided CRCT data for teachers who participated in the study. Principal characteristic 

data were obtained from the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement.  Data were 

analyzed using an independent samples t test to compare looping and non-looping 

schools.   

Fifteen research questions related to school climate, parent involvement, 

academic achievement in reading, English Language Arts, and mathematics for third, 

fourth, and fifth grade students in looping and non-looping schools guided the study.  No 

differences were found in school climate, parent involvement, principal characteristics, 

and fifth grade achievement in looping and non-looping schools.  No academic 

achievement data were collected for fourth grade.  Differences in achievement were 

found in third grade reading, English Language Arts, and mathematics. 

Third grade students may benefit from looping.  These students may have 

developmental and academic needs that support remaining with the same teacher for 

more than one year.  Additional research on looping in Kindergarten first, and second 

grade may provide critical information on looping as a student achievement tool. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Challenged by Russia’s 1957 launching of Sputnik-I, the United States began an 

unprecedented onslaught of academic programs to strengthen student performance in 

elementary, secondary, and postsecondary institutions.   These programs sought to ensure 

that U. S. students would be nationally and internationally competitive. Yet, sixty years 

later, global measures of academic achievement consistently place U.S. students behind 

other western countries (PISA, 2015).  Of particular concern is that within the United 

States, the educational achievement gap between high- and low-income children is 

growing (Horowitz & Samuels, 2017; Liu, 2016; NBER, 2016).  This study sought to 

determine if school climate, parent involvement, and principal characteristics are linked 

to the effectiveness of looping as a student achievement tool. 

Recent studies confirm a strong and symbiotic association that links principal 

leadership, teacher engagement, and student outcomes (Bloom & Owens, 2013; Grissom, 

2011; Price, 2012).  Principals use a variety of approaches to address teacher engagement 

and student outcomes to improve academic achievement and the experiences students 

have in school (Finkel, 2012; Hallinger, 2011; Muis & Duffy, 2013; Sabol & Pianta, 

2012).  Principals take the lead on developing how their individual school will 

approach school improvement efforts (Bloom & Owens, 2013; Hallinger, 2011; Shubel, 

2010).  Research often documents the independent and interactive role of school climate, 

parental involvement, and the behaviors of principals towards improving student 



 
2

 

academic outcomes. These aspects of leadership show a relationship to positive student 

academic and social outcomes (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Lindahl, 2010; Lindberg & 

Vanyushyn, 2013; Price, 2012; Ross & Gray, 2006).  Principals seeking innovative or 

additional strategies to improve their schools focus on the benefits and success of 

relationship development efforts and how relationships connect to positive academic 

outcomes (Bower & Griffin, 2011; Kyle, 2011; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  Several research 

studies confirm that positive relationships among teachers, students, their families, and 

the school promote positive academic outcomes (Hertrich, 2009; Holmes, 2008; Nessler, 

2010; Nichols & Nichols, 2002; Thompson, Franz, & Miller, 2009; Williams, 2009).  

Embedded in relationship development literature and strategies is looping (Lindahl & 

Vanyhusyn, 2013; Martin & Dowson, 2009; Noddings, 2005; Samanci, 2010).  Looping 

has been in place for several decades and is frequently referenced as a viable relationship 

development tool (Elliot & Capp, 2003; Hitz, Somers, & Jenlick, 2007; Wynne & 

Walberg, 1994).  Conjecture on looping and the connection to positive academic 

outcomes tends to be positive.  This conjecture may be one reason school leaders chose to 

implement looping as a school improvement tool (Ford, 2010; Hume 2007; Thompson et 

al., 2009).  Quantitative research and related documentation has not provided consistent 

support for utilizing looping as a viable school improvement strategy (Daniel, 2007; 

Ullman, 2005).  This study examined the role of school climate, parent involvement, 

characteristics of principals, and the effectiveness of utilizing looping in Title I 

elementary schools in the state of Georgia.  This study sought to take a comprehensive 

exploration to provide quantitative data on the use of looping as one strategy towards 

improving student outcomes for elementary school students.    
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Background of the Problem 

Student performance, as measured by academic achievement, is demonstrated 

when learners excel on academic tasks (Elliott & Capp, 2003).  According to the 2011 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the 2011 Program for 

International Student Assessment (PISA), indicators of student academic success, 

students in the U.S. have experienced declines in academic achievement.  State rankings 

of reading and mathematics achievement show that Georgia ranked below many states, 

specifically 27th out of the 50 states on the NAEP in mathematics achievement for both 

fourth and eighth graders in 2011 and 44th out of 50 states in 2015 (American Legislative 

Exchange Council [ALEC], 2012; Hunter Ahrens, 2016; Kim, 2004; Governor’s Office 

of Student Achievement [GOSA], 2013; Togberte & Curtis, 2002).  Only 66% of fourth 

grade students read at or above basic proficiency. Inadequate achievement may lead 

students to fail to graduate from high school, be unable to further their educational 

attainment, be prepared for college expectations, or obtain employment in a field of their 

choosing (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education [GPEE], 2010).   

The 2015 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) showed that 

students in the U.S. continued to experience declines in academic achievement.  State 

rankings of reading and mathematics achievement show that Georgia ranks among the 

bottom five states on the NAEP in mathematics achievement for both fourth and eighth 

graders (National Assessment of Educational Progress [NAEP], 2017).  Only 34% of 

fourth grade students read at or above basic proficiency and 35% of fourth grade students 

are proficient in mathematics (NAEP, 2017).   
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Concern, by the American public, over low student academic achievement has 

increased.  School principals are accountable for addressing concerns raised by the 

American public, and are responsible for implementing improvement strategies (Barile et 

al., 2012; Henry, Knight, & Thornberry, 2012; Pashiardis, 2000).  When addressing 

school improvement, principals consider the climate of the school and how the climate 

affects overall success and achievement (Knesting, 2008; Pashiardis, 2000).  School 

environments that focus on teaching, learning, communication, and collaboration provide 

a foundation for successful school improvement outcomes.  Principal behaviors 

connected to school climate, structure the school and community for positive or negative 

outcomes (Pashiardis, 2000).  Principals also consider the level and type of parent 

involvement for the school and how parent involvement affects academic achievement.  

Principals who encourage high levels of parent involvement both in and outside of the 

school provide an additional layer of support for positive school improvement outcomes 

(Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Bower & Griffin, 2011). 

Statement of the Problem 

The school principal is responsible for addressing concerns relating to low student 

academic achievement.  Numerous improvement strategies to increase achievement exist, 

including school climate, parent involvement, and looping.  Currently, very little research 

provides a link between the school or district administrators’ decision to implement 

looping and increased student academic achievement.  In spite of the lack of research, 

many principals continue to implement this practice with little empirical evidence on the 

success of looping to increase student achievement (Bridge, 2015; Oakes, 2016).  
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which principal 

characteristics, school climate, and parent involvement are associated with the 

effectiveness of looping as a student achievement tool.  Further, the study sought to 

determine if there was a difference in the climate, level of parent involvement, principal 

characteristics, and the academic achievement of third, fourth, and fifth grade students of 

Title I elementary schools that utilized looping as a school improvement strategy and 

Title I elementary schools that did not use looping as a school improvement strategy.  For 

this study, characteristics of principals specifically included; years of experience, teacher 

to principal ratio, gender, and certification level.  Finally, it is hoped that school 

administrators can use the findings of the study to better use looping as a school 

improvement strategy.  

Foundation of Study Variables 

The following eight sub-topics are discussed because of their importance to the 

study; guiding principles for schools, leadership, organizational climate, parent 

involvement, achievement, accountability, relationships, and looping. The discussion 

addresses the relevance of each sub-topic to this study. The eight sub-topics reflect one 

aspect of the school organization that has a role in the decision-making process of the 

school principal. This study attempted to address the role of these areas when looping is 

implemented in the school to address student academic achievement.  Each area is 

discussed in detail in the review of literature in Chapter 2. 

Principals use the mission, vision, and goals of the school to improve instruction, 

support teachers, motivate students, and set a positive school environment (Lindahl & 
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Vanyushyn, 2013). The climate of the school sets the tone for how the school operates, 

either positively or negatively (Pepper, 2010). The work of the school is bolstered by 

parents’ influence on their child’s view and efforts in school. Parent involvement takes on 

many forms and can support or derail the whole school program (Kelly, 2014). 

Schools are accountable for the academic achievement of students. Student 

achievement has been a concern in the United States, as achievement has fallen behind 

that of other nations (Sanzo, Sherman, & Clayton, 2010). School improvement models 

guide the process for implementing school improvement tools (Whitesell, 2015). 

Principals are responsible for implementing effective school improvement tools with a 

goal to improve instruction and increase academic achievement (Leithwood, Day, 

Sammons, Harris, & Hopkins, 2006).  

Looping is one improvement tool that has been implemented in schools.  

Relationship development provides the foundation for looping (Bridge, 2015).  

Relationship development consistently shows a positive relationship to academic 

achievement (Pianta, 1999; Sabol & Pianta, 2012). Looping focuses on long-term 

relationships, two or more years, between students and their teachers. Research and data 

on looping to support or discredit the use of looping to improve academic achievement is 

limited (Bridge, 2015, Oakes, 2016).  

These sub-topics are linked to the topics discussed in the literature review.  The 

topics in the literature review became the research study variables.  The study variables 

led to the development of the research questions that guided this study. 
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Guiding Principles for Schools 

 The work of the principal through the development of a mission, vision, and goals 

provides the foundation and guiding principles of the organization and purpose of 

schooling (Hallinger, 2011; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine, Greer, McCormack, & Richardson, 

2014; Lindberg & Vanyushyn, 2013; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016).  The mission and vision 

guides the work of the teachers, enables teachers to align their efforts to the needs of 

students, and ensure students have opportunities to learn and achieve academically 

(Hallinger, 2011, Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Lindahl, 2010; Marzano, Waters, & 

McNulty, 2005; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016). 

The characteristics and leadership behaviors of school principals to improve 

schools enhances school climate, parent involvement, and learning opportunities for both 

teachers and students (Hallinger, 2011; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Naidoo & 

Petersen, 2016).  Principal characteristics and behaviors have been documented as having 

an influence on teacher engagement and student motivation (Drago-Severson, 2012; 

Finkel, 2012; Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Muis & Duffy, 2013; Naidoo & Petersen, 

2016; Price, 2012).  In addition to principal characteristics and leadership behaviors, the 

mission and vision of schools guide the expectations and standards for parent 

involvement (Bower & Griffin, 2011; Kentli, 2016; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016; Peterson & 

Ladky, 2007).  School communities that are supported by families express the value and 

importance of education (Altschul, 2011; DePlanty, Coulter-Kern, & Duchane, 2007; 

Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006).  The efforts of the entire school to support the goals of 

the school are grounded in the development of relationships.  The relationship between 

the school and parents can affect student outcomes and parent involvement either 
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positively or negatively (Hallinger & Murphy; 2012; Hayes, n.d.; Barnyak & McNelly, 

2009; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).    

The rationale and decision-making processes of school principals to implement 

looping, as a school improvement tool, combined with the associated outcomes from 

looping is frequently un-documented (Hume, 2007; Vecchione, 2004).  Relationship 

development in education has long been documented as a school improvement strategy 

that is associated with positive student outcomes (Bariel et al., 2012; Noddings, 2005; 

Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  Looping and relationship development have a positive 

documented history, however an association between looping and positive student 

outcomes has not consistently been documented (Vecchione, 2004).  The following 

research details the literature associated with principal leadership, school climate, and 

parent involvement.   The study attempts to determine if these variables in conjunction 

support positive student outcomes.        

Leadership 

 In a school, stakeholders often view the principal as the expert teacher or expert in 

instruction (Hoerr, 2008; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016).  

The principal is considered to have the most skills and be the most knowledgeable 

educator in a school building (Hoerr, 2008).  Although this view or belief exists, the 

principal is the person in the school who is responsible for assisting and supervising 

instruction so that all children learn (Hoerr, 2008; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; 

Naidoo & Petersen, 2016; Ross & Gray, 2006).  In order to assist and direct instruction, 

the principal employs practices and organizational structures to increase student 

achievement and classroom instruction (Bloom & Owens, 2013; Hallinger, 2011; Kentli, 
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2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016; Ross & Gray, 2006; Shubel, 

2010).  The practices of effective principals include allocating resources, serving as an 

instructional resource, communicating, and being visible (Lemoine et al., 2014; Quinn, 

2002; Whitaker, 1997).  Specifically, the principal sets goals and expectations for 

instruction and achievement, provides professional development to teachers in order to 

obtain goals, and monitors and evaluates the entire educational environment in the school 

building (Lemoine et al., 2014; Ross & Gray, 2006; Shubel, 2010).  Although the role of 

the principal has evolved over time, the responsibility for facilitating teachers’ learning 

and performance remains in the hands of the principal (Hoerr, 2008; Horng & Loeb, 

2010; Lemoine et al., 2014; Ross & Gray, 2006).  This responsibility is commonly 

referred to as instructional leadership (Hoerr, 2008; Horng & Loeb, 2010; Lemoine et al., 

2014).   

In addition to supporting the instructional climate of the school, principals must 

manage the entire organization including making decisions related to hiring, assigning, 

retaining, and supporting teachers (Horng & Loeb, 2010; Lemoine et al., 2014; Lindahl, 

2010).  At the building level, the principal is responsible for each aspect of management 

and supervision (Lemoine et al., 2014; Lindberg & Vanyushyn, 2013; Naidoo & 

Petersen, 2016).  Each aspect of managing the organization serves an important function 

towards advancing student achievement and supporting the idea of instructional 

leadership (Horng & Loeb, 2010; Lemoine et al., 2014; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016; Ross & 

Gray, 2006).  As mandates have been developed to ensure schools are supporting the 

instructional and achievement goals of students, principals have had to take on more 

responsibility for ensuring academic success (Finkel, 2012; Lemoine et al., 2014; Ross & 
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Gray, 2006).  They have provided this responsibility in the form of academic or 

instructional leadership (Finkel, 2012; Lemoine et al., 2014).  

School principals are charged with identifying and communicating a clear vision 

and mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting positive learning 

climates (Lemoine et al., 2014; Lindberg & Vanyushyn, 2013; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016).  

The approach principals’ employ to increase student academic outcomes is based on their 

knowledge, training, and expertise as instructional leaders (Bloom & Owens, 2013; 

Hallinger, 2011; Lemoine et al., 2014; Price, 2012).  Instructional leaders have been 

identified as goal oriented principals who seek out tools to support student performance 

and school effectiveness (Lemoine et al., 2014; Lindberg & Vanyushyn, 2013).  

Principals may choose to implement organizational structures that enable the school to 

move in the direction of the identified mission, vision, and improvement goals (Hallinger 

& Murphy, 2012; Lemoine et al., 2014; Marzano et al., 2005; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016).  

To accomplish their goals and direct improvement efforts, principals identify the most 

effective way to organize the school and group students by directing and managing the 

instructional program (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Lemoine & Greer, 2014; Lindahl, 

2010; Lindberg & Vanyushn, 2013; Marzano et al., 2005).   

The manner in which a principal organizes the school should align with the 

principal’s vision and goals for the general functioning of the school including school 

conditions, such as climate, culture, and capacity (Eilers & Camacho, 2007; Hallinger, 

2011; Lemoine et al., 2014; Lindahl, 2010; Marzano et al., 2005; Naidoo & Petersen, 

2016).  The principal’s focus on setting goals, planning, maintaining high expectations, 

organizing and assessing the instructional environment, and allocating resources becomes 
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the basis for instructional leadership.  The strategies principals employ to allocate 

resources includes hiring teachers, providing information to address effective school 

practices, scheduling, developing relationships, ongoing improvement of school climate, 

and the principal’s behavior.  This instructional leadership focus initiates a link between 

the work of the principal and positive student outcomes. (Hallinger, 2011; Lemoine et al., 

2014; Lindahl, 2010; Marzano et al., 2005; Price, 2012; Salfi, 2011). 

Proficiency in teaching and learning has become essential in order for principals 

to know how to improve their schools (Finkel, 2012, Naidoo & Petersen, 2016).  They 

must know what to look for, ask, and recommend when observing classroom instruction.  

Principals also provide guidance, as an instructional resource, that is needed to assist and 

improve teachers’ instruction (Finkel, 2012; Naidoo & Petersen; Quinn, 2002; Ross & 

Gray, 2006).  The level of support provided by the principal for professional development 

and participation in professional development of the staff is a critical component for 

successful academic outcomes (Hallinger, 2011; Kentli, 2016).  The observations and 

coaching provided to teachers work to support the development of the teacher (Horng & 

Loeb, 2010; Ross & Gray, 2006).  The characteristics, behaviors, and actions of 

principals affect the work of the teacher and instruction that is provided to students.  The 

instructional knowledge of the principal related to strategies and tools for implementing 

effective instruction furthers the schools ability to improve student performance (Quinn, 

2002).  

Organizational Climate 

The organizational climate in an educational setting is recognized as fundamental 

towards supporting the effectiveness of a school (Kennedy, Cameron, & Greene, 2012; 
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Pashiardis, 2000).  The behavior of principals is one of the critical factors that determines 

the climate of a school (Momeni, 2009; Ross & Gray, 2006).  These behaviors include 

leadership style, communication, the level of respect and care shown towards staff 

members, fairness, the manner in which situations are handled, and the principals’ ability 

to motivate the staff and faculty to find their work meaningful and worthwhile (Momeni, 

2009; Price, 2012).  As an organizational leader, the principal takes responsibility for the 

management of the entire building, developing a vision and mission, monitoring student 

outcomes, and the promotion of positive learning climates (Kafka, 2009, Horng & Loeb, 

2010; Lindberg & Vanyushyn, 2013; Ross & Gray, 2006).  Principals determine goals for 

the school that will enable continuous school improvement and align goals to the needs 

and current practices of the school.  Once goals are determined, the principal is 

responsible for effectively communicating these goals via the vision and mission 

(Lindberg & Vanyushyn, 2013).   

In addition to determining school goals, principals take on the responsibility of 

managing the school’s instructional program (Lindberg & Vanyushyn, 2013).  Principal 

leadership is critical to developing and sustaining a school climate that promotes student 

academic achievement and optimizes teacher development (Drago-Severson, 2012; Muis 

& Duffy, 2013).  Management of the instructional program includes supervision and 

evaluation, coordinating and evaluating the curriculum, as well as the overall 

instructional program, and overseeing student progress and academic outcomes.  In 

combination with determining school goals and managing the instructional program, 

principals are responsible for the promotion of positive school climates.  Aspects of 

positive school climates are often embedded within school goals and the manner in which 
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principals manage the instructional program.  Principals who develop positive school 

climates, take on the responsibility for encouraging personal development, providing 

incentives for teaching and learning, setting high expectations and standards for teaching 

and learning, are highly visible, and work to protect instructional time (Lindberg & 

Vanyushyn, 2013).  Principals who set high expectations for student success provide 

leadership that shapes the educational setting (Edmonds, 1979, Horng & Loeb, 2010).     

The principals’ personality, gender, and experience are important factors in their 

ability to achieve performance goals and be effective (Ali, Azizollah, Zaman, Zahra, & 

Mohtaram, 2011; Price 2012).  Principals are assigned the responsibility of managing the 

school, selecting, developing, and managing school staff members (Ali et al., 2011).  The 

principals’ personality becomes an important characteristic in managing each aspect of 

the school (Ali et al., 2011; Price, 2012).  Principals use their personalities to organize, 

direct, and motivate staff actions and behaviors (Ali et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran & 

Gareis, 2004).  Principals also use their personalities to influence student behaviors and 

performance, controlling school functions, and achieving goals and objectives (Ali et al., 

2011; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004).  If the principal is friendly, self-confident, 

intelligent, has the ability to manage the building and be discerning, they are better able 

to support staff members (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004).   

Cemaloglu (2011) found a relationship between the principal’s leadership style 

and the motivation and morale of teachers.  Leaders tend to exhibit transformational and 

transactional leadership acts based on the situation they are required to address.  

Principals who exhibit more transformational leadership behaviors tend to have an 

increased awareness of a positive school climate than principals who exhibit more 
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transactional leadership behaviors.  The positive discernment of school climate is also 

linked to leadership efficiency, positive performance and effective communication, 

whereas negative observations of school climate are linked to additional pressure, stress, 

poor managerial skills, and problematic communication (Cemaloglu, 2011).  As the 

leader of the building, principals establish the accepted behaviors and modes of conduct 

that foster positive school climates, collegiality, collaboration, and cooperation (Eres, 

2011).  The manner in which principals distribute leadership responsibilities and 

decision-making opportunities can also foster positive school climates (Cemaloglu, 2011; 

Marzano et al., 2005).  The leadership style and behaviors of the principal mandate 

conduct in the building as well as opportunities for shared or distributed leadership 

(Cemaloglu, 2011; Eres, 2011; Marzano et al., 2005).   

Staff members’ perceptions of the principals’ social skills, mood, behavior, and 

experience influence the climate of the school (Cemaloglu, 2011; Momeni, 2009; Price, 

2012).  This perception drives the feelings staff members and teachers have about their 

workplace and if they feel the school is a good place to work (Momeni, 2009).  Their 

feelings determine the level of trust they have in the organization, pride for the work they 

do, and the level of enjoyment they have with their co-workers (Cemaloglu, 2011; 

Momeni, 2009; Price, 2012).  The morale, motivation, and productivity of teachers in a 

school are molded by the leadership style and behavior of the school principal (Horng & 

Loeb, 2010; Kelley, 1981; Ross & Gray, 2006; Sims, 2005).  The behaviors and attitudes 

that teachers bring into the class have an effect on student morale, motivation, and 

productivity.  The behaviors and attitudes of students influences the level of effort 
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exerted in the classroom and academic achievement (Kelley, 1981; Knesting, 2008; Sims, 

2005).   

The organizational climate of a school, as directed by the principal, can have an 

effect on the overall productivity of the school and academic performance of students 

(Barile et al., 2012; Knesting, 2008; Momeni, 2009; Ross & Gray, 2006).  Educational 

settings have an effect on students and differences in school climate are consistent with 

differences in student outcomes.  A positive climate is associated with increases in 

student achievement and a negative climate is linked to declines in student achievement 

(Kelley, 1981; Knesting, 2008; Sims, 2005).  Principals have the ability to facilitate 

change in the productivity of the school and improve student outcomes by setting and 

communicating high expectations and standards for teachers and students (Eres, 2011; 

Tschannen-Morna & Gareis, 2004).  The vision and mission, developed by the principal, 

guides the goals and expectations principals have for the school and each member of the 

school community (Eres, 2011; Tschannen-Morna & Gareis, 2004).   

Principals influence, organize, direct, and support the work and actions of staff 

members by developing relationships to support and enhance school climate (Chang, 

Chuang, & Bennington, 2010; Eres, 2011; Tschannen-Morna & Gareis, 2004).  They 

motivate staff members by providing opportunities for collaboration (Chang et al, 2010; 

Tschannen-Morna & Gareis, 2004).  Principals motivate and provide decision-making 

incentives to staff members when distributed leadership opportunities are established 

(Chang et al, 2010; Eres, 2011; Tschannen-Morna & Gareis, 2004).  Principals 

demonstrate their expectations through encouragement and support of staff members, 

creating a sense of ownership, support for initiatives, and maintaining support for 
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initiatives (Chang et al, 2010; Eres, 2011; Tschannen-Morna & Gareis, 2004).  The 

manner in which expectations are communicated and demonstrated to teachers by the 

principal influences not only what happens in the school but also the climate of the 

school (Horng & Loeb, 2010; Kelley, 1981; Sims, 2005).  Effective schools have been 

noted as supporting a climate that is focused on being instructionally effective based 

upon the vision and motivation provided by principals (Edmonds, 1979; Ross & Gray, 

2006; Sims, 2005).  

Principals, who manage the organization for successful outcomes, employ 

organizational processes that will improve instruction as well as support a positive 

climate (Horng & Loeb, 2010; Vos, van der Westhuizen, Mentz, & Ellis, 2012).  These 

organizational processes include hiring, supporting, and retaining qualified and highly 

effective staff members (Horng & Loeb, 2010).  A qualified and highly effective staff 

employs practices that support a positive climate; including collegiality, collaboration, 

and cooperation (Cemaloglu, 2011; Eres, 2011; Marzano et al., 2005).  As organizational 

managers, principals focus more time on managing the organization to improve academic 

outcomes and teachers’ view of the school climate.  A good deal of time is spent on 

personnel management as a result.  To obtain a positive work and learning environment, 

principals make strategic staffing decisions, provide support, and provide resources to 

teachers as motivation and to improve working conditions (Horng & Loeb, 2010).  One 

strategy principals use to support a positive climate and improve academic outcomes is 

looping.  Looping reinforces personalization for student learning, commitment, increased 

time for understanding teacher expectations, time to reinforce the curriculum, 

development of positive relationships between students and teachers, and serves as a 
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support system for children outside of their family unit (Hanson, 1995; Kaplan & 

Owings, 2000; Sofo, 2008).  Horng & Loeb’s (2010) study of three major school districts 

found that strong organizational management was routinely identified as an essential 

component for school principals who have documented increases in student academic 

achievement.  The climate of a school, supported by the work of the principal as the 

organizational manager, has an effect on positive or negative school outcomes (Horng & 

Loeb, 2010; Pashiardis, 2000).   

Positive climates encourage collegiality and collaboration among all stakeholders, 

which supports students overall learning and achievement (National School Climate 

Council [NSCC], 2007; Pashiardis, 2000).  Schools with positive climates have students 

who are engaged in their learning, motivated, and actively participate in school activities 

(Michigan State University, 2004).  Principals exhibit behaviors to support a positive 

school climate through their leadership style, level of expectation for teaching and 

learning, and efficient management of school facilities (Pepper, 2010).  School principals; 

who foster positive climates, support positive and productive change, instructional 

improvement, care, and respect (Pepper, 2010; Sims, 2005).   

The actions or behaviors of the school principal towards supporting a positive 

school climate create opportunities to increase and develop teachers’ ability to be 

effective in the classroom (Fan, 2012; Pashiardis, 2000; Pepper, 2010; Ross & Gray, 

2006).  Principals who demonstrate supportive behaviors are attentive to the needs of 

their teachers.  They listen and respond accordingly to address the ideas, needs, or 

concerns communicated by the teaching staff (Noddings, 2005).  They encourage and 

motivate staff members to work cooperatively and craft learning environments where 
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students are engaged and motivated in their learning.  Principals value their staff and find 

opportunities to develop the capacity of staff members and encourage the distribution of 

leadership and responsibility for school improvement (Noddings, 2005; Pashiardis, 2000; 

Pepper, 2010).   

Negative school climates disrupt the work of the school through a lack of 

resources, support, trust, and respect among staff members.  Negative climates may be 

characterized by students who are not engaged or motivated in school and isolating the 

community from active school involvement and participation, which also disrupts the 

work of the school (Michigan State University, 2004).  As a result of the type of climate 

in the building, the demeanor, effort, and motivation of the teacher has an effect on 

students and the classroom; which may affect student academic outcomes and growth 

over time (Pashiardis, 2000; Pepper, 2010).   

Principals in schools with negative climates exhibit negative characteristics and 

are identified as conditional leaders; controlling, task oriented, and weak in managerial 

skills (Cemaloglu, 2011).  Negative climates create barriers to collaboration and 

increasing capacity among teachers.  Leaders in schools with negative climates are often 

associated with having low academic expectations for students.  They are also viewed as 

insensitive and abrasive (Cemaloglu, 2011).  Principals make decisions in isolation and 

fail to communicate and interact openly with the entire school community (Pashiardis, 

2000; Pepper, 2010).  Often leaders in negative climates use resources inefficiently, 

implement organizational work structures that include high levels of hierarchy, lack skills 

to effectively address or solve conflicts, and have low levels of emotional intelligence 

(Cemaloglu, 2011).   
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In negative climates, teachers experience additional stress and fatigue.  Academic 

expectations for students may be low and the interactions between the teachers and the 

principal may be problematic.  In some instances, principals’ leadership behaviors 

include favoritism related to task assignments, rule enforcement, evaluation, recognition, 

and principal accessibility.  In this type of school climate, negative communication or a 

lack of communication amongst the principal and staff often occurs during daily practices 

and acts as a barrier to the overall climate or health of the school.  School leaders who are 

deemed to be insensitive, abrasive, and make frequent errors are associated with negative 

climates (Cemaloglu, 2011).  

Parent Involvement 

School leaders continuously strive to improve the organization and increase 

academic achievement.  In doing so, they focus on aspects of their schools where support 

can be found and opportunities to obtain academic gains can be instituted.  Parental 

involvement is one aspect of the school that can serve a myriad of purposes and support 

the goal of increasing academic achievement (Altschul, 2011; Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; 

Bower & Griffin, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; Dohner-Chavez, n.d; Jeynes, 2011; Li & 

Hung, 2012; Peterson & Ladky, 2007).  Parent involvement is noted to support a positive 

school climate, act as a support system for students and teachers, allows for the provision 

of resources, and encompasses parent monitoring of student behavior and effort 

(DePlanty et al., 2007; Dohner-Chavez, n.d.; Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006).  Parents 

who actively participate in their child’s schooling encourage and influence their child’s 

self-expectations for success (Altschul, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; Dohner-Chavez, 

n.d.).  Parent involvement includes school-based support as well as home-based support 
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through the strategies, values, and beliefs that parents implement and expect in their 

homes.  Social, emotional, and cultural support is associated with parent involvement as 

well (Altschul, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; Dohner-Chavez, n.d.).   

Parent involvement at school; school-based involvement, can take the form of 

volunteerism, participation in parent teacher associations, school councils, parent-teacher 

conferences, and participation in parent learning professional development activities.  

Within home-based involvement, parent involvement can take on the form of assistance 

with homework, school discussions, voicing support of the expectations and needs of the 

teacher, and expressing the value and need for students to have a good education and 

working at a higher level of personal standards (Altschul, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; 

Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006).  The literature and research on parent involvement notes 

that high levels of parent involvement whether in the school setting or at home is 

associated with increases in academic achievement (Altschul, 2011; DePlanty et al., 

2007; Li & Hung, 2012; Peterson & Ladky, 2007).   

The manner in which parents are involved has an effect on academic achievement 

and can vary based on the community, school, teachers, and socioeconomic status of 

families in the school.  Often families from lower socioeconomic backgrounds and with 

less education tend to have less in school parent involvement and higher rates of at home 

involvement than those families from higher socioeconomic backgrounds.  In some 

instances, this is due to lack of time for school-based parent involvement activities.  

Families from low socioeconomic backgrounds are frequently prevented from 

participation in school-based activities because of work commitments, raising younger 
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siblings, or feelings of distrust and discomfort in the school building based on past 

experiences (Altschul, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; Peterson & Ladky, 2007).   

 The school can have a positive or negative effect on the level of involvement from 

parents.  As principals focus on the organizational climate of the school, they can 

encourage and support the presence of parents in the building or isolate parents via the 

culture and norms of the school (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; DePlanty et al., 2007; 

Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006).  Principals can support the development of common 

goals and practices between the school and the home through the mission and vision of 

the school as well as regular and continuous communication between the school and the 

home in a variety of formats (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Patel & Stevens, 2010). 

Principals support and increase the level of parent involvement connected with 

the school when there is a focus on positive parent communication in the home (Hayes, 

n.d.).  Daily parent communication in the home environment is one method to convey 

parents’ feelings and attitudes towards the value and importance of education (Hayes, 

n.d.).  Communication practices can range from newsletters, emails, notes, call postings, 

and communicating in the home language of families.  Additionally, schools can hire 

personnel who are able to translate and assist with easing language barriers in 

communications (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009).   Principals foster involvement when 

parent voice, opinion, and decisions are incorporated into matters that affect the school 

(Peterson & Ladky, 2007).   

Partnering with parents, reinforcing goals and practices, and providing strategies 

that connect the goals of the school to the beliefs of families’ support positive and 

increased levels of parent involvement (Barnkay & McNelly, 2009; Patel & Stevens, 
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2010).  Creating opportunities for parents to volunteer in the school as well as support 

learning at home can increase the amount of parent involvement associated with the 

school (Patel & Stevens, 2010).  The principal’s work to support parent involvement 

programs, activities, and strategies cannot be successful independently of families.  

Family support and reciprocal communication of needs and willingness to be involved is 

necessary for productive and high levels of parent involvement to be attained (Barnyak & 

McNelly, 2009; Patel & Stevens, 2010).  Principals must have an understanding of the 

parents views on education, their views on the students, and the parents understanding of 

the purpose of school in order for parent involvement to become embedded in the 

practices of the school (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Patel & Stevens, 2010).      

Principals who support and welcome parent involvement have an awareness of 

the needs of the school, the cultural differences of the families represented in the school, 

and work to encourage and support their participation and feelings of comfort in the 

schoolhouse (Hayes, n.d.).  Parents who are actively involved in their child’s schooling 

demonstrate support for the school, express the importance and value of education, and 

their attitude towards academic achievement, academic effort, and academic success 

(Hayes, n.d.).  Additionally, parent’s communication with their children as one aspect of 

parent involvement becomes one of the most important parent involvement roles in 

supporting positive student achievement outcomes (Hayes, n.d.). 

Lack of parent involvement in schools can lead to misunderstandings related to 

students’ academic abilities and students’ abilities to be successful in the classroom 

(Hayes, n.d.).  As students grow older, communication from the school to families tends 

to decline.  Principals who limit the schools communication efforts with parents are 
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instrumental in decreasing parent involvement leading to parents’ decisions to become 

less involved in the school (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Patel & Stevens, 2010).  In some 

cases, a lack of parent involvement is associated with cultural, ethnic, or language 

differences between the school and families.  Barriers to frequent and open 

communication between the school and families such as language differences may be one 

reason parents become less involved in the school.  Additionally; work obligations, time, 

and discrimination from past school experiences may be some reasons why parents limit 

their participation and interactions between themselves and their child’s learning and 

education (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Peterson & Ladky, 2007).   

Principals who do not establish welcoming atmospheres, communicate with 

parents in their preferred style or language, or embrace cultural differences and diversity; 

hinder their opportunity to develop relationships and collaborate with families.  These 

barriers continue to expand the divide between the school and the community.  

Principals’ attitudes combined with the norms set up within the school also add to 

obstacles which prevent parents from becoming more involved in the school.  Negative 

attitudes from the principal or staff members adds to a widening in distance and isolation 

between the school and students’ families, resulting in the lack of involvement families 

have with the school (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Peterson & Ladky, 2007).    

Achievement 

Throughout the past decade, education has been ranked as one of the number one 

issues of concern in the United States (U.S.; Kim, 2004; Tobergte & Curtis, 2002).  The 

U.S. spends more money per pupil on education than other nations (Kim, 2004; Ornstein, 

2010).  According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Condition of 
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Education Report (2012), the U.S. spent $10,995 per student on elementary and 

secondary education yearly.  In 2014, the U.S. spent $11, 066 per student on elementary 

and secondary education yearly (NCES, 2017). This number is thirty-five percent higher 

than other nations that report data (Aud et al., 2012).  Other nations average $8,169 per 

student at the elementary and secondary level (Aud et al., 2012).  The Digest of 

Education Statistics (2011) reports that school districts in the U.S. spent $610.1 billion in 

total expenditures; $519 billion was spent on public elementary and secondary education 

(NCES, 2012).  Individual states determine how to spend funds and the conditions for 

spending funds.  Funding decisions by individual states, regarding when to fund and the 

conditions for spending, may address variations in student achievement linked to 

spending (Guber, 1999).  According to Guber (1999) there is a positive relationship 

between funding and achievement when certain variables are controlled for, such as the 

number of student participants and type of student participant, on standardized 

assessments such as the SAT.  Based on national figures, there is little evidence that 

spending more on schools has improved academic achievement (Ornstein, 2010, p. 427).  

Additionally, expenditures on public education have steadily increased over the past 

twenty years; academic achievement has not (NCES, 2012).  Identification of funding 

patterns associated with the individual needs of schools versus aggregated per pupil 

funding may address differences in school spending comparisons related to academic 

achievement (Roza & Swartz, 2007). 

Superintendents and principals endeavor to reform education through the 

introduction and implementation of a myriad of programs in their districts and schools 

(Osterman, 2000).  The programs promoted by superintendents and principals focus on 
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curriculum, standards, and the quality of education (Osterman, 2000).  Compared to 

students in other nations, students in the U.S. underperform academically (Barile et al., 

2012; Henry et al., 2012; Tobergte & Curtis, 2002).  Although recent SAT data 

documents growth among American students, U.S. students consistently score below 

students in other industrialized nations on achievement tests (Barile et al., 2012; Heeter, 

2013; Henry et al., 2012; Ornstein, 2010).  According to Barile et al. (2012), out of the 30 

nations that belong to the Organization for Economic Cooperation, the U.S. ranks 25th in 

mathematics achievement (Barile et al., 2012).  As a nation, 34% of eighth grade students 

demonstrate proficiency in math and 32% of eighth grade students demonstrate 

proficiency in reading (Henry et al, 2012, p. 156).  The U.S. has been committed to 

reforming the educational system for decades; however, a meaningful change linked to 

academic achievement has not occurred on the national level (Tobergte & Curtis, 2002, 

p.771).  Often, schools do not sufficiently implement what works, provide essential 

support, time, or resources in order to bring about change (Tobergte & Curtis, 2002, 

p.771).  Lower achievement scores, testing requirements, graduation requirements, 

teacher expectations, higher illiteracy rates, fewer academic courses, and more remedial 

courses are linked to the decline in education.  However, because student achievement is 

also connected to the influences of family background and peer groups, educators must 

work on the whole child and the family unit to improve academic achievement (Darling-

Hammond, 2009; Ornstein, 2010, p. 424). 

Berliner & Biddle (1995) note that differences in academic performance in the 

U.S. are associated with the growing number of students from a lower socioeconomic 

status and represent traditionally disenfranchised groups of students who are being 
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educated in U.S. schools.  The authors’ reason that poor achievement data reported for 

the U.S. is skewed because of this demographic and socioeconomic change to the 

educational system.  One focus for the proposed study is to evaluate differences in the 

academic achievement of students from disenfranchised groups who are provided an 

education through Title I schools.  Title I provides additional funding to public schools 

that serve impoverished children.  The manner in which students from low 

socioeconomic backgrounds learn may have an effect on achievement outcomes.  

Research on differences in schools that serve students from low socioeconomic 

backgrounds may provide data to inform educational leaders and improve achievement 

outcomes for the increasing number of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds 

who are educated in public schools.    

Poor academic achievement has long lasting effects past a student’s time in the 

educational setting and individual priorities.  Poor achievement can negatively affect 

students’ abilities to graduate from high school, go to college, or succeed in college.  

Students who do not progress through high school and college often have lower income 

and earning potential over the course of their lifetimes, less options for obtaining a career 

of their choosing, become dependent on public assistance, may be more likely to have 

criminal involvement and become incarcerated, or even have poor health (Barile et al., 

2012; Henry et al., 2012).   

School indicators and records on attendance, course failure, achievement on 

standardized tests, suspensions, parent involvement, and dropout rates can help schools 

identify and support the needs of students who show characteristics of being identified as 

at risk of failing school (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Bower & Griffin, 2011; Henry et al., 
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2012).  Many of these concerns may be addressed through the evaluation of school 

climate, parent involvement, relationship development amongst teachers and students 

along with teachers and parents, and increased communication with students who are at 

risk of failing school.  Schools may contribute to the reduction of these concerns through 

professional development and school improvement efforts (Barile et al., 2012; Barnyak & 

McNelly, 2009; Bower & Griffin, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; Henry et al., 2012; 

Knesting, 2008).     

Principals are charged with setting the vision and goals for their schools.  With 

the increased demand for accountability related to school improvement, particularly in 

public schools, principals must make decisions and implement strategies that will work to 

increase student achievement and engagement (Hertrich, 2009; Sofo, 2008).  As a part of 

public school improvement efforts, principals can address the characteristics of the school 

that contribute to and influence student achievement including climate and relationships.  

Schools demonstrate these characteristics by supporting students’ sense of belonging, 

trust, involvement, and engagement in school.  These characteristics are also identified as 

caring communities.  Supportive and caring relationships among students and their 

teachers have an important role on student ability and achievement levels.  When caring 

climates and relationships are not in place, students may feel isolated and mistrust figures 

of authority in schools.  Students’ negative beliefs about their abilities to be successful 

may lead to negative behaviors and result in disengagement and lack of involvement in 

school.  Principals can provide resources to develop relationships in schools that support 

and are examples of caring communities (Knesting, 2008; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).   
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A relationship development resource principals use in schools and increasingly 

appears to be used to support the improvement and achievement goals of schools is 

looping.  The decision by principals to employ looping in public schools ranges from 

interest in this school improvement strategy from attending conferences on looping to 

strictly fulfilling the need to increase academic achievement (Chirichello & Chirichello, 

2001).  Looping has been put into practice in schools and districts across the nation in 

varying formats including implementation in one classroom to implementation 

throughout an entire school district  (Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001; Hanson, 1995; 

Hertrich, 2009).   

School leaders, at all levels, from superintendents, such as the former 

superintendent of the Attleboro School District in Massachusetts, to principals have made 

the decision to implement looping as one means to improving the school (Hanson, 1995; 

Sofo, 2008).  They consider relationships, improving teaching and learning, time 

management and scheduling as they work to improve schools.  Principals also consider 

the social, emotional, and academic concerns of students as they work to improve their 

schools (Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001).  They have also reported success in varying 

forms from anecdotal records of perceived success to specific data from research studies.  

Most often, anecdotal records are reported on the success of looping (Chirichello & 

Chirichello, 2001; Hanson, 1995; Hertrich, 2009, Parrett, 2005; Sofo, 2008).   

Sofo (2008) incorporated a district reform model with a focus on rigor, relevance, 

relationships, and reflection (4R) on continuous improvement.  This reform began with 

classroom level interventions to improve achievement.  This classroom level intervention 

was used to improve teaching and learning across the district as determined by the school 
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superintendent.  The four elements rigor, relevance, relationships, and reflection; enabled 

all students to experience success in school.  The reform model needed to be low-cost as 

it was unfunded by NCLB.  The aim of the 4R strategy was to enhance learning and the 

quality of instruction provided by teachers.  Looping was included in the model to make 

efficient use of class time and identify student strengths and weaknesses.  Looping was 

also used to reinforce a level of personalization, commitment, and to build positive 

relationships between students and teachers.  The 4R strategy was identified as a 

successful reform effort although specific achievement data from the strategy was not 

reported (Sofo, 2008).  

Looping was also implemented to restructure schools in the Attleboro, MA school 

district by the superintendent.  The goal of this reform was to develop relationships, 

increase instructional time, observe developmental growth, and act as a support system 

for children.  The reform began as a pilot in one school and based on reports of successful 

outcomes was expanded across the school district (Barnes, 2009; Belcher, 2000; Daley, 

2012; Freeman, 2000; Hanson, 1995; Hertrich, 2009; Holmes, 2008; Mayo, 2002; 

Murphy, 2002).  The Attleboro district improved attendance rates from 92% to 97% in 

grades two through eight.  Staff attendance rates improved as well during looping 

experiences.  The average number of days staff members were absent was reduced by 

four days.  Student retention in grades two through eight also decreased by 43% (Barnes, 

2009; Daley, 2012; Hanson, 1995).  Specific empirical data associated with increases in 

academic achievement and looping was not presented for the Attleboro, MA school 

district.  However, the expansion of the use of looping throughout the district suggests; 

but does not prove, that positive relational, developmental, and instructional outcomes 
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were obtained as a result of this restructuring effort (Belcher, 2000; Freeman, 2000; 

Hanson, 1995). 

Accountability 

As concern grows over the low academic achievement of U.S. students, the public 

is demanding more school accountability (Kelly, 2014; Kim, 2004; Ingersoll & Collins, 

2017; Lemoine et al., 2014).  Accountability measures and practices provide standardized 

policies to address the goals and visions of schools (Weathers, 2011).  According to 

Klinger, Maggi, & D’Angiulli (2011), accountability is often attached to governmental 

efforts to measure and monitor student achievement and instruction to improve student 

and school performance.  The public’s desire to enhance effectiveness and efficiency 

within the public school system has led to the development of three accountability 

mechanisms including standards driven accountability systems, voucher systems, and 

charter schools (Kim, 2004; Weathers, 2011).  Although the public has an interest in 

accountability, the plan from school principals for how to fully achieve accountability is 

unclear (Kim, 2004; Weathers, 2011). 

The federal government’s Title I legislation provides a support mechanism for 

students who are at risk.  Title I provides funding to support the learning needs and 

academic achievement of students from impoverished or low socioeconomic 

backgrounds using federal funds (USDOE, 2013).  The legislation notes that parents are a 

critical component for student success and their involvement should occur at each level 

of school and begin as early as possible (Altschul, 2011; Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; 

DePlany et al., 2007; USDOE, 2013).  This legislation attempts to provide a superior 

education to students by requiring schools to employ high quality teachers, align teacher 
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preparation, the curriculum, instructional materials, and assessments to the academic 

standards.  The legislation aims to address the educational needs of the lowest-achieving 

students by closing the achievement gap and holding schools, states, and districts 

accountable for improving achievement, and providing opportunities for parents to 

become involved in their children’s education (Altschul, 2011; Barnyak & McNelly, 

2009; USDOE, 2013).  Requirements for how funds may be used, documenting the use of 

funds, and programs to support students achievement are attached to this funding 

(USDOE, 2013).   

Accountability measures provide common goals for instruction and common 

language for use across schools and districts to enable productivity and positive actions to 

occur in schools.  The guidelines set forth in these measures provide a general plan.  

Principals must work within these guidelines to address the individual needs of their 

schools.  These measures face scrutiny by principals for the lack of attention and focus on 

school individuality.  Principals also identify a lower sense of autonomy when 

accountability measures impede teachers’ ability to provide instruction in a format that 

focused on specific and individual student needs (Weathers, 2011). 

Accountability guidelines generally attach consequences to schools that do not 

meet student achievement targets based on high-stakes assessments (Kelly & Orris, 

2010).  Although the federal government sets the guidelines and frameworks for 

measuring accountability, public school accountability rests almost exclusively with 

individual schools (Kelly & Orris, 2010).  For meaningful reform to take place and meet 

accountability guidelines, principals need to have the autonomy to identify student needs 

and investigate practices and methods to meet students’ needs (Klinger et al., 2011).  
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Principals can lessen their responsibility for certain aspects of accountability when they 

incorporate and focus on increasing parent involvement (Bower & Griffin, 2011).   

Accountability frameworks such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the current Race 

to the Top (RT3) initiative provide opportunities for school district leaders to explore 

programs and determine practices for school improvement to occur, but limit school 

principals from determining how to individually improve their schools (No Child Left 

Behind [NCLB], 2002; Klinger et al., 2011).      

Parents interpret their role in accountability as being able to decide how the 

service of education is delivered and to have some way to influence the outcome of that 

delivery (Clinton & Grissom, 2015; Kelly, 2014; Kim, 2004; Senechal, 2014).  Although 

parents interpret their role in this way, their true influence is often limited to school 

choice and level of involvement.  Parents can be very involved or have very limited 

involvement in their child’s schooling, which can have positive or negative outcomes for 

children as they progress through school due to the frequency and type of involvement.  

Parents have greater influence on their child’s educational outcomes based on their 

communication patterns, interest in the school, interest in the child’s education, and their 

support of the work of the school (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Bower & Griffin, 2011; 

Kim, 2004; Orlich, 2004).   

Parents in academically successful schools are often given credit for adding value 

or input to these schools based on their skill sets (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010).  These 

parents tend to be more visible in schools and participate in school organizations that 

further address the resources and needs of their children (Altschul, 2011).  Whereas, 

parents of students in failing schools may lack some skills essential to understanding 
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school processes and procedures that have an effect on their participation and 

involvement.  In some cases, parents in failing schools face language barriers, may not be 

able to navigate school district protocols with the same ease as English speaking parents, 

have limited opportunities to support the work of the school, or lack strategies to support 

the work of the school (Altschul, 2011; Dohner-Chavez, n.d.; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2010; 

Patterson, Hale, & Stressman, 2008; Peterson & Ladky, 2009; Souto-Manning & Swick, 

2006).   

School Improvement 

Provisions in NCLB provide financial incentives to schools to develop 

comprehensive school reforms.  The reforms should include an emphasis on basic 

academics and parental involvement so all students can meet state academic content and 

achievement requirements (Bower & Griffin, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; NCLB, 2002).  

Also, NCLB sets requirements for the creation and promotion of informed parental 

choice and innovative programs.  The development and implementation of these 

educational programs are to facilitate school improvement, including student and teacher 

performance (NCLB, 2002).  

As the nation transitions from the mandates of NCLB to upcoming accountability 

requirements as part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the state of 

Georgia is using RT3 grant funding to support school improvement reforms.  RT3 

provides both financial incentives and guidelines for improving schools.  The federal 

government has created a $4 billion federal fund, RT3, to create comprehensive school 

reforms in the areas of standards and assessments, data systems, great teachers and 

leaders, turning around the lowest performing schools, and improving student outcomes.  
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The state of Georgia received $400 million of this grant.  Half of the funds were 

distributed to twenty-six participating school districts to pilot and create improvement 

plans.  The state department of education manages the other $200 million.  Reforms 

developed from this grant will support school improvement efforts and new 

accountability measures (Governor’s Office of Student Achievement [GOSA], 2013b). 

At the school level, reform and improvement efforts are led and managed by the 

school principal (Elmore, 2004; Sanzo et al., 2011).  The principal assesses the 

organization to determine how to improve the school (Sanzo et al., 2011). The vision and 

goals determined by the school principal forms the improvement plan and guides 

classroom operations (Leithwood et al., 2006).  The school principal provides 

professional development opportunities to support successful outcomes and considers 

which efforts will best support and enhance the needs of their individual schools 

(Mitchell & Castle, 2005; Sanzo et al., 2011).  Tobergte & Curtis (2002) identify several 

improvement efforts that schools implement including back to basics, outcome-based 

education, standards-based education, whole language, and whole mathematics education 

(Togberte & Curtis, 2002, p.771).  As the principal determines the plan for improvement, 

considerations are made for the current practices and processes of the school, changes 

that need to be addressed, and the capacity of the school to adapt to different 

improvement efforts.  During this school improvement planning time, the principal 

determines the appropriate methods and strategies for implementing change and 

sustaining change to enable positive student growth and academic outcomes to address 

accountability requirements (Hallinger, 2011; Lindberg & Vanyushyn, 2013).   
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School principals are responsible for attending to the day-to-day and long term 

needs of the students in their buildings.  The needs and processes for attaining success 

differ for each school (Beach & Lindahl, 2004; Mitchell & Castle, 2005, Quinn, 2002).  

The actions and decisions of school principals move the school towards improved 

practices and increased student achievement.  Essential to this decision-making is 

planning for changes to improve the organization (Beach & Lindahl, 2004; Quinn, 2002).  

As principals plan for school improvement, they actively decide which improvement 

efforts will suit the needs of the school and develop opportunities that are essential for 

change to occur in their schools.  School principals focus on issues and needs specific to 

their own school buildings when planning to implement a change and decisions related to 

how a reform is implemented.  All improvement efforts require the school principal to 

decide which process will support and enhance school staff buy in, willingness, and 

capacity of the school staff as well as address the vision, mission, and goals of the school 

(Beach & Lindahl, 2004). 

School Improvement Models 

In response to public concern over the quality of schools, the Bush presidential 

administration appealed to the public with the creation of NCLB (Wong & Sunderman, 

2007).  The federal government has always had a role in the improvement of low 

performing schools with students from low socioeconomic backgrounds.  NCLB 

expanded this role (Wong & Sunderman, 2007).  

Currently, the federal government identifies four school intervention models to 

turnaround and improve schools.  The four models; transform, turnaround, restart and 

closure; are a focus in the most recent reform program, RT3.  The goal of each model is 
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to determine practices that can be replicated at other schools in need of improvement.  

The components of each model are stringent, as schools that face implementing school 

improvement models are failing schools.  The practices developed in these schools range 

from extended learning time for students, improving professional learning, more effective 

use of data analysis, and increasing the sense of urgency for making improvements.  Each 

of these practices includes elements associated with building relationships (Georgia 

Department of Education [GADOE], 2012b; Lindahl, 2010).   

Although these models function as one way to improve underperforming schools, 

principals are responsible for implementing school improvement strategies that 

incorporate the current practices of the school.  Principals who intend to implement 

change through improvement efforts should consider ways to preserve the identity of the 

school while working to develop positive change that will be both embraced by the 

school and surrounding community as well as become a long lasting or institutionalized 

positive change.  In doing so, the principal not only enacts change, but also protects the 

school from any uncertainty that ultimately undermines improvement efforts (Lindahl, 

2010). 

Relationships 

Relationships have an impact on student achievement because the brain does not 

automatically separate cognition from emotions (Witmer, 2005).  Connections are 

equivalent to genuine learning.  Close relationships often lead to increased engagement 

and achievement.  Relationships that are more formal or distant may create opportunities 

for disengagement and low effort, which could lead to lower achievement scores (Barile 

et al., 2012; Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Witmer, 2005).  The best predictor of student effort 
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and engagement is the relationship students have with their teacher (Fan, 2012; Pianta & 

Stuhlman, 2004; Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Reyes, Brackett, Rivers, White, & Salovey, 2012; 

Witmer, 2005).   

“The relationship between the student and teacher in the classroom forms the 

basis for student learning” (Samanci, 2010, p.155).  Good relationships allow students to 

take risks and tackle more challenging problems where as negative relationships may lead 

students to alienate themselves and give up when facing challenging problems (Knesting, 

2008; Stipek, 2006).  Teacher’s disposition and interpersonal skills are essential for 

relationship development in the classroom (Knesting, 2008; Witmer, 2005).  The 

classroom environment may support or hinder student engagement as a result of the 

classroom atmosphere and classroom interactions.  The teacher has the ability to both 

positively and negatively influence the classroom climate due to personal behavior and 

personality.  A teacher who exhibits self-controlling behaviors has the ability to support 

and increase student learning much more than a fearful teacher or a turbulent teacher.  A 

turbulent teacher, characterized by a disruptive or uncaring demeanor, can actually 

decrease a students’ ability to achieve (Fan, 2012; Hamre & Pianta, 2006; Pianta & 

Stuhlman, 2004; Reyes et al, 2012; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).   

Additionally, teachers must gather information about students to make learning 

meaningful; garnering this information requires parent involvement (Witmer, 2005).  

Teachers who reach out to parents are often the reason that many parents take on an 

active role in their child’s schooling (Capse, 2003, DePlanty et al., 2007).  Jewett (2009) 

notes that collaboration between teachers, parents, administrators, and students as well as 

the resulting relationships that are built in the context of schooling have an important role 
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in student achievement and learning.  Schools that are designed around relationships 

foster group interaction.  This group interaction may support student’s comfort level and 

confidence.  When relationships are developed over time, students express more 

confident behaviors when pursuing academic advice from teachers (Jewett, 2009).  

School principals can support relationship building through dedicated professional 

learning (Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Stipek, 2006).  Developing the ability to focus on 

students non-academic and social-emotional needs can support the academic expectations 

that are in place for students (Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Stipek, 2006).  

Schools can further support student comfort and confidence when parents are 

considered partners in educating children.  School leaders who embrace more informal 

types of parent involvement, such as the social and cultural aspects of the community, 

encourage families to provide services and offer volunteer opportunities in which parents 

can demonstrate their skill sets.  By embracing families in this manner, parents become 

partners with the entire school community.  Practices such as this involve relationship-

building techniques, which further supports the needs of students and their families.  

Fostering relationship building to increase parent involvement may also incorporate 

building relationships among parents in the school.  When parents have positive and 

supportive networks amongst themselves, they become even more empowered to engage 

in the school’s work, purpose, and goals.  These positive and supportive networks also 

provide parents with a sense of ownership in the school.  The resulting empowerment and 

sense of ownership, from building these relationships, may lead to increased trust in the 

school system and parental efficacy towards their skill sets and abilities to support their 
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children in their academic pursuits (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Bower & Griffin, 2011; 

Kyle, 2011).   

Looping 

The concept of looping developed out of school reform movements through 

restructuring (Elliott & Capp, 2003).  Looping provides a starting point for low cost 

options to implement reform (Elliott & Capp, 2003).  Looping is considered to be a 

pattern of persistence in-group that allows long-term relationships to be built between 

teachers and students (Denault, 1999; Oakes, 2016; Thompson et al., 2009).  Schools are 

encouraged to become communities of learners.  Persistence in group, or looping, 

supports the idea of community learning (Denault, 1999; Oakes, 2016).  The North 

Central Regional Educational Laboratory (2009) defines looping as an educational 

practice where a single class of children stays with a teacher for two or more consecutive 

years or grade levels.  Both the teacher and the class remain together as the class is 

promoted.  Looping is also known as multi-year grouping or teacher-student progression 

(Laboratory at Brown University [LAB], 1997).   

The practice of looping was designed to meet individual student needs and 

improve student learning.  Looping is noted as being practical in the sense that “getting to 

know you” time at the opening of school for the year is greatly reduced (Bridge, 2015; 

Little & Little, 2001; Thompson et al., 2009).  This practice has even been called the gift 

of time, in essence, buying instructional time (Bridge, 2015; Little & Little, 2001; 

Thompson et al., 2009).  In some cases an additional three to six weeks leads to more 

rewarding and richer curriculum experiences for students (Bridge, 2015; Rasmussen, 

1998).   
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In many instances, looping has been used as a school improvement strategy.  

Connected to the implementation of any improvement tool, positive and negative 

elements are associated with this school grouping design.  Looping may be used in 

isolation or in conjunction with other reform efforts to improve academic outcomes.  

However, documentation of use in isolation or in connection to other improvement tools 

may not always be available (Denault, 1999; Elliot & Capp, 2003; Gaustad, 1998; Grant, 

Johnson, Richardson, & Fredenberg, 1996; Oakes, 2016). 

Relationships and Looping 

Looping and academic achievement seem to have a positively aligned relationship 

(Hume, 2007; Little & Little, 2001).  This relationship is associated with an impact on 

student confidence, increased instructional time, and opportunities for teachers to teach to 

student preferred learning styles.  Data from several studies shows a link between looping 

and academic success through the academic strengths of European countries in relation to 

the United States (Nichols & Nichols, 2002; Thompson et al., 2009).  In Asia and Japan, 

elementary teachers progress for a minimum of two years with their students.  Subject 

area teachers in these nations, at the high school level, remain with their students for four 

years.  In Germany, multiyear grouping enables teachers to develop a clear understanding 

of student’s prior knowledge and skills (Nichols & Nichols, 2002).   

Additionally, Nichols and Nichols (2002) surveyed four hundred fifty-five parents 

at seven schools to determine their perceptions of looping.  Parent participants’ children 

were enrolled in at least one grade level between Kindergarten and fifth grade.  Parents of 

children in looping classes tended to have significantly more positive perceptions of the 

school, the teacher, and their children’s behavior than those parents of students who were 
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not enrolled in looping classrooms.  In addition to positive parent perceptions of looping, 

teachers and parents get to know one other well, allow for positive interactions to occur 

between teachers and parents, and increase opportunities for parents to become involved 

with the school (Bridge, 2015; Capse, 2003; Grant et al., 1996; Oakes, 2016). 

Qualitative Studies on Looping and Academics 

Teachers’ in Ford’s (2010) study on looping perceived that looping provided 

benefits in academic achievement, relationships, and instructional climate.  Each of the 

twenty participants reported that they perceived increased academic success as a result of 

implementing looping.  Three out of twenty participants discussed data relating to the 

positive benefits of looping and the academic achievement of students in their 

classrooms.  One participant noted that no academic achievement was identified as a 

result of looping.  Sixteen other participants could not produce data that showed whether 

looping had an effect on the academic outcomes of students (Ford, 2010). 

Bulau (2007) interviewed twenty participants relating to whether connectedness 

was increased as a result of looping.  Eighteen participants identified that looping did 

increase the sense of connectedness in the classroom.  Students who are disengaged in the 

classroom are unable to succeed at appropriate levels.  When students have a sense of 

connectedness, academic success tends to follow.  Participants completed questionnaires 

and participated in interviews.  Of those that participated in the study, 34% of the 

questionnaire respondents reported academic benefits of looping.  Sixty-five percent of 

interview participants reported academic benefits associated with looping (Bulau, 2007). 

Barnes (2009) compared the success of looping for hearing impaired students 

with the success of looping for students who do not have a hearing impairment from four 
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schools.  Twenty-six teachers participated in the study and reported that they perceived 

that looping had an impact on deaf students educational outcomes.  Eighteen out of 

twenty-two teachers reported during interviews that looping brought about academic 

achievement from students (Barnes, 2009). 

Quantitative Studies on Looping and Academics 

In many instances, the prevalence of reports on positive looping experiences and 

benefits overshadow weaknesses associated with this school improvement strategy.  

Qualitative studies on looping connect positive academic outcomes to the practice, but do 

not provide empirical data to support these statements (Ford, 2010, Vecchione, 2004).  

However, quantitative research shows that academic outcomes as a result of looping are 

mixed.  A variety of reasons may support inconsistent academic outcomes including 

variations in sample sizes, differences in student demographic information such as gifted 

or early intervention status, number of school sites, assessment measures, and statistical 

analysis measures.  Additionally, positive growth outcomes over the course of a school 

year may be small in nature when compared to non-looping classes resulting in a lack of 

statistical significance (Holmes, 2008; Nessler, 2010; Williams, 2009).   

An overview of quantitative looping studies at the elementary level highlight 

these differences.  Williams’ (2009) study of a fourth and fifth grade looping experience 

examined 207 students from five schools.  Holmes’ (2008) study of second and fourth 

grade looping experiences examined 114 students from one school with six teachers.  

Hertrich’s (2009) study of a second and third grade looping experience examined 186 

students, with no reporting on the number of teachers, classes, or school sites included in 

the study.  Meeks & Smoot’s (2008) study of a fourth and fifth grade looping experience 
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examined thirty-two students from two classes at different schools.  Only one study, 

Holmes, reported that classes included in the study were required to have balanced 

student demographics related to ability for accuracy in data analysis.  Hertrich reported 

student ability data, but detailed information related to comparable class analysis was not 

identified.   

The studies used a myriad of assessment measures for data collection including 

the CRCT in the state of Georgia, Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT), STAR Reading, and 

STAR Math assessments (Hertrich, 2009; Holmes, 2008; Meeks & Smoot, 2008; 

Williams, 2009).  The data for each study was analyzed using a variety of measures 

including Chi Square, ANOVA, MANCOVA, and t tests (Hertrich, 2009; Holmes, 2008; 

Meeks & Smoot, 2008; Williams, 2009).  Differences in methodology and analysis do not 

provide enough evidence to be the rationale for differences in overall academic 

outcomes.   

Williams’ (2009) study found that students in the looping group performed better 

and demonstrated increases from the previous year in reading and English Language Arts 

in the second year of the looping experience.  However, students in the traditional or non-

looping group performed better in mathematics during the second year.  Holmes’ (2008) 

study found that students in both second and fourth grade in the non-looping group 

scored lower in reading than the students in the looping group, but non-looping students 

in fourth grade scored higher in mathematics than students in the looping group.  

Although the scoring patterns were consistent with Williams (2009) study, Holmes found 

no differences in achievement for either the looping or non-looping group when ability 

level was controlled.  Meeks and Smoot’s (2008) study, similar to Holmes, found no 
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statistically significant differences in assessment scores for English Language Arts or 

mathematics.  A statistically significant difference was found in reading for the looping 

class, but with a small effect size of three percent.  Hertrich’s (2009) study found the 

looping class to have overall higher mean scores in both reading and mathematics based 

on the STAR assessments.   

Each of these studies present mixed results for academic outcomes associated 

with looping classes.  Although scores may have been higher for looping classes in some 

content areas, the overall achievement gains between the groups do not point consistently 

to one grouping design, traditional or looping, over another.  Additionally, each study 

focuses on a limited number of schools.  The small number of schools in each study may 

provide for differences in levels of student performance expectations, teacher quality, 

professional development, and support provided by the school principal (Hertrich, 2009; 

Holmes, 2008; Meeks & Smoot, 2008; Williams, 2009).  

Differences in these four studies document mixed results at the elementary level.  

Other quantitative studies have also addressed differences in looping and academic 

achievement.  However these studies were conducted at either the middle school level or 

do not include grade levels that participate in high stakes assessments.  The results of 

these studies may not support the goals of administrators who choose to implement 

looping as a school improvement strategy or to improve academic achievement (Hertrich, 

2009; Holmes, 2008; Meeks & Smoot, 2008; Williams, 2009).             

In addition to mixed results from quantitative studies, personality clashes between 

teachers and students, teachers and parents, and among students themselves may result in 

conflicts that hinder relationship building and collegiality among co-workers (Burke, 
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1997; Capse, 2003; Denault, 1999; Grant et al., 1996; Grant, Richardson, & Forsten, 

2000; Ovalle, 2004).  Ineffective or weak teachers may wish to loop.  The principal 

should consider the effectiveness and skill set of a teacher prior to assigning a teacher to a 

looping class.  Protecting students from spending more than one year with an ineffective 

teacher should be a priority for principals who utilize looping (Ovalle, 2004; Vecchione, 

2004).  When used in isolation, studies on looping have not shown a direct link to 

positive academic outcomes (Capse, 2003; Grant et al., 1996). 

Nichols & Nichols (2002) note that the fundamental characteristics of looping 

groups include stability, persistence, and intimacy.  Gaustad (1998) states that looping is 

compatible with many traditional and innovative instructional practices including 

cooperative learning, critical thinking, authentic assessment, whole language learning and 

inclusion.  Team teaching, parent involvement, summer bridge programs, and year round 

schooling are also compatible with looping (Gaustad, 1998; Grant et al., 1996).  

Multiyear grouping can be used in all grade levels, from Kindergarten through high 

school, but is most often used in the elementary school.  Looping is one design that may 

work to support the improvement goals of schools (Gaustad, 1998).      

Research Questions  

Fifteen quantitative research questions guided this study.  Extensive literature 

supports the connection between school climate and academic outcomes as well as parent 

involvement and academic outcomes.  Embedded in the literature on school climate and 

parent involvement are the decision-making processes, actions, and behaviors of school 

principals.  The decision-making processes, actions, and behaviors of principals are often 

associated with principal characteristics.  Understanding differences in school climate, 
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differences in parent involvement, as well as differences in principal characteristics 

between looping and non-looping schools may guide school leaders decisions for 

improvement.  School improvement efforts are frequently assessed by differences in 

student academic achievement.  Understanding variances in student academic 

achievement will guide schools leaders implementation of looping in schools.  The 

fifteen research questions listed below sought to determine if there were differences 

between Title I looping and Title I non-looping schools in nine areas: school climate, 

parent involvement, reading achievement, language arts achievement, mathematics 

achievement, principal years of experience, teacher to principal ratio, principal 

certification level, and principal gender.  

1. Is there a difference in the climate of Title I elementary schools where looping is used 

as a school improvement tool and non-looping Title I elementary schools as rated by 

principals and teachers?    

2. Is there a difference in parent involvement in Title I elementary schools where 

looping is used as a school improvement tool and non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?   

3. Is there a difference in the reading achievement of third grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

reading achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

4. Is there a difference in the reading achievement of fourth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 
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reading achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

5. Is there a difference in the reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

reading achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

6. Is there a difference in the English Language Arts achievement of third grade students 

in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and 

the English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools?  

7. Is there a difference in the English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade 

students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement 

tool and the English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in non-

looping Title I elementary schools?  

8. Is there a difference in the English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students 

in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and 

the English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools?  

9. Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of third grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools? 
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10. Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in Title 

I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

11. Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

12. Is there a difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean principal 

years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 

13. Is there a difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean teacher to 

principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 

14. Is there a difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean principal 

certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

15. Is there a difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools where 

looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-

looping Title I elementary schools?  

Procedures  

A quantitative research design was used to collect data, analyze data, and explain 

the relationship between variables for this study (Neuman, 2006).  The process for 
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collecting data began with a focus on Title I elementary schools in the state of Georgia.  

The data collection procedures are listed below.   

1. Each school district in Georgia was contacted to obtain approval to conduct 

research followed by Title I elementary schools within each district where 

approval was granted.   

2. The elementary schools that participated in the study were based on the use of 

looping in the school over a two-year period, and the use of looping in the third, 

fourth, or fifth grade. Elementary schools that did not implement looping were 

included in the study to compare each variable; school climate, parent 

involvement, principal characteristics, and student academic achievement.     

3. Title I elementary school principals who approved the research study to be 

conducted in their schools were provided a questionnaire to determine if looping 

had been in place in their schools or if looping had not been in place in their 

schools.  The questionnaire identified looping principals from non-looping 

principals.   

4. Looping principals were asked to provide additional information related to the 

implementation of this grouping design in their schools and to identify teachers in 

grades three, four, and five who had participated in looping. Non-looping 

principals were asked to identify classroom teachers in grades three, four, and five 

who could be contacted to complete the school climate survey and parent 

involvement survey. The principals’ climate survey began with the items from the 

questionnaire to determine if looping was a classroom grouping design that had 

been employed in the school, what grade levels had been involved in looping, 
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how long looping had been in place, and to identify how looping had been 

implemented.   

5. The looping sample was determined based on Title I designation; principal 

participation on the climate survey, teacher participation on the climate survey, 

teacher participation on the parent involvement survey, and submission of student 

achievement data for any third, fourth, and fifth grade looping class.  The non-

looping sample served as a comparison data set for looping and non-looping 

principals as well as looping and non-looping teachers.  The non-looping sample 

was determined based on Title I designation; principal and teacher participation 

on the climate survey, teacher participation on the parent involvement survey, and 

submission of student achievement data for any third, fourth, and fifth non-

looping class. 

6. Looping principals were asked to complete the school climate survey and to 

provide student achievement data for the third, fourth, and fifth grade looping 

teachers. Non-looping principals were asked to complete the school climate 

survey and to provide student achievement data for the third, fourth, and fifth 

grade non-looping teachers. 

7. Looping and non-looping Title I elementary principals were added to the target 

population; including all third grade teachers, fourth grade teachers, fifth grade 

teachers, and elementary schools that were included in the study. 

8. Looping and non-looping teachers, as identified by the school principal, in grades 

three, four, and five were contacted via email.  Looping and non-looping teachers 

who agreed to participate in the research study were asked to complete the school 
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climate survey and the parent involvement survey.   The teachers’ climate survey 

began with questionnaire items to identify if they participated in looping, how 

long they participated in looping, and what grade level they have taught. After 

completing the questionnaire items, teachers were asked to complete the climate 

as well as parent involvement survey that followed. No additional teacher 

demographic data was collected.   

9. The principals’ climate data were compared to determine any differences in 

climate between looping and non-looping schools.  The teachers’ climate data 

were compared to determine any differences in climate between looping and non-

looping schools.   

10. Additionally, teachers’ parent involvement data were compared to determine any 

differences in parent involvement between looping and non-looping schools.           

11. Student achievement data were collected from principals after the identification of 

looping and non-looping schools, identification of looping and non-looping 

principals, and completion of the climate survey.  In Georgia, the CRCT was a 

measure of acquired knowledge and performance on the state performance 

standards (GADOE, 2012a). Access to archival data from the CRCT, in the state 

of Georgia, was requested from the target school principal population.  The state 

of Georgia does not collect school classroom data related to looping.  As a result, 

principals confirmed and identified those teachers who participated in looping and 

had data on file at the school or district. Principals were asked to provide student 

achievement data using the CRCT Class Roster Summary Report.  
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12. CRCT scores were collected and utilized to analyze the performance of third, 

fourth, and fifth grade students in looping classrooms and the performance of 

third, fourth, and fifth grade students enrolled in non-looping classrooms.  These 

grade levels were utilized since the CRCT was only given to third, fourth, and 

fifth grades in the elementary setting.   

13. Data were collected after looping was practiced in the classrooms for a period of 

two years.  Therefore, the students could not be randomly assigned to a looping or 

non-looping group due to the organization of the classrooms. Since large enough 

samples did not exist in one school, several schools were contacted to achieve a 

large enough sample. All schools were not located in one school district; 

therefore, more than one district was included in the study. CRCT scores from 

each school were combined for an entire grade level by looping designation, 

grade level, demographics, and content area.   

14. Classes with varied populations such as large numbers of special needs students 

or gifted students may present sizeable differences in achievement levels that 

could interfere with accurate data analysis.  To the extent possible, given 

differences in schools, data was requested that provided for similarities among 

student groups.   

15. Once CRCT scores were compiled, the data were analyzed using an. The 

independent samples t-test was run using SPSS statistics software to compare 

mean scores between two groups. Each t-test compared the difference in scores 

for looping third, fourth, and fifth grade classes and non-looping third, fourth, and 
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fifth grade classes in the content areas of reading, English Language Arts, and 

mathematics.   

16. Principal characteristic data were compiled from the Governor’s Office of Student 

Achievement (GOSA) website for the state of Georgia. School districts report 

school demographic and achievement data to the state department of education 

yearly. Principal characteristic data published on the GOSA website assessed the 

mean teacher to principal ratio, mean principal years of experience, gender of 

principals, mean certification or educational level of principals in Title I 

elementary looping and non-looping schools. After the completion of data 

collection and statistical tests were run, the results were reported and analyzed in 

Chapter Four. 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework that guides this research study is Developmental 

Systems Theory. The theoretical framework supports each aspect of this study and is lens 

used to explain the problem. The research questions for this study were developed around 

the principles of Developmental Systems Theory. Key principles of this framework 

include classroom systems and the school organization (Grant & Osanloo, 2014).  

Donald Ford and Richard Lerner adopted Developmental Systems Theory (1992) 

from General Systems Theory (GST) and developmental psychology.  GST is associated 

with understanding complex living systems, such as schools, and provides description 

and analysis for differing components of each aspect of a system including how those 

components relate to the whole system or organization.  When GST is applied to child 

development, Developmental Systems Theory (DST) results (Pianta, 1999).   
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Classrooms, schools, and the relationships between children and teachers are 

regarded as systems.  Classrooms have a structure in which the teacher and students 

interact with one another.  In a classroom, the teacher cannot complete the duty of 

educating children without having children to teach. In turn, children cannot complete 

assignments and learn content without the assistance of a teacher.  Both the teacher and 

the students are needed for the system to function, learning to take place, and support 

academic achievement.  The interactions between the teacher and students operate as a 

classroom system which functions as a part of the larger school system (Hamre & Pianta, 

2006; Pianta, 1999; Pianta & Walsh, 1998).   

The school must be supportive of the classroom and relationship system for DST 

to be effective.  Leading the support of the school on the functions of the classroom is the 

school principal.  The principal manages the entire school building, organizes the work of 

each member of the school, and sets the atmosphere; or climate, of the school through 

strong and effective leadership practices.  The actions, policies, and instructional 

strategies that are encouraged, implemented, and supported by the principal lead to an 

environment where students are expected to exceed and parent support is encouraged.  

Teachers in this environment believe in their ability to be effective in the classroom and 

the combination of efforts on the part of the principal work to support academic 

achievement.  The support and motivation principals provide to teachers affects the work 

of the teacher in the classroom and the overall quality of education in a particular school 

(Edmonds, 1979; Pashiardis, 2000; Pepper, 2010; Sergiovanni, 1991).   

This theory helps with understanding how relationships are maintained and why 

relationships are important for development.  In DST, teachers have beliefs and 
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perceptions about students that assist with the formation of supportive classroom 

relationships (Hamre & Pianta, 2006; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  Teachers who have the 

ability to cultivate an emotionally supportive classroom environment often have students 

who are more engaged and attentive in school (Reyes et al., 2012; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  

At the same time, students make impressions about their teachers.  During classroom 

instruction and interaction, the tone, proximity and posture of the teacher, through the 

exchange of information have a role and can often be more important than the words that 

are spoken in the classroom.  Teacher involvement through this exchange of information 

fosters student engagement.  Students who are engaged in the classroom and form strong 

relationships with the teacher have an advantage and may grow exponentially as the year 

progresses (Hamre & Pianta, 2006; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  This engagement leads to 

increases in academic achievement (Reyes et al., 2012; Sabol & Pianta, 2012). 

The school, as a unit, is organized by the principal and operates as a system based 

on the functions of all the classrooms.  Each classroom operates as a part of the whole 

school and is needed for the entire organization to function.  Additionally, the 

relationships between students and teachers also function as systems.  The actions, 

behaviors, and understanding of a student in the classroom; as related to the work of the 

teacher, acts as one system working within the entire classroom (Pianta, 1999; Pianta & 

Walsh, 1998).  The relationships between each student in the classroom and the teacher 

become essential to positive or negative classroom environments and outcomes (Hamre 

& Pianta, 2006; Pianta, 1999; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  The environment in the classroom 

can promote or impede achievement based on the quality of the relationships between 

students and teachers.  When students have better relationships with their teachers, they 
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show gains in achievement and produce more effortful engagement in the classroom.  

Effortful engagement also contributes to higher levels of success in the classroom 

(Hughes, Luo, Kwok, & Loyd, 2008; Saft & Pianta, 2001).   

In a looping classroom, developed by the school principal, the relationships 

between the teacher and individual students operate as a system inside the classroom.  

The teacher is able to address and provide instruction to students based on their 

individual needs over a period of two or more years.  Long-term supportive relationships 

can help students’ achievement.  Students who experience positive relationships with at 

least one teacher develop the ability to extend achievement gains and positive interactions 

with their future teachers (Hughes et al., 2008; Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Saft & Pianta, 

2001).  The looping classroom system operates as a unit including the relationship 

between the teacher and the entire class.  The functions of the class, in terms of social 

relationships and extended learning opportunities over time operate within the school.  

The school; as a system, operates to support the learning, academic, and developmental 

needs of students through professional learning experiences, instructional resources, and 

the organization of the school building (Pashiardis, 2000; Pepper, 2010; Pianta, 1999).   

If student achievement increases through the implementation of looping, as a 

result of the relationships and increased instructional time between teachers and the 

students in the class over two years, then this study will support DST.  If student 

achievement does not increase, based on the implementation of looping, as a result of the 

relationships and increased instructional time between teachers and the students in the 

class over two years, then this study will refute DST (Hamre & Pianta, 2006). 
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Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined and applied in this study:   

 Looping – a classroom grouping design where students and teachers stay together 

for two or more years.  Looping is also known as multi-year teaching and progression in-

group (Grant et al., 1996; LAB, 1997; The North Central Regional Educational 

Laboratory [NCREL], 2009). 

Student Academic Achievement – A students’ score on the state assessment 

system, the CRCT in Georgia, as determined by the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act (ESEA) waiver in tested grades and subjects (Mertens & Anfara, 2006; United States 

Department of Education [USDOE], 2013).   

School Climate – A set of characteristics that describe atmosphere or personality 

of an organization or school, distinguishes it from other schools in the same district, 

endure over time, and influence the behavior of people in the school (Momeni, 2009; 

Pashiardis, 2000). 

Parent Involvement – The extent to which parents are attentive and supportive of 

their children’s education and the success of the school through school-based or home-

based parent participation (Altschul, 2011; Bower & Griffin, 2011; Dohner-Chavez, n.d.; 

Li & Hung, 2012). 

Principal Characteristics – The features or demographics that identify the 

qualifications and experiences of the school principal (Bloom & Owens, 2013; Price, 

2012). 



 

 

58 

Title I – Financial assistance provided to schools with high percentages of 

children from low-income families to ensure that all children meet challenging state 

academic requirements (NCLB, 2002).  

Limitations 

 Several limitations have been identified for this study.  Limitations include those 

factors that the researcher cannot control.  One limitation includes the purpose for 

implementing looping in an individual school.  Schools and districts may implement 

looping for a variety of purposes.  Principals may choose to utilize looping to develop 

positive and supportive classroom relationships between teachers and students, to 

increase academic achievement, or address scheduling concerns, teachers and parents 

may request to loop, or the principal may simply be interested in utilizing a new 

improvement strategy.  Although school principals’ purpose for implementing looping 

may vary, the reason why a principal chooses to implement looping cannot be determined 

prior to conducting research in a school.  Principals’ open responses on the survey 

regarding the implementation of looping will determine the purpose for implementing 

looping.    

Within the purpose for implementing looping, teachers may request to participate 

in a looping experience.  Although teachers may request to participate in looping, the 

school principal makes the decision related to who will participate in looping and the 

reasons associated with why certain teachers and classes participate in the experience.  

Principals consider teacher quality, ability, and personality when determining who will 

loop.   
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Looping is associated with supporting the development of strong and supportive 

relationships where a teacher progresses with the same class of students every year for a 

minimum of two years.  Some schools may consider looping to be inclusive of special 

area teachers, such as gifted and special education, in addition to the classroom or grade 

level teacher.  A school may identify looping as a practice that includes a special area 

teacher who serves the same students for two or more consecutive years versus the 

classroom teacher who changes grade levels with all the students in a class from year to 

year.  Although this teacher may indeed be considered a looping teacher, the grouping of 

students may not adequately represent an entire grade level.  Isolating a special 

population from the entire classroom may produce a different effect on academic 

achievement than looping with an entire class.  Each of these considerations related to 

how looping is defined and implemented in a school cannot be determined prior to the 

study.  Schools that employ looping in special area classes will not be included in the 

study. 

All schools in Georgia cannot be considered in this study due to the limited 

number of schools that implement looping.  Based on the limited number of schools that 

implement looping, every elementary school in Georgia cannot be examined.  The 

implementation of looping is an administrative decision; every school principal may not 

choose to use this grouping design or to use this grouping design to increase or improve 

achievement.  Nationally, Georgia has been ranked in the bottom half of the 50 states in 

reading and mathematics achievement (American Legislative Exchange Council [ALEC], 

2012; Kim, 2004; Governor’s Office of Student Achievement [GOSA], 2013a; Togberte 

& Curtis, 2002).  Some principals may choose to implement looping to foster positive 
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relationship development between students and teachers.  Ultimately, looping data cannot 

be gathered or analyzed for schools that do not implement looping.  National data, 

including the state of Georgia, on looping has not been reported since 2004 (NCES, 

2004). 

Additionally, the use of archival data does not provide a complete description and 

analysis of looping as the solitary school improvement tool.  Looping may be used in a 

school in association with other programs or procedures.  The use of additional 

improvement strategies may be reflected by the data.  In these cases, looping is not the 

sole determinate of student academic achievement.  Looping is compatible with many 

different school improvement strategies.  The determination to use looping in isolation or 

in combination with other strategies cannot be determined prior to the start of the study.  

School climate could have an effect on the outcomes of the study or differences in 

achievement.  Staff morale and productivity, student morale and productivity, perceptions 

of the school by the community, the level of expectation of success for all students in the 

school, and any unique school characteristics all have a role in the academic success of a 

school building.  Every school has a different set of characteristics including student 

performance level, parent involvement, and family background.  The differences in these 

characteristics for every school may lead to differences in student performance.  School 

principal expectations affect teacher morale, motivation, and productivity.  The morale of 

staff members then affects the morale, motivation, and productivity of the students.  The 

combination of teacher and student morale, motivation, productivity, and the school 

principal’s expectations develop the climate of the school which molds the community’s 

perception of the school.  The culture or behavior of the school determines the quality of 
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education provided by an individual school (Kelley, 1981).  The climate survey will 

provide insight into variations in the climate of schools and lead to discussions for how to 

change or improve the climate to improve educational quality. 

Teachers may view the level of parent involvement differently based on what they 

see and experience on a daily basis.  Teachers may not be aware of the efforts parents 

provide in the home environment.  Teachers may also have very specific views towards 

involvement and they type of involvement they expect from parents.  These expectations 

and viewpoints cannot be controlled for prior to conducting the study.  The parent 

involvement survey instrument will provide insight into the teachers’ expectations and 

knowledge of different forms of parent involvement. 

Principal characteristics could also have an effect on the outcomes of the study 

and the implementation of school improvement initiatives.  The ratio of the amount 

teachers in the building to the principal, total years of experience of a principal, gender, 

and level of educational attainment all have a role in the climate, parental involvement, 

and feasibility for implementing various school improvement initiatives in a school 

building which may affect school outcomes.   The differences in principal characteristics 

may provide insight into the rationale of principals as they make decisions to improve 

their schools.  Principal characteristics related to years of experience, educational 

attainment, gender, and teacher to principal ratio cannot be controlled for prior to 

conducting the study in looping and non-looping schools in Georgia. 

Delimitations 

 Four delimitations have been determined for this study.  Delimitations include 

factors imposed by the researcher that restrict the study.  The first delimitation in this 
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study is the decision to only include data for two-year looping cycles.  Principals 

determine how long a group of students will loop with their teacher.  Schools that employ 

looping may use different time frames for the practice.  Some schools loop teachers and 

students for more than two years.  Principals may decide to implement looping for one, 

two, three or more years.  Looping classrooms may range from as low as two years to as 

long as eight years; based on principal and occasionally teacher preferences (LAB, 1997).  

Data from classrooms that loop more than two years may show different and potentially 

higher academic outcomes.  Including classes that have looped three or more years with 

one teacher may bias looping data by representing higher achievement scores when 

compared to other looping or non-looping classes.  Additionally, there may also not be a 

large enough sample of classrooms that loop for three or more years to compare students’ 

academic achievement.  Elementary schools with third, fourth, or fifth grade classrooms 

that have participated in two-year looping cycles will only be included in this study.  A 

principal may choose not to implement looping in their building.  Data from non-looping 

schools comprised the comparison group for this study.   

The second delimitation, state-testing guidelines only test students in grades three, 

four, and five using the CRCT in elementary school.  Grade levels participating in the 

study will include third through fifth grades in order to access quantitative and consistent 

data across schools and districts in the state.  Archival quantitative data will be collected 

for grades three, four, and five due to state testing requirements.  The data will be used to 

analyze achievement using an independent samples t-test, to compare average 

achievement data for classes that implement looping, and classes that do not implement 

looping.  School districts in other states may test students at each grade level in the 
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elementary school.  State testing requirements may affect replication of this study outside 

of Georgia. 

Although schools may choose to implement looping in other grade levels, 

consistent, valid, and reliable quantitative data are not available for these grade levels in 

Georgia.  Other schools may use teacher or district created assessments that do not assess 

the same content standards, address an appropriate level of rigor, or use assessments that 

have not been assessed for validity and reliability.  In consideration of this delimitation, 

the results of this study may also not be relevant to all grade levels. 

The third delimitation; all schools in Georgia cannot be included in this study is 

due to boundaries imposed on the study including the use of elementary schools and a 

focus on the upper elementary grades, specifically third, fourth, and fifth grades.  

Additionally, all schools in Georgia cannot be included in this study because every school 

in the state of Georgia is not a Title I school.  A fourth delimitation; schools considered 

for the study must have Title I status is due to boundaries imposed on the study.  This 

study limits the schools considered for the study to Title I status or Title I status 

combined with the use of looping as one way to group students.    

Significance of the Study 

Looping has been used in several states to improve schools.  Educators often refer 

to the benefits of looping and notice academic improvement (Denault, 1999; Elliott & 

Capp, 2003; Gaustad, 1998; Hume, 2007).   Principals most often implement looping to 

increase rigor and relationships through a process of personalizing student learning.  

Staffing decisions related to who will loop, how long teachers engage in looping, and 

how long looping will occur in the school are established by the administrator (Sofo, 
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2008).  As principals consider the needs of their school, they look at the organizational or 

school climate and parent involvement.  School climate has an influence on the morale, 

motivation, and productivity of both teachers and students.  The decisions a principal 

makes in relation to implementing looping may have an effect on the climate of the 

school linked to the motivation, morale, and productivity of teachers and students.  

Relationships, dependent on the nature of the relationship, have the potential to increase 

or decrease productivity, motivation, and rigor among teachers and their students.  This 

study attempts to identify the role of relationships, specifically long-tem relationships, on 

school climate (Cohen & Smerdon, 2009; Pashiardis, 2000; Pepper, 2010).  Parent 

involvement influences the motivation, effort, and academic achievement of students.  

The decisions a principal makes in relation to implementing looping may also have an 

effect on parent involvement linked to motivation, effort, and the academic achievement 

of students.  Parent involvement, dependent on the level of involvement, has the potential 

to support or hinder the motivation, effort, and achievement of students.  This study also 

attempts to identify the role of long-term relationships, through the implementation of 

looping, on parent involvement (Altschul, 2011; Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; DePlanty et 

al., 2007; Jeynes, 2011; Li & Hung, 2011; Peterson & Ladky, 2007).  

As principals and school leaders implement strategies to increase student 

academic achievement, the long-term effects of their decisions have an effect on the 

larger community and society.  Over time, students who struggle in school and have low 

achievement pose the risk of becoming school drop outs, being unable to attain in 

college, secure employment, or obtain a career in a field of their personal interest.  These 

issues can increase the number of individuals living at or below poverty levels, the need 
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to have increasing numbers of citizens being supported by public assistance, and a 

diminished quality of life (Barile et al., 2012; Henry et al., 2012).  Literature supports 

close, positive, and supportive teacher-student relationships and increases in academic 

achievement.  The literature does not include definitive support for long-term teacher-

student relationships and increases in academic achievement.  High academic 

achievement provides opportunities for students to improve their earning potential and 

overall quality of life (Barile et al., 2012; Henry et al., 2012; Hughes et al., 2008; 

Hughes, Wu, Kwok, Villarreal, & Johnson, 2012; Knesting, 2008; Reyes et al., 2012).  

This study intends to determine if the development of long-term relationships, through 

looping, between teachers and students is consistent with the existing research on 

relationship development and academic success.  This study will provide statistical data 

on the effectiveness of looping as relating to long-term relationship development and 

academic achievement.  Literature also supports positive school climates and increases in 

academic achievement, and parent involvement and increases in academic achievement.  

Positive school climates set high expectations for students ability, encourage students to 

achieve at high levels, and creates an atmosphere of safety and security in order for 

students to be able to focus on the goal of schooling and reach their full potential 

(Edmonds, 1979; Knesting, 2008; Milam, Furr-Holden, & Leaf, 2010; Pashiardis, 2000; 

Pepper, 2010; Sergiovanni, 1991).  Parent involvement establishes support for the school, 

support for the work of the teachers, and value for education.  Parent’s effort to 

communicate and demonstrate this value and support is motivation for students to 

succeed in school (Altschul, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; Hayes, n.d.; Jeynes, 2011).  In 

combination and over time, these conditions may lead to lasting opportunities for 
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students to be successful and obtain personal goals that will help them become productive 

citizens and members of our society (Barile et al., 2012; Henry et al., 2012).  

Currently, there is very little empirical data to support or disprove the academic 

benefits of this model, decision-making on the implementation of looping, and this 

relationship to school climate or parent involvement.  This study intends to add to the 

existing literature and provide empirical data on the effectiveness of looping, school 

climate, parent involvement, and principal characteristics for school improvement; which 

is lacking in the current literature.  The findings of this study may influence whether a 

principal decides to continue the use of looping in their school or limit the use of looping 

in their school to address school climate, parent involvement, and student academic 

achievement.  The findings of this study may also support the development of policies to 

support relationship development among teachers and students, school grouping designs, 

improving school climate, and increasing support for parent involvement in and outside 

of the home to increase student achievement and engagement.    

Summary 

 As schools and districts implement educational reform initiatives to increase 

achievement several considerations are made on the most effective method to improve 

schools and education.  Given the current state of achievement in this country, 

meaningful reform is needed that involves all stakeholders.  Educators need time and 

opportunities to develop practices that enable students to be successful.  These practices 

must also satisfy the opinions of the public regarding the goals of a quality education. 

 Strong leadership is an important element to school reform.  Principals who are 

both organizational managers and instructional leaders use their skills to improve the 
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organization, including teachers’ effectiveness and student achievement (Horng & Loeb, 

2010).  As a part of instructional leadership, principals are responsible for supporting 

teachers needs, providing resources, and taking on the responsibility of managing the 

entire school building (Finkel, 2012; Quinn, 2002).  As an organizational manager, the 

principal, takes on the responsibility for providing professional development to ensure 

that the school is functioning as effectively and efficiently as possible (Horng & Loeb, 

2010).  Connected to this management of the schoolhouse is school climate and parent 

involvement.  Climate and parent involvement have a key role in students’ academic 

success.  Principals must ensure that the school is a welcoming, safe, and instructionally 

strong organization.  Principals must also ensure the mission and goals of the school are 

supported by parents, and their support is communicated in and outside of the school.  

The principal’s characteristics and actions ensure that learning can take place and 

students have opportunities to learn from teachers who are committed and dedicated to 

the goals of education (Alshul, 2011; Hayes, n.d.; Kelley, 1981; Pashiardis, 2000; Pepper, 

2010; Sims, 2005). 

At the center of most reform efforts, relationships are key.  The manner in which 

teachers relate to students and their families influences the outcomes of children (Furrer 

& Skinner, 2003; Hughes et al., 2008; Hughes et al., 2012; and Reyes et al., 2012).  

Looping is a practice that is embedded in relationship development long-term.  Over the 

extended time teachers and students have together, strong bonds or connections are 

created.  These bonds allow teachers to address the individual needs of students, improve 

relationships with families and their involvement practices, create additional instructional 

time, and work towards improving learning for all students. 
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 Reading, English Language Arts, and mathematics are critical content areas that 

must be mastered for students to compete on an international level.  Creating and 

spending this time with students through the practice of looping may be one option for 

improving schools and increasing student achievement.  In many schools, looping is 

being put into practice to address these academic concerns.  Although the practice is 

being used to increase achievement, schools do not have empirical data supported by 

research to uphold the decision to continue to use looping in this way.  This study 

attempts to show whether a difference exists between perceived school climate, parent 

involvement, looping and academic achievement for students in third, fourth, and fifth 

grades.  Eleven research questions address the significance of school climate, parent 

involvement, looping, and academic achievement when implementing this school 

improvement tool. 

 Quantitative research was used to conduct this study using CRCT data for the 

three grade levels across multiple districts and schools.  Principal characteristics were 

presented.  Developmental Systems Theory guided this study based on the relationships 

between students, teachers, and schools.  Four key terms related to this study were 

presented along with delimitations and limitations based on factors that limit conducting 

and using this study in every school.   

Chapter 1 concludes with a reflection on the significance of the study to school 

leaders.  Chapter 2 provides a review of relevant literature on school climate, parent 

involvement, achievement, accountability, relationships, looping, and leadership.  Prior 

research studies are presented to address the various ways looping is put into practice and 

the results of the implementation.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

The review of literature presents a discussion on the research study variables, 

which include leadership, school climate, parent involvement, achievement and 

accountability, relationships, looping, and leadership and looping. Each section begins 

with an overview of each topic and then presents a more detailed discussion of each 

variable using key research studies in the field of education. The literature review 

presents each aspect of the school organization related to leadership and concludes with a 

discussion on leadership and looping.  

Introduction 

Education serves to help children adapt to life and become productive citizens.  

Through schooling, students acquire social skills from many individuals including 

teachers and peers.  Students who have well developed social and interpersonal skills are 

better able to communicate, solve problems, make decisions, and express themselves 

(Samanci, 2010, p. 147).  Those students who do not have well developed social skills 

tend to lack confidence, are shy, or even exhibit behavior problems.  Often this is due to a 

lack of connectedness to groups of people (Samanci, 2010).   

Spending time with the same teacher and classmates may lead to higher 

integration of social groups and lead to more trusting and comfortable levels to express 

one self.  These social skills can assist students in setting boundaries, expressing positive 

and negative emotions, and asking for help when needed.  Social groups have the 
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potential to greatly affect a student’s social behavior as they get to know each other well.  

Teacher perceptions and beliefs, positive communication, and management provide 

students with opportunities to become more self-confident (Samanci, 2010).  

In order for schools to develop these skills in students, strong leadership is 

required.  Schools need principals who are able to provide the necessary resources in 

order for teachers to develop positive and supportive relationships not only with students, 

but their parents as well (Burke, 1996; Grant, Johnson, Richardson, & Fredenberg, 1996; 

Stipek, 2006).  Principals benefit from reflecting on current educational practices and the 

practices of the business world when considering how to improve schools.  Increasing the 

length of time students spend with teachers may go a long way to supporting continuity, 

trust, and productivity as is seen in group work or teams in corporate America (Denault, 

1999; McCown & Sherman, 2002; Samanci, 2010; Wynne & Walberg, 1994).  Although 

many articles report the benefits of building relationships and exploring continuity 

through looping, empirical data supporting looping is lacking.  Looping has been studied 

in a limited capacity, from the number of looping classes in a study to the number of 

schools that practice looping and has shown mixed results (Grant et al., 1996; Vecchione, 

2004). 

 Leadership Role in Improving Schools 

School principals have a considerable effect on the school as an organization and 

pupil learning through the vision and goals that are put in place to improve schools 

(Leithwood et al., 2006; Lemoine et al., 2014; Naioo & Petersen, 2016).  The 

organization of schools has an effect on student behavior and relationships (Sorenson, 

1969).  Principals are responsible for setting the direction of the school and influencing 
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outcomes, as well as maintaining relationships within and outside the organization.  They 

create and set up the climate of the school and provide the resources for improving 

schools (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Kentli, 2016; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & 

Wahlstrom, 2004; Lemoine et al., 2014; Ross & Gray, 2006).  

School principals have a myriad of views on leadership and their role in 

improving schools.  Their opinions vary regarding the managerial aspects of running a 

school to the essentials of providing instructional leadership for the academic 

improvement of their schools (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 

2014; Mitchell & Castle, 2005).  Principals are responsible for goal setting, planning, 

solving problems related to improving their individual schools, and focusing on 

classroom operations.  They are needed to provide insight and enhance the discussions 

and actions of staff members as they work to improve classroom instruction, thus being 

responsible for increasing the organizations ability to improve (Hallinger & Murphy, 

2012; Lemoine et al., 2014; Mitchell & Castle, 2005).  Principals who set a vision in their 

schools for success and enable the staff to develop the needed skills to improve teaching 

create an environment where success can take place (Gurr, 2015; Hallinger & Murphy, 

2012; Jacobson, 2011; Lemoine et al., 2014; Kentli, 2016; Ross & Gray, 2006).  The 

school principal sets the atmosphere for all actions in a school and works to ensure that 

achievement goals are being attained (Gurr, 2015; Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Ross & 

Gray, 2006; Sanzo et al., 2011).  In addition to setting the direction for the school, the 

principal develops the staff, structures the organization for success, and manages 

instruction.  These practices have substantial influence on the goals of the organization.  

Principals assess the entire organization and then determine how the school will meet 
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goals in order to improve (Gurr, 2015; Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine 

et al., 2014; Naidoo & Petersen, 2016; Sanzo et al., 2011).  Principals must be willing to 

take on the risks associated with implementing any school improvement strategy.  They 

seek out new and innovative ways to improve their schools, and take on accountability 

for the outcomes of the reform (Lemoine et al., 2014; Ross & Gray, 2006; Vecchione, 

2004).   

Instructional Leadership 

Instructional leadership has considerable power on school improvement in the 

way principals develop each aspect of running a school.  How principals address 

instructional tasks is one of their main concerns.  As leaders, principals must focus on 

curriculum and instruction as they lead and make decisions (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; 

Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Mitchell & Castle, 2005).   

A common understanding of instructional leadership includes advancing student 

and teacher learning with a focus on the curriculum and instructional practices.  School 

administrators are responsible for monitoring, providing feedback, and identifying 

instructional strategies to assist with successful academic outcomes (DuFour, 2002; 

Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014;).  The principal builds 

capacity in others throughout the school community in order to support the success of the 

school (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Kentli, 2016; Lambert, 2002; Lemoine et al., 2014; 

Ross & Gray, 2006).  The behaviors of the school principal related to instruction include 

monitoring instruction, teaching, and data.  These behaviors are essential to the 

designation of leadership and include more than managing the school building (Hallinger 
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& Murphy, 2012; Jenkins, 2009; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Ruebling, Stow, 

Kayona, & Clarke, 2004). 

As instructional leaders develop the culture and climate of the school, set the 

vision, and provide the resources for teachers and staff members to be successful they 

also need to focus on the structures that enable teachers to focus on teaching and learning.  

Structures include creating environments where teachers are able to meet and plan their 

approaches to school improvement.  Providing these structures allows individual work to 

become a part of the entire organization through the learning communities that result 

(Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Mitchell & Castle, 

2005).   

The school principal creates an environment in the school where the classroom 

teacher has a direct effect on student achievement.  The work of the principal through 

observations, walkthroughs, feedback, and providing professional development 

opportunities has an effect on the work the teacher does to enable the classroom to be 

successful (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Sanzo et al., 

2011).  Principals provide professional development to their staff, build and develop the 

school culture, create organizational structures that facilitate success, and exhibit 

knowledge of the curriculum to support the entire school.  The work of the principal, as 

an instructional leader, provides the foundation for teachers to support academic 

achievement (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Kentli, 2016; Lemoine et al., 2014; Mitchell & 

Castle, 2005; Ross & Gray, 2006).   

Three key practices have been identified as necessary for schools to be successful.  

The practices include setting directions, development of people, and redesigning the 



 

74

organization.  In a study from the International Successful School Principalship Project 

(ISSPP), the practices of seven principals in successful schools across twelve nations 

were studied to determine what effect leaders had on the success of the school.  The study 

found that principals in successful schools all employed these three practices.  

Specifically, the study examined the effects of principal leadership on student 

achievement and sustained school success in high poverty schools.  The principals in the 

study employed each practice, but implemented the practices according to the context of 

their school environments (Gurr, 2015; Jacobson, 2011).   

In order to support the success of the initiative, principals in each school 

developed plans that would allow for safe learning environments and increase parent as 

well as community involvement. Once safety of learning environments and parent 

involvement were addressed, principals focused on setting directions and developing 

people.  Across the study, setting directions equated to goal setting and creating a vision 

for the school, specific to the work of the teachers and the students.  The development of 

the people, or capacity building, included both staff members and the students.  Principals 

were in a better position to create the conditions and experiences necessary for 

collaboration and learning to occur, and support their improvement efforts when the 

school operated as a community.  Finally, redesigning the organization took on various 

forms based on the individual needs of the schools.  Dependent upon the context, school 

redesign may have been employed to address changes in the governance of the school, to 

support the culture and climate of the school, improve collaboration, or even to remove 

obstacles to sustained improvement.  The ISSPP is an ongoing examination of principals 

who have led successful school improvement initiatives and the practices, actions, and 
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processes used by these leaders to improve student performance (Gurr, 2015; Jacobson, 

2011).   

Principals and stakeholders in the ISSPP were interviewed on the role of the 

principal in the success of the school.  The project found that leaders in these schools all 

used the same leadership practices, but adjusted the implementation of these practices 

based on the needs of the school including the distribution of leadership to subordinates.  

Principals in these schools held high expectations for the staff members and believed that 

the students in their schools had the ability to be successful.  Additionally, these 

principals also created a safe school environment and put practices into place to ensure 

the safety of the school community.  Schools were revisited, five years later, to gain an 

understanding of the sustainability of the success of these schools.  Only one school was 

still under the leadership of the same principal at the time of the visit.  This school was 

reported to maintain success by holding steadfast to the goals of the school, reorganize as 

needed or mandated, be accountable for the school as an organization, and self-renew as 

needed to maintain goals (Gurr, 2015; Jacobson, 2011).   

In the ISSPP study, instructional leadership was identified as the link between the 

practices of the principal and student achievement.  Principals who focus on teaching and 

learning as well as improving the learning environment; set clear instructional objectives 

including time on task, development of positive home school relationships, and distribute 

leadership throughout the school to empower teachers were described as having the 

ability to increase student achievement.  Successful school principals were only identified 

as such based on how well students achieved.  For this study, these successful principals 

tended to focus the majority of their attention on improving the capacity of their teachers 
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through professional development, self-renewal, and distributed leadership opportunities 

(Gurr, 2015; Jacobson, 2011).    

As principals contemplate strategies for improving their schools, many ideas are 

considered.  They consider options such as lengthening the school day, reducing class 

sizes, content integration, cooperative learning strategies, scheduling adjustments, and 

increasing rigor (Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001).  In looping environments, principals 

make decisions on how to organize the school for success, provide opportunities for 

teachers to understand the goals and expectations of the school at more than one grade 

level, and create learning communities where teachers are able to improve their skills by 

gaining insight into the needs of the learning environment (Sofo, 2008).     

School Climate  

 The atmosphere, personality, and culture of a school have an effect on the success 

or failure of the school (Pashiardis, 2000).  School leaders can use climate to promote 

change, improve the school, and even increase academic achievement (Ross & Gray, 

2006; Sergiovanni, 1991).  The type of climate that exists in a school can lead to positive 

or negative academic outcomes and support or hinder student development, learning, and 

academic achievement (National School Climate Council [NSCC], 2007; Pashiardis, 

2000).  School climate can add to stakeholders’ sense of belonging and overall 

satisfaction in the school (NSCC, 2007; Sergiovanni, 1991; Whitesell, 2015).  Care, 

quality of relationships, and the type of interactions among individuals in a school are an 

important aspect of school climate.  The effect of these behaviors and types of 

relationships on the quality of work life for teachers and administrators is profound 

(NSCC, 2007; Sergiovanni, 1991).   
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Positive school climates assist to improve schools whereas negative school 

climates promote or add to existing problems (Sergiovanni, 1991).  Positive climates 

foster collaboration among students, teachers, and administrators based on mutual levels 

of respect and trust.  If students do not feel that they are given opportunities to work 

collaboratively with others and do not experience trust or respect from their peers and 

teachers, then school climate interferes with a students’ ability to learn and be successful 

(NSCC, 2007).  Four areas of school climate include the physical environment, social 

environment, affective environment, and academic environment (Michigan State 

University, 2004).  Within these areas are specific characteristics that make up 

organizational, or school, climate.  The characteristics include communication, 

collaboration, organizational structure, and the students.  Each characteristic is associated 

with academic achievement (Pashiardis, 2000).  The entire school is affected by climate 

from teachers to students, parents, and the community (Pashiardis, 2000; Schneider, 

Jacobsen, White, & Gehlbach, 2017; Whitesell, 2015).   

Leaders who support a positive school climate embody an assortment of 

behaviors.  They balance their personal leadership style to meet school needs, maintain 

high expectations for both teaching and student learning, and utilize shared decision-

making as pertinent to efficiently manage the school (Pepper, 2010; Whitesell, 2015).  

This balance enables students to reach their full potential (Pepper, 2010).  Principals in 

schools with a positive climate effectively convey the vision and mission of the school 

and exemplify the characteristics of instructional leaders (Pashiardis, 2000).   
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School Climate and the Principal 

Leaders who inspire commitment and action from staff members support a 

climate that embraces change.  Their influence with key stakeholders supports the goal of 

providing quality instruction and commitment to meet goals and develop the school.  

These leaders coordinate the skills of individuals in the school to implement strategies 

and maximize student learning through a process of coaching (Pepper, 2010).  This 

affective environment supports and upholds belonging and self-esteem.  The environment 

is characterized by care, respect, trust, and friendliness among teachers and staff 

members.  Schools that care are associated with a positive school climate (Michigan State 

University, 2004; Whitesell, 2015).    

The physical environment of the school can also support or disrupt the climate of 

a school.  Principals of schools who focus on obtaining a positive school climate work to 

have a physical environment that encourages learning and makes people feel welcome by 

ensuring the safety of students and visitors, well maintained facilities, adequate room for 

instruction to take place, and that instructional resources are available (Michigan State 

University, 2004; Schneider et al., 2017; Whitesell, 2015).  Principals who are not 

prepared for the leadership responsibilities in their schools are unable to support the 

school and climate in the manner necessary for growth and development to occur.  These 

leaders are characterized by making decisions without input from others in the building.  

This lack of collaboration and communication hinders the overall success of the school 

environment (Pepper, 2010; Whitesell, 2015).   
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School Climate among Teachers and Students   

The climate of a school shapes the behavior of staff members as they instruct 

students and work towards the goals and objectives of the school.  A positive school 

climate is characterized by an environment where high expectations for teaching and 

student learning are upheld and staff members collaborate with the principal (Pashiardis, 

2000; Whitesell, 2015).  The commitment level of teachers and staff members to the 

school and the goals of the school play an important role in the type of environment that 

exists (Sergiovanni, 1991).  This social environment is represented through open 

communication and interaction, shared decision-making opportunities, and conflict 

resolution strategies among teachers, parents, students, and administrators (Michigan 

State University, 2004).  The academic environment promotes learning by emphasizing 

academics, differentiation to meet the needs of individual students, use of a myriad of 

instructional strategies, high expectations, and use of assessments and data to address the 

needs of the school (Michigan State University, 2004).  

 Students, who feel safe in school, have a variety of support measures in place 

including positive social relationships and engagement.  These schools promote 

behaviors and measures that are needed for positive academic outcomes and well-

rounded students who will become productive members of society (NSCC, 2007).  In 

order to do this, all school stakeholders work together to contribute to a positive climate 

through support, the promotion of student learning, and engagement (NSCC, 2007).  

School leaders who consistently address school climate work with their faculty members 

to identify the positive and negative aspects of their organization and develop ways to 

improve or strengthen their efforts and improve student opportunities to learn (Schneider 
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et al., 2017; United States Department of Education [USDOE], Office of Safe and Drug 

Free Schools, 2010).   

Parent Involvement 

 A contributing factor to higher achievement in schools is the level and type of 

involvement by parents (Altschul, 2011; Bower & Griffin, 2011; Hoerr, 2017; Li & 

Hung, 2011; Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006).  School principals seeking to increase the 

amount of parent involvement in their school buildings may consider the manner in 

which parents are encouraged to be a part of the school community since parent 

involvement has a positive relationship linked to academic achievement (Bower & 

Griffin, 2011; Hoerr, 2017; Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006).  The federal government 

also documents parent involvement as a critical component towards increasing student 

academic outcomes in the No Child Left Behind legislation (Altschul, 2011; Barnyak & 

McNelly, 2009; DePlanty, Coulter-Kern, & Duchane, 2007). 

 Parent involvement can be divided into two categories, home-based involvement 

and school-based involvement.  Home-based involvement includes activities where 

parents are engaged and supportive of school goals and initiatives; and emphasize this 

support through conversations with their children, assisting with ensuring that homework 

is completed, exposing their children to activities which are intellectually stimulating, 

discussing the benefits of obtaining a good education, and the opportunities that become 

available to students when they work to have good grades and increase their academic 

abilities.  School-based involvement includes activities where parents are active and 

involved inside the school by volunteering in the building, becoming a part of the parent-

teacher association, being active in the parent-teacher association, attending parent 
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conferences, and attending school events (Altschul, 2011, Hoerr, 2017; Li & Hung, 

2011).  A popular framework for outlining parent involvement is the Epstein Model.  

This model identifies six family involvement behaviors, including positive home 

conditions, communication, involvement at school, home learning activities, shared 

decision-making within the school, and community partnerships.  The Epstein Model 

incorporates both traditional school-based involvement and informal home-based 

involvement (Bower & Griffin, 2011, p.78).  

The amount of time and money parents invest in their child’s schooling is also 

associated with parent involvement.  In many instances, parents are not able to invest 

money into their child’s education due to their socioeconomic status.  In general, these 

parents also do not have a significant amount of free time to dedicate to being actively 

involved in the events of the school.  The perception that parents of low socioeconomic 

status are not engaged or involved in the education of their child is misleading.  Parents’ 

work and time constraints, in many instances, forbids the level of preferred involvement 

by schools.  School leaders, principals, and teachers can address these types of 

circumstances through flexibility, communication, highlighting the contributions of 

home-based involvement, and additional strategies to address parent involvement 

(Altschul, 2011; Bower & Griffin, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007).  Additionally, school 

principals can support increased parent involvement when teachers share information 

with parents and develop opportunities for two-way communication that is both open and 

honest, when teachers and parents consistently provide information to one another, then 

collaboration occurs both formally and informally, and when teachers maintain a positive 

and understanding attitude towards parents (Li & Hung, 2011).   
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Altschul’s (2011) study on parent involvement in Mexican-American families 

found that home-based parent involvement supported by access to educational resources 

within the home was associated with higher test scores.  The Mexican-American 

population is traditionally noted to be at risk for academic underperformance.  National 

data sets, such as National Center of Educational Statistics (NCES) and the census 

bureau, note that these families tend to have higher dropout rates and perform below 

other Latino cultures on national assessments.  The study addressed parent involvement 

practices for Mexican-American students and academic achievement.  Student data 

samples were collected using longitudinal data from the NCES.  The sampled students’ 

parents were given a questionnaire to determine their type and level of parent 

involvement. The questionnaire addressed parent involvement related to family 

engagement in enriching activities, discussions on school matters, homework assistance, 

and family income level.  The results of the study identified that increases in academic 

achievement for Mexican-American students were highly aligned to home-based parent 

involvement activities rather than school-based parent involvement activities (Altschul, 

2011). 

The school community can also have an effect of the level of parent involvement 

in a school.  School communities that isolate parents send a message that parents are not 

welcome and ultimately communicate that parents should stay away from the daily 

operations of the school.  Schools also communicate that parents are not welcome to be 

involved by limiting opportunities for parents to have a role in the daily functions of the 

school (Bower & Griffin, 2011; DePlanty et al., 2007; Hoerr, 2017; Souto-Manning & 

Swick, 2006).   
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Teachers can also support or negate the level of involvement that occurs in or 

outside of the school.  Teachers’ perceptions of involvement, personality, and willingness 

to reach out to parents have a role in supporting or hindering parent involvement 

(Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; DePlanty et al., 2007; Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006).  

Teacher perception of parent involvement is a critical component of parent involvement.  

Teachers who perceive that parents are highly involved in the school tend view the 

academic outcomes of the school high as well.  Teachers can further motivate students to 

attain at high achievement levels when parents are known to be involved in the work of 

the school.  This view is often generated based on the frequency of parent and teacher 

interactions (Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Hoerr, 2017; Li & Hung, 2012).  A fewer 

number of interactions, between teachers and parents, may lead teachers to think that 

parents are not supportive, engaged, or care to be involved in their child’s education.  As 

a result, parents who spend more time employing home-based involvement strategies 

may be viewed as having lower levels of parent involvement than those parents who are 

highly involved in school-based parent involvement activities (Barnyak & McNelly, 

2009; Li & Hung, 2012).   

Teacher personality has an important role in the level of involvement as well.  

Extroverted teachers tend to openly express their desire for families to be involved and 

ask for their support both in and outside of the school.  Introverted teachers tend to 

communicate their desire for parent involvement through written communication, 

strategies, and activities that lend themselves to parents being more involved from home.  

Either type of teacher, extroverted or introverted, can work to support the goals of the 

school without compromising their effectiveness.  In addition to teacher personality, 
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parent-teacher conferences have a role in supporting parent involvement both within the 

school building and at home.  The discussions and partnerships that develop during these 

conferences may greatly influence student effort and outcomes (Barnyak & McNelly, 

2009; Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006). 

Differences between teachers and parents can also hinder positive interactions and 

welcoming behaviors.  In addition to cultural backgrounds, the teacher’s perceptions of 

involvement can foster or add to the isolation of families.  Teachers who feel that parents 

are not involved in the school can add to parents feeling of isolation by viewing them as 

lacking interest in their child’s education.  Schools can transform any feelings of isolation 

through professional development opportunities for teachers and empowering parents by 

recognizing parent efforts to support education and schooling in home-based efforts 

(Barnyak & McNelly, 2009; Deplanty et al., 2007; Souto-Manning & Swick, 2006).  

Achievement and Accountability  

The federal government requires states to test students annually in the elementary 

and middle grades, grades three through eight, in reading and mathematics to measure 

achievement.  The data from these assessments must be reported by racial, income, and 

other special needs groups (Whitesell, 2015; Wong & Sunderman, 2007).  These key 

features are the basis for assessing the role the federal government has in education 

(Wong & Sunderman, 2007).  In some respects, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 

legislation shifted the balance of power in education from schools to the federal 

government thus expanding federal authority over public schools (Wong & Sunderman, 

2007).  
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  As a function of accountability, standards-based reform measures required 

principals to be accountable for knowing the curriculum, pedagogy, and how to maximize 

the effectiveness of the organization at both the school and district level.  Standards-

based reform sets the expectation that schools and the districts they are a part of are 

directly responsible for student learning.  The reform provides a voice to society, that 

society is able to set expectations for student learning and performance, including the 

curriculum.  As a result, leadership becomes fundamental to the improvement of the 

school (Elmore, 2004; Whitesell, 2015). 

As principals take on more responsibility for improvement, accountability has 

become a daily practice in schools (Sanzo et al., 2011).  As a part of current 

accountability practices, students are held accountable for their learning and class work 

(Grant, Richardson, & Forsten, 2000).  Although accountability is not a new concept, the 

mandates of NCLB have imposed monetary sanctions on schools that do not meet 

accountability measures for success and student achievement.  Monetary sanctions 

include loss of federal funding when achievement does not occur.  Under NCLB, 

accountability was measured by Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  The Race to the Top 

(RT3) initiative, provided each school with a College and Career Readiness Performance 

Index (CCRPI), an index similar to a report card that identifies a schools progress toward 

meeting goals (Dove, Pearson, & Hooper, 2010; Georgia Department of Education 

[GADOE], 2012b).   

The Role of Relationships in Accountability  

As accountability frameworks are put in place, the interactions between teachers 

and students have become even more important.  Principals enhance the relationships 
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between teachers and students through observations and professional development that 

are dedicated to the social aspects of the classroom (Pianta & LaParo, 2003; Stipek, 

2006).  Student’s benefit from conversation and engagement with the teacher when they 

are made to feel valued, respected, and supported.  When students feel disrespected, they 

tend to function less effectively than when they are surrounded by supportive and close 

relationships.  When the focus on accountability measures is too intense, the relationships 

in the classroom can suffer and erode student learning (Stipek, 2006; Westerberg, 2016). 

Parrett (2005) states that educators need to take a different approach to the daily 

business of educating students.  Often, people learn best from someone they know well.  

When this occurs, productivity should increase (McCown & Sherman, 2002).  In 

education, this productivity is the same as academic outcomes or achievement (McCown 

& Sherman, 2002).  The authors reason that student productivity should increase if 

teachers and students know each other well (McCown & Sherman, 2002).  This 

productivity is a result of teachers being able to personalize instruction (McCown & 

Sherman, 2002).  When someone teaches students they know well, they should be able to 

increase their learning and ultimately learn better (McCown & Sherman, 2002).  

The Role of Relationships for Achievement 

Little & Little (2001) identify the teacher as the most important force in a 

classroom that loops due to commitment.  As teachers spend more and more time with 

students over a period of years, their commitment to student success increases.  Teachers 

who spend substantial time getting to know students are in a better position to obtain 

meaningful and critical information on students, their personalities, learning styles, 

positive characteristics, negative characteristics, strengths, and weaknesses (Little & 
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Little, 2001).  The relationships that develop often function as a mechanism for academic 

achievement.  For some, school serves as a place for safety, stability, and acceptance.  

The relationships developed in school over long periods of time helps to develop trust, 

motivation, and improved learning (Rimm-Kaufman & Sandilos, 2016; Rodriguez & 

Arenz, 2007; Wormeli, 2016).  The more time teachers spend with students decreases the 

amount of time needed to diagnose students and provides opportunities for instruction to 

be provided much more effectively (Gaustad, 1998).   

Schools are responsible for attending to continuity and the caring needs of 

students in addition to attending to academic goals and responsibilities.  Schools 

accomplish these goals through continuity of purpose, place, curriculum, and people 

(Noddings, 2005).  The school principal, as the primary facilitator of communicating 

school goals, supports this continuity based on effective dissemination and 

communication of the mission, vision, and school goals.  Additionally, continuity is 

supported through the principal’s management of the school building and how principals 

organize and structure the educational environment for successful outcomes to occur 

(Lindahl & Vanyushyn, 2013; Wormeli, 2016).  

When continuity of people is in place in schools, students know that their teachers 

care for them and are better able to persevere through challenging moments when they 

intrinsically know someone cares for them and their success (Bondy & Hambacher, 2016; 

Lindahl & Vanyushyn, 2013; Noddings, 2005).  Continuity of people involves keeping 

the same adults with a group of children for a period of years.  When continuity of people 

is in place, they gain the ability to trust the adult who is responsible for their learning.  

Students not only experience a greater sense of care, but also gain the ability to persevere 
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academically (Bondy & Hambacher, 2016; Noddings, 2005).  Teachers in this 

environment are better able to teach to students needs, address areas for growth or 

remediation, and be a trusting and caring adult in students’ lives (Bondy & Hambacher, 

2016; Noddings, 2005).   

The principal has the ability to encourage and support continuity in people 

through the school mission, school vision, supporting the development of relationships 

among teachers and students, and reorganizing the school; through scheduling, class 

enrollment, and teacher responsibilities to support such an endeavor (Hallinger, 2011; 

Lindahl & Vanyushyn, 2013; Noddings, 2005; Westerberg, 2016).  Noddings (2005) 

states that one responsibility of principals and teachers is to be concerned with their 

student’s progress throughout their schooling.  Spending two or more consecutive years 

with the same group of students can only assist with the fundamental belief of 

demonstrating concern throughout a students school career (Noddings, 2005).  

Relationships 

Relationships are identified as “a state of connectedness between people, 

especially an emotional connection” (Martin & Dowson, 2009, p.327; Webster’s Online 

Dictionary, 2007).  Relationships are considered patterns of interactions between two 

individuals over an extended period of time.  These extended periods of time and 

interactions shape behavior and development.  As teachers and students develop 

relationships, expectations and boundaries are developed (Hamre & Pianta, 2006; Pianta, 

1999).  Relationships are not only beneficial to human functioning, happiness, and stress 

management; they assist individuals with challenges, task completion, and emotional 

support (Martin & Dowson, 2009).  In order for strong relationships to form among 
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teachers and their students, the time teachers and students spend together should be 

extended.  With looping, this time is extended for several years (Pianta, 1999).  Time 

spent together is a basis for the role of relationships in student development, specifically 

social and emotional development, as well as student engagement and motivation in 

school (Martin & Dowson, 2009, p.328).     

“Comer (n.d.) notes that no significant learning occurs without a significant 

relationship” (Grant et al., 2000, p.31; Wormeli, 2016).  Changing classrooms, teachers, 

and peers every year may hinder deep adult-student engagement (Nichols & Nichols, 

2002).  The relationships between teachers and students are one feature of education that 

support student success.  These relationships provide a foundation for positive outcomes 

in school (Ferlazzo, 2017; Pianta & LaParo, 2003).  Another feature that supports student 

success is the quality of instruction on the part of the teacher.  The skills students develop 

are rooted in their interactions with others as well as their relationships.  The practice 

needed to refine these skills is entrenched in the quality of the activities and work 

completed in the classroom (Pianta & LaParo, 2003). 

Relationships help students determine their role in groups and learn more about 

themselves.  This learning helps students evaluate their role and ability to be successful in 

the classroom.  When students develop strong relationships with their teachers, students 

tend to internalize the beliefs and values of the teacher regarding school and class work.  

These relationships and resulting connectedness or belonging leads to feelings of 

fulfillment and drives students to succeed.  These feelings provide the avenues for 

students to maintain long-term achievement (Martin & Dowson, 2009; Toshalis, 2016).  

When the length of time teachers and student spend together is increased, deeper and 
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improved relationships have the opportunity to emerge.  This does not include 

lengthening the school day, but lengthening the time teachers and students spend together 

over a period of time (Pianta, 1999).   

Teacher and Student Relationships 

Strong teacher-student relationships aspire to meet student needs in order to 

improve learning.  Struggling students feel as if they belong to a group and their 

individual differences are accepted (Little & Little, 2001; Ferlazzo, 2017; Morrill, 2003; 

Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  A teacher’s personality and attitude 

plays an important role in the degree of security and relationship building that is 

promoted.  A match between a student and teacher’s personality is fundamental to a 

successful looping environment.  This essential personality match can often lead to 

improved student behavior and decreased school disturbances, violence, or behavior 

referrals (Little & Little, 2001; Morrill, 2003; Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004; Sabol & Pianta, 

2012). 

Teacher-child relationships take on various forms; from close and affectionate, 

distant and formal, to incompatible.  The type of relationship between a teacher and child 

is associated with the behavior of children in the classroom.  The relationships between 

students and teachers can affect student outcomes.  Close and supportive relationships 

lead to positive outcomes and conflicting relationships tend to lead to negative outcomes 

for children (Pianta, 1999; Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004; Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Toshalis, 

2016). 

Teachers have a responsibility to create caring relationships, but also to develop 

the ability to care in their students.  Teachers who demonstrate care tend to listen and 



 

91

respond differently to students (Bondy & Hambacher, 2016; Ferlazzo, 2017; Noddings, 

2005; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  They must work to shape class values and form positive 

learning environments.  In order to do this; teachers must know their students well, 

develop healthy cohesion, and work to increase engagement.  Persistence and continuity 

are needed for these elements to occur (Nehring, Charner-Laird, & Szczesiul, 2017; 

Wynne & Walberg, 1994). 

The relationships between students and teachers are central to social-emotional 

development, cognitive development, and as student’s progress through school, academic 

development.  Essential to this development are the components of relationships that 

include closeness, supportiveness, and warmth (Gallagher & Mayer, 2006; Hamre & 

Pianta, 2006; Wormeli, 2016).  Practices where students stay with the same teachers for 

two or more years, such as looping, enhance relationships and allow teachers to get to 

know students extremely well (Pianta, 1999).  Students who have these types of 

relationships and experiences with their teachers tend to perform well academically, have 

better relationships with other students, and exhibit fewer behavior issues in the 

classroom (Gallagher & Mayer, 2006; Hamre & Pianta, 2006; Jones, Bailey, Brion-

Meisels, & Partee, 2016).  Looping is often considered a change in policy based on the 

structural and organizational changes that take place as a result of this improvement 

strategy.  The increased time together through looping supports continuity.  Continuity is 

essential to the relationship-building process (Pianta, 1999).   

Relationship Characteristics 

Close relationships with teachers are characterized by listening to student 

concerns, gentle responses to misbehavior supported with explanations rather than sharp 
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punishments, expressing positive emotions, and being attentive.  Teachers who are fair 

and concerned about students outside of their academic abilities also strengthen 

relationship building and feelings of trust and respect among students.  When teachers 

hold students to high expectations while providing support, the care and support that 

results continues to shape and develop positive relationships for students (Stipek, 2006; 

Toshalis, 2016).    

Relationships among young children shape their minds about how to interact with 

others and how to set expectations from other individuals.  Gallagher & Mayer (2006) 

identify that children in the early grades have an advantage when they experience good 

relationships with their teachers.  Positive relationships also help children understand 

teamwork and partnering.  Teamwork and partnering are essential skills for working and 

succeeding in classrooms (Gallagher & Mayer, 2006). 

Students have the ability to be much more successful in school when they have 

supportive and healthy relationships with teachers and their parents.  When parents are 

involved in their child’s education, student motivation and learning, including concern 

for learning increases (Witmer, 2005).  Teachers who have the ability to connect with 

students have an advantage in their teaching.  Their students tend to be more engaged in 

their learning when the teacher is engaging and can make learning memorable and 

meaningful.  The disposition and interpersonal skills of the teacher are crucial to building 

this level of engagement for students.  Teaching that fosters developing relationships 

requires that the teacher understand the students whom are being taught.  Once the 

teacher understands the students, then appropriate teaching practice can be put into place 

to meet students at the level where learning will become embedded in their nature 
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(Nehring et al., 2017; Witmer, 2005).  Students must have opportunities to feel successful 

in their learning and teachers must create opportunities for students to feel successful and 

further their abilities to become successful (Nehring et al., 2017; Witmer, 2005).  

Relationships and Instruction  

Relationships have an important role in how instruction is provided in the 

classroom.  The focus of instruction is generally to improve student skills, but the quality 

of relationships is associated with instruction when feedback is vague or unclear, 

inaccurate, or leads to increased frustration on the part of the student.  When students feel 

the teacher is inaccessible, they will not learn as well as they would from a teacher who is 

close and affectionate (Jones et al., 2016; Pianta, 1999; Pianta & Stuhlman, 2004; Rimm-

Kaufman & Sandilos, 2016; Toshalis, 2016; Wormeli, 2016). 

Students who complained about teachers who do not seem to care generally felt 

alienated and segregated from their teachers.  In some cases, the perception that teachers 

did not care was due to their inability to make connections with students that resembled 

caring relationships (Noddings, 2005; Rimm-Kaufman & Sandilos, 2016).  Care is 

essential to our lives and consists of a connection or attention between two human beings 

in which both parties contribute to the relationship (Bondy & Hambacher, 2016; 

Noddings, 2005; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  All caring relationships are not characterized in 

the same way.  Care ranges from being hugged to simply being received as being needed 

in some way (Noddings, 2005; Toshalis, 2016). 

Long-term Relationships 

Ullman (2005) noted that learning is improved though long-term relationships and 

many of education’s goals and objectives cannot be accomplished in a traditional format.  
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Students cannot be made to learn; teachers must understand how each student learns and 

what motivates a student.  Once this is accomplished, then learning can take place.  

Generally this process takes more than one year.  The qualities of looping support these 

efforts.  A concern connected with looping is that much of the rhetoric on looping 

addresses positive attributes and benefits, but the demonstration of the validity of looping 

has not been proven in the research (Ullman, 2005). 

Students in looping classrooms develop relationships with teachers that enable 

them to many times understand one another without much verbal communication.  Shy 

students often grow in their self-confidence and esteem in looping classrooms through the 

trusting relationship established through the looping design. Chirichello & Chirichello 

(2001) surveyed parents of looping students who indicated that they felt their children 

would benefit from looping emotionally, socially, and academically.  Parents also felt 

that looping would increase their child’s willingness to take risks.  Additionally, parents 

felt that the time together would enable the teacher to get to know their child better and 

then be able to teach to their child’s individual strengths and weaknesses more so than the 

looping program actually increasing their academic abilities.  They felt looping would 

provide additional time for their child to be successful (Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001).  

Parents rated relationships as an important factor for their child to have successful 

learning experiences.  The parents who were surveyed in the study felt that the 

relationships developed would improve their learning experiences.  Lifelong learning is 

supported through looping.  Teachers are able to create emotional support systems and 

social support systems and teachers can support the overall development of children 

(Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001).   
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Community Building 

Principals often work to create environments where meaningful relationships with 

students can be developed in order to obtain insight on how students learn and the best 

way to provide instruction (Forsten, Grant, & Richardson, 1999; Hayward, 2016; 

Westerberg, 2016).  The Attleboro School District in Massachusetts reported 43% fewer 

retentions; and a 55% reduction in special education referrals as a result of looping.  For 

looping to be effective, a long-term caring environment is needed with either one teacher 

or a team of teachers.  One specific delivery system is not recommended for looping or 

the varying differences in the makeup of classrooms.  The teacher is an important 

element in the success of the looping environment.  A commitment to spend significant 

time with one group of students is needed (Forsten et al., 1999).  Looping allows student 

and teacher relationships to grow and strengthen over a two or three-year period of time.  

Relationships with families are also extended over this two or three year time frame 

(Grant et al., 2000).   

Denault’s (1999) study found that looping increased community building among 

learners and that the connections between home and school were improved through a 

three year looping program.  Students’ showed affective gains and appeared to benefit 

from the continuity in the grades.  Looping participants identified that the level of trust 

that developed in looping classrooms enabled the home-school relationship to improve. 

Social and emotional gains were also identified.  The study focused on teacher 

perceptions on the viability of looping practices.  This mixed methods study employed 

interviewing and the use of questionnaires for teachers, including on-site visits and 

school documents.  Teachers were interviewed and identified that shy students grew, the 
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maturity level of students improved, and they began to show more respect for each other.  

Students often displayed an improved attitude towards school, worked more 

cooperatively with others, and took on more responsibility for their learning (Denault, 

1999).   

Overall teachers felt that looping had a positive impact on affective and academic 

areas.  The study supported the positive concepts of learning communities.  Teachers 

reported that at-risk students benefitted from the continuity of looping, increased level of 

trust with parents and more productive conferences, increased time on task, as well as 

social and emotional benefits were also identified (Denault, 1999).  Looping, as an 

improvement tool, offered children the time needed to develop relationships in order to 

develop learning (Burke, 1997).  As teachers gained time to teach, a more in depth 

curriculum was provided for students.  Teachers had time to consider and address 

strategies for helping students, not only with academic needs, but also with behavior 

techniques (Rasmussen, 1998).  Teachers in the study also noted increased professional 

growth.  The researcher highlighted the need for commitment and capacity on the part of 

the teacher prior to working in a looping environment (Denault, 1999). 

The bond that develops between a teacher and the students in a looping 

environment is at the core of looping.  Students who are at risk of failing may also benefit 

from looping based on the relationships that are developed between students and 

teachers.  These students often feel the need to be accepted as a part of a group and 

looping may fill the need for acceptance.  Parent involvement is another benefit of 

looping.  Teachers get to know parents well and develop a level of trust with parents and 
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open communication as they progress together over a number of years.  Parents and 

teachers begin to work very closely with one another as a result (Rasmussen, 1998). 

“The essence of looping is the promotion of strong, extended, meaningful, positive 

interpersonal relationships between teachers and students that foster increased student 

motivation and in turn, stimulate improved learning outcomes for students” (Burke, 1997, 

p.3). 

One Room Schoolhouse 

In the rural countryside of the United States during the first half of the 20th 

century, schools consisted of small one-room structures.  These schools taught students in 

what we today identify as Kindergarten through 8th grades.  Students had one teacher and 

were continuously exposed to the content being taught.  As students progress through 

schooling, they experienced a continuous review of literature, writing, and mathematics.  

Students were assessed suing the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) and according to the 

literature one room schoolhouses, commonly known as little red schoolhouses, were 

academically strong in literacy skills and abilities (Coder, 2000; Lee & King Lee, 1998; 

Mayberry, 1986; McWilliams, 2003). 

The idea of the one room schoolhouse is consistent with the idea of looping in 

that students progress with the same teacher over a number of years.  One possible 

difference between this mode and the current model of looping is that the frequency of 

exposure to previously taught content cannot be accurately measured.  Additionally, 

multi-year classes are not included in current looping models, so exposure and explicit 

teaching of specific literacy and math skills cannot be accurately assessed (Lee & King 

Lee, 1998). 
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One-room schoolhouses incorporated several key features of successful schools.  

There were close relationships between teachers and students, the community was 

involved, and classes were small.  These elements are all consistent with the goals of 

schools today and the recommendations for achieving successful outcomes (Coder, 2000; 

Lee & King Lee, 1998; Mayberry, 1986; McWilliams, 2003). 

Looping 

John Dewey promoted the concept that students should operate as a social group.  

“The quality of education is realized in the degree in which individuals form a group 

(Dewey, 1958, p. 65)” (as cited in Osterman, 2000).   

Successful schools employ practices that lead to continuity from year to year, 

including their staff, curriculum, and programs.  This practice also works in classroom 

settings.  Teachers who progress from one year to the next with their same group of 

students become specialists in teaching children.  This specialization creates an 

environment for positive outcomes based on the teacher’s behaviors and actions with 

students (Grant et al., 2000). 

Some reforms require valuable resources and can be difficult to implement.  

Looping is documented as a cost-effective reform, that doesn’t mandate additional 

investments in training, staffing, instructional materials or furnishings (Elliott & Capp, 

2003; Grant et al., 2000).  The focus on student performance, familiarity with a teacher, 

and proponents of looping believe that relationships developed over two to three years 

may be a formula for success (Elliott & Capp, 2003).  As schools address restructuring to 

increase achievement, principals are neglecting the impact of relationship building on 

achievement through the implementation of looping.  Although the practice is not new, 



 

99

looping has gone unrecognized as a viable option for reform and achievement in our 

public schools (Hitz, Somers, & Jenlick, 2007; Thompson, Franz, & Miller, 2009).  Many 

schools engage in this grouping design, and identify the benefits of this practice (Hitz et 

al., 2007).  Four principles; students staying together for longer amounts of time 

compared to the traditional format of schooling to support and enhance continuity, 

teachers progressing with students over the same amount of time, school administrators 

determination for how long teachers and students loop together, and preparation for 

teachers in the requirements and curriculum expectations for the next grade level have 

been associated with looping (McCown & Sherman, 2002). 

Shall teachers in graded schools be advanced from grade to grade with their 
pupils through a series of two, three, four, or more years so that they may come to 
know the children they teach and be able to build the work of the latter years on 
that of the earlier years, or shall teachers be required to remain year after year in 
the same grade while the children, promoted from grade to grade, are taught by a 
different teacher every year? This I believe to be one of the most important 
questions of city school administration – 1913 memo from the US Department of 
the Interior. (Grant et al., 2000, p.30) 
 

School Improvement and Restructuring 

Looping is considered a school improvement strategy that is focused on the 

organization and structure of the classroom.  Since looping is a classroom organization 

format, this improvement tool can be implemented with many other school practices; 

such as team teaching, summer programs, mentoring, and year-round schooling.  Looping 

classes are most successful in a class with balanced student abilities (Gaustad, 1998). 

As a classroom restructuring tool, looping, enables teachers to have a stronger 

influence on students’ education by spending successive years involved in the 

implementation of curriculum development and involvement with students (Nichols & 
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Nichols, 2002).  In the business world; small groups of individuals or production teams, 

often work together to collaborate on their work and produce outcomes.  In education, 

these groups are often identified as cooperative groups.  In the business world, these 

groups work together for long periods of time; however in education, groups often stay 

together for short periods of time, generally one-year in the traditional classroom.  

Educators often overlook the importance of group persistence as it relates to invigorating 

learning.  Other countries often implement various forms of student to student group 

persistence models and student to teacher group persistence models that continue on for 

years (Wynne & Walberg, 1994).   

History of Looping 

Wynne and Walberg (1994) noted that the effects of long term grouping strategies 

are a result of groups working together over a period of years.  Persisting groups take on 

many forms from the nuclear family to peer groups.  These groups are characterized by 

their stability, persistence or length of time they stay together, and intimacy.  Traditional 

school models often lack the influence of persistence due to the lack of intimacy in the 

classroom setting.  Examples of successful persistent groups, such as the military, show 

the benefits of grouping practices.  Groups who did not persist or did not stay together 

over periods of time were often less effective and efficient (Wynne & Walberg, 1994). 

Looping has dated back to the one-room schoolhouse when the number of 

students assigned to one teacher was limited.  This format was commonplace until the 

industrial revolution, when efficiency and regulation became the norm.  This period of 

time is when the structure of single graded classrooms emerged and has continued into 

the present day (Daniel, 2007). 
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The idea of looping has been linked to the one-room schoolhouse, where a teacher 

spent several successive years teaching groups of students (Wynne & Walberg, 1994).  

The concept of looping is found in many areas of education.  Rudolf Steiner of the 

Waldorf schools believed that teachers should follow students throughout their 

elementary school experience.  In this format, the teacher would act as a third parent.  In 

Germany, teachers spend six to eight years with the same group of students.  Deborah 

Meier also considered looping essential to the success of her school in Harlem by 

enabling students and teachers to become familiar with one another (Hanson, 1995).  The 

Attleboro School District identified positive responses to surveys from parents and 

teachers.  Teachers reported improvement in their students’ ability to address and resolve 

their personal conflicts and work as a team to solve problems as a result of this design 

(Hanson, 1995).   

Benefits and Concerns Related to Looping 

Hanson (1995) suggested that looping would be extremely beneficial to students 

who are over exposed to change.  Transient students, changes in family structure, and 

economic status all affect student’s continuity.  When these students have a consistent 

teacher over a long period of time, benefits of having this form of continuity is helpful 

and provides a much needed support system for these children (Hanson, 1995).  Although 

this design may benefit students are overexposed to change, the bonds between teachers 

and students that develop over two or more years may be difficult to break at the end of 

the looping experience when students move into a classroom with a new teacher (Ovalle, 

2004). 
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Drawbacks of this instructional design include a classroom make-up that would 

affect the groups potential, the addition of new students, personality clashes between 

students and teachers, and when the teachers’ job performance is assessed based on the 

outcomes of their students’ performance.  The weight of responsibility could be too 

overwhelming for a teacher to be effective.  Separation at the end of the looping 

experience could also be difficult (Grant et al., 2000; Hanson, 1995; Ovalle, 2004).  

Principals who implement looping may want to ensure the school climate is one of 

support and encouragement for teachers who loop as the selection of students to a looping 

class may increase negative perceptions about the abilities of the class or other teachers in 

the school building.  Looping may prove to be too overwhelming for a teacher given the 

need to be able to learn a new curriculum each school year in addition to the regular 

requirements associated with teaching.  Teachers should also be cognizant of their 

personal strengths and weaknesses.  These skills may become a concern when a teacher 

loops with a class for long periods of time (Ovalle, 2004).  

“Looping, when done well and supported by teachers, parents, and administrators, 

will raise student achievement and allow relationships between students and teachers to 

blossom” (Grant et al., 2000, p. 33).  Experts in the field of education see an advantage to 

looping, for students, teachers, and parents.  Looping proponents assert that looping helps 

children overcome emotional problems, anxiety, and increases self-confidence (Hedge & 

Cassidy, 2004). 

In the middle school, looping teams enabled teachers across content areas to move 

up with students and improve instructional or curricular practices.  This looping and 

teaming format reduced the amount of ramp up time that was used at the opening of the 
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school year, since student’s knowledge, background, and skills were already known.  The 

team format allowed teachers to develop plans and assess goals for each student (Rottier, 

2000; Thompson et al., 2009). 

Choice should be given to teachers, parents, and students as well to decide if 

looping is right for them (Gaustad, 1998; Vecchione, 2004).  Conflicts and personality 

clashes may prevent students and teachers from developing close and supportive 

relationships.  These conflicts may continue into the second year of looping.  In cases 

such as this, parents should have the choice to place their child in a new teacher’s 

classroom.  This should occur at the end of the school year and first year of the looping 

experience.  Administrators support these options as they communicate with parents on 

the direction of the class and provide a forum for parents to privately voice their concerns 

and make a decision that is best for them and their child (Burke, 1997; Grant et al., 1996; 

Grant et al., 2000; Vecchionne, 2004).   

Teachers in looping classrooms do not begin each school year learning new 

names, personalities, learning styles, and setting rules and expectations (Gaustad, 1998, 

p.1).  The time saved by not having to go through these beginning of school year 

procedures enables teachers to increase their instructional time.  Teachers can focus their 

attention and teaching to their students needs and focus on individual students strengths 

and weaknesses.  Less time is spent diagnosing student concerns and provides additional 

time for teachers to build relationships with students and their families.  Community, 

continuity, and stability are increased when students and teachers spend multiple years 

working together in the same classroom.  The time students spend together enables them 

to grow socially and build confidence (Gaustad, 1998; Ovalle, 2004; Thompson et al., 
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2009).  Time on task was noted as a benefit to the increase in academics.  Time lost due 

to organizing classroom procedures was not a factor in looping class structures (Denault, 

1999; Ovalle, 2004; Thompson et al., 2009).   

The benefit of continuity and time help teachers plan and teach to individual 

student needs, however teachers may feel additional pressure to learn a new curriculum in 

the second year of looping.  Standards based reform requires students to master the 

curriculum in a given school year.  Teachers may not have the necessary time to master a 

new curriculum in the second year (Gaustad, 1998; Ovalle, 2004).  

Looping can be implemented across many grade levels, as frequently occurs in 

the elementary grades (Gaustad, 1998; Thompson et al., 2009).  Recently, schools that 

have chosen to implement looping do so in grades where state testing occurs (Gaustad, 

1998).  Teachers then become even more accountable for the performance of their 

students.  This level of accountability may negatively affect poor or ineffective teachers.  

Teachers who may be weak or ineffective should not be considered to spend an additional 

year with students.  Extended student instructional time with an ineffective teacher could 

lead to long-term declines in achievement for students (Denault, 1999; Ovalle, 2004; 

Thompson et al., 2009).  Weak teachers or those who do not choose to loop may not be a 

good fit for a looping program.  “The commitment and capacity of the teacher is the most 

important factor for student learning” (Denault, 1999, p. 36).  Concerns related to 

ineffective teachers are often referenced in relationship to looping classrooms.  The 

consensus from the US Department of the Interior 1913 report noted that individuals who 

were not able to teach children for more than one year should not be allowed to remain in 

the field of education. (Grant et al., 2000). 
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Administrators face a number of concerns when making the decision to 

implement looping.  Administrators are required to consider the make-up of class rosters 

and not overloading any particular class with one type of student or making classes so 

diverse that teachers cannot address the variety of students’ needs and abilities.  

Logistically, the location of the looping classes in a building is connected to the 

organization of the school.  When an administrator makes the decision to implement 

looping, administrators must address the location of that classroom in a building, 

determine how grade levels will be grouped, and if the looping class will transition to a 

new classroom location each year.  Principals must also consider the staffing needs 

associated with looping.  They consider which teachers have the capacity to loop as well 

as the teacher’s personality.  Principals also consider how the teacher’s personality 

affects students in the classroom (Burke, 1997; Ovalle, 2004; Vecchionne, 2004).   

Looping and Relationships 

According to the National Education Association (NEA) (1998) looping provides 

opportunities for long-term relationships to be built between teachers and students with 

an establishment of trust.  This environment also contributes to a level of stability that 

many at-risk children do not have due to an unstable family unit.  Students appreciate the 

connections that are developed with adults and as a result begin to trust their teachers 

more.  Positive relationships between students and teachers can support student needs, 

however students who are new to a looping class may have difficulties bonding and 

developing close relationships with other students.  Students may have such close 

relationships with one another that a new student may feel left out of the familiarity in the 

classroom (NEA, 1998; Thompson et al., 2009). 



 

106

This format enables schools to address students’ needs and the needs of their 

families. The practice of looping has assisted with limiting negative behaviors in the 

surrounding school environment through the development of deep relationships with 

students.  A benefit of this model has enabled small schools to provide high school 

students with skill sets and realistic plans that will assist them as they prepare and plan 

for future endeavors (Myatt, 2004).  

The multi-year format enables teachers to look critically at the curriculum over 

more than one year.  Teachers who engage in this grouping design have a greater 

understanding of the expectations and how to plan vertically for each looping grade level 

and what must be taught over the course of two years.  The second year of looping is 

where the greatest gains are noticed (Elliott & Capp, 2003).  The practice of looping 

takes commitment, professionalism, and willingness to do whatever is needed to serve the 

children in the school (Elliott & Capp, 2003).   

The Waldorf schools implement looping for a period of eight years (Hume, 2007).  

Many benefits have been identified for the practice of looping including additional time 

for students to gain mastery, and higher test scores on standardized tests in reading and 

mathematics (Hume, 2007).  The practice has been beneficial to students in that shy 

students gain confidence, and students struggling with behavior concerns have the time to 

adjust to consistent behavior expectations (Hume, 2007).  Educators should be aware of 

concerns relating to looping including teacher weaknesses, personality clashes, and which 

groups of teachers would be the most successful in a looping environment.  Data shows 

that spending three years with an ineffective teacher is associated with a 29% gain in 
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achievement, but three years with a highly effective teacher is associated with academic 

gains around 83% (Hume, 2007).  

Preschools in Italy have used the practice of a three-year loop for many years.  

These schools are considered premier in their educational strengths and development at 

this level.  This extended time to build relationships has also been credited with the 

development of ‘brain connections’ that are required for learning (Burke, 1997). 

Looping and Academics 

In Denmark, schools do not focus on testing.  In place of this practice, teachers 

focus on teaching the skills and concepts to all students versus creating a system of 

labeling for tracking.  Standards and curriculum guidelines act as courses of action versus 

mandated processes that teachers are required to follow.  Testing in Denmark is not 

needed for the purpose of accountability.  Testing in Denmark occurs in the ninth grade 

and is used as a measure to determine the next path for students to follow whether to 

vocational or academic high school (Morrill, 2003).  Danish students outscore American 

students in international mathematics and science competitions (Morrill, 2003, p. 463).  

Additional testing may not be the answer to increasing achievement based on their model 

(Morrill, 2003). 

Danish schools engage in looping grouping practices from grades one through 

nine.  These students also remain with the same set of teachers during this time period 

with one class teacher.  Children are not grouped by ability, but rather residential 

patterns, similar to the American designations for school attendance.  The class teacher 

also works closely with the parents of these students to develop a relationship of trust and 

collaboration.  The teacher gains extensive knowledge of each child and closely monitors 
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each child’s strengths and weaknesses.  Teachers are consistently aware of how students 

are performing academically, emotionally, and physically (Morrill, 2003). 

Project FAST (Families Are Students and Teachers) was a program based out of 

East Cleveland where teachers and students progressed together for three years, from 

Kindergarten through second grade.  This program demonstrated improvement in 

academics due to looping as well as parent involvement.  Participants reported increases 

in accountability on the part of teachers for student outcomes and increases in decision-

making abilities (Burke, 1997; Denault, 1999). 

 The effectiveness of looping classrooms in one Florida school showed that 

average national percentiles were higher, parents attended more open houses, parental 

involvement was higher, and the average daily attendance rate was higher for students in 

looping classrooms than those not in looping classrooms. (Grant et al., 2000). 

Teachers are often reluctant to teach certain grades due to accountability and the 

pressures associated with accountability.  Principals in one school in Newburgh, NY 

implemented looping to address these concerns.  The school implemented a looping and 

departmentalization arrangement.  This arrangement was an attempt to alleviate the 

pressures of accountability for one group of teachers on a regular basis.  This program 

provided continuity for instruction from year to year and increased instructional time 

because teachers spent less time at the beginning of each school year reviewing and 

assessing their students’ abilities.  Teachers gained a broader understanding of the 

curriculum by teaching multiple grade levels (DelViscio & Muffs, 2007). 

A primary goal for the program was to improve standardized test scores.  At the 

fourth grade level state test data showed academic gains.  Student’s scores were also 
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impressive on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) for students that had been enrolled in 

looping for two years.  One concern regarding these students was that the data compared 

different groups of students.  Students in this looping program participated for three 

years, from third to fifth grades (DelViscio & Muffs, 2007).    

Considerations for Implementing Looping  

Denault (1999) investigated teacher perceptions of looping as a restructuring 

reform effort to traditional grade level progression.  Denault identified looping as a 

simple restructuring plan that enabled teachers to build long-term relationships with 

students creating opportunities for teachers to get to know their students better, improve 

instructional practices and result in increased levels of student progress.  Teachers in this 

study were employed at the elementary level and were experienced in the practice of 

looping.  A mixed-methods design using questionnaires, on-site visits to schools, and 

examinations of school documents.  The findings showed a consensus among looping 

teachers that there was a positive impact on both affective and academic development.  

As schools and educators work to improve the quality of education, principals are 

looking for ways to organize themselves for success.  As literature supports the concept 

of communities of learners, looping offers a feasible attempt at this task (Denault, 1999).  

At risk students benefitted from the stability that a looping program provided.  Teachers 

noted they had a better grasp of students learning styles (Denault, 1999). 

In some schools, looping is not implemented to achieve academic or 

accountability standards.  When looping is not implemented for academic purposes, the 

focus is generally on relationship building.  Belcher (2000) investigated the 

implementation of looping at four schools.  A descriptive case study was used to describe 
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the implementation.  The researcher noted that looping was implemented in order to 

improve instruction and build relationships.  Teachers and principals were interviewed at 

the schools.  School principals attended conferences on looping and provided 

professional learning to staff members in order to prepare them for the implementation of 

looping.  Teacher readiness for entering into long-term relationships was a consideration 

for teachers that would be teaching in looping classrooms.  The researcher noted that the 

reason to implement looping was to simply try a new technique (Belcher, 2000). 

Langley Park-McCormick Elementary School in Hyattsville, MD implemented a 

looping program that consisted of three year looping experiences for students in grades 

four through six.  School employees noticed that the students developed a sense of family 

pride because they knew they would be together for an extended period of time.  Students 

had to trust the teacher.  The authors noted interdependency among the children as a 

result of looping and they became a cohesive team.  Teachers spent more time on the 

curriculum and less on pretesting and classroom routines during this looping process.  

Langley-Park noticed a decrease in suspensions and increase in both student and teacher 

attendance rates.  Schools are being urged to solve society’s problems and this school 

was attempting to do just that (Kelly, Brown, & Butler, 1998). 

As a school works to initiate a looping program, considerations should be made 

relating to the positive and negative aspects of the program and how to best introduce the 

program.  Providing teachers with a voice can also go a long way to supporting looping 

as a school improvement tool.  Vann (1997) provided insight into the benefits and 

potential negative effects of looping.  Specifically, Vann addressed the idea that teachers 

in looping classrooms have two years to teach the curriculum.  This idea may unduly 
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negatively affect students who choose to not continue in a looping classroom after the 

first year.  Vann recommended that looping teachers continue to teach the entire 

curriculum for the grade level that is being taught and not leave any material uncovered 

from one year to the next.  As looping is a grouping strategy, limiting the environment 

related to who may loop may also leave schools with a limit on the availability of 

teachers who can engage in looping.  Vann noted that matching student learning styles 

with teaching styles should take precedence over these other considerations (Vann, 

1997). 

Roberts (2001) reported on looping in one school in Bucks County, PA.  The 

principal in this school approached her teachers to determine if they were interested in 

looping.  The principal noted that the school and district were not formally collecting data 

to measure the success of looping, but noticed their students were stronger readers at the 

start of third grade and special education referrals had declined as well (Roberts, 2001).  

Looping Across the United States 

Once a voice has been provided to teachers, gaining insight from parents can also 

provide detailed information to school administrators.  Nichols & Nichols (2002) 

examined the effects of looping teachers remaining with a group of students over 

multiple years and the effects of this practice on parent perceptions.  Although parents 

reported more positive attitudes towards the teacher and their child’s behavior as 

compared to parents of non-looping students, there was no difference in the perceptions 

of parents from single family or dual parent households.  Looping experiences showed a 

positive impact on student motivation.  This study did not address the impact of looping 

practices as compared to teacher characteristics.  Whether looping or the beliefs of the 
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teacher influenced the perceptions of parents was not identified (Nichols & Nichols, 

2002).  

Several studies have explored looping from a qualitative perspective.  The studies 

reported academic gains, but did not provide empirical data to support the claim of 

academic benefits.  Ford (2010) looked at looping as a viable alternative to the traditional 

class grouping organization.  The researcher acknowledged that the teacher is the central 

force in the classroom and a major participant in the looping environment.  Twenty 

looping teachers were interviewed in Kindergarten through fifth grades.  As a result of 

this study teachers perceived that looping provided benefits in academic achievement, 

relationships, and instructional climate.  Twenty teachers in this study were questioned 

about the academic benefits of looping.  Three out of twenty participants were able to 

provide data that represented a positive benefit of looping to the academic achievement 

of students in their classrooms.  One participant noted that no academic achievement was 

identified as a result of looping.  The other sixteen participants could not produce data 

that showed whether looping had any effect on the academic outcomes of students.  Each 

participant reported that they perceived increased academic success as a result of 

implementing looping (Ford, 2010). 

Bulau (2007) examined the effect of looping on student connectedness.  Twenty 

participants were interviewed relating to whether connectedness was increased as a result 

of looping.  Eighteen participants identified that looping did increase the sense of 

connectedness in the classroom.  Student connectedness was an area of great concern for 

principals.  Students who were disengaged in the classroom were unable to succeed at 

appropriate levels.  Often students who lacked confidence were less engaged in school.  
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These students may benefit from strong relationships with their teachers in order to have 

a sense of belonging in the classroom and encourage a connectedness.  When students 

have a sense of connectedness, academic success tends to follow.  Participants completed 

questionnaires and participated in interviews.  Of those that participated in the study, 

34% of questionnaire respondents reported academic benefits of looping.  Sixty-five 

percent of interview participants reported academic benefits associated with looping 

(Bulau, 2007). 

Barnes (2009) studied the success of looping for hearing impaired students with 

the success of looping for students who did not have a hearing impairment.  Students 

from four schools participated in the study.  Two schools had students with hearing 

impairments and two schools had students without hearing impairments.  Twenty-six 

teachers participated in the study.  This study intended to address looping and it’s 

relationship to the educational outcomes of students, especially students who were hard 

of hearing.  Teachers from the study perceived that looping had an impact on deaf 

students educational outcomes.  Eighteen out of twenty-two teachers reported during 

interviews that looping brought about academic achievement from students (Barnes, 

2009). 

Blair (2008) investigated the impact of looping on student achievement with a 

focus on the perceptions of teachers who were working in looping classrooms.  Eight 

teachers were interviewed.  Results showed that the characteristics associated with 

student achievement were also demonstrated in the looping classroom environment, but 

specific academic gains were not identified.  Participants revealed that looping fostered a 
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community of learners, enabled teachers to know the needs of their students and acquire a 

larger knowledge base of the curriculum (Blair, 2008). 

Six studies on looping that did not report empirical data for looping also did not 

find a statistically significant difference among looping and academic achievement.  In 

these studies looping was implemented to address school reform.  In each study looping 

was implemented in a different way from a team approach to classroom looping.  Miller 

(2011) analyzed a departmental looping team model (DLT) as one means to address 

school restructuring.  Principals were interviewed to determine the challenges, 

advantages, and disadvantages of implementing this model.  Advantages to the model 

included improved curriculum alignment across grade levels, teacher self-efficacy, 

faculty interpersonal relationships, and school morale (Miller, 2011).  Authority, 

autonomy, and flexibility were identified as recommendations for further action.  School 

principals and teacher leaders participated in interviews and observations to collect data 

on the DLT model.  The implementation of this model was to increase student 

achievement.  Administrators identified scheduling as a challenge to implementation 

including creating common planning time for teachers.  Additionally, administrators had 

difficulty matching teachers to content areas in which they were qualified to teach and 

enthusiastic about teaching.  Although there was strong support for the model, two 

schools reported minimal student achievement as a result of implementation (Miller, 

2011).  

Nessler (2010) examined the academic benefits of looping in two classrooms in 

one middle school.  No statistically significant differences were found in the test data for 

literacy and mathematics using the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge.  
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Murphy (2002) compared looping and non-looping students in Kindergarten and first 

grade classrooms using the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS).  The research did not find a 

statistically significant difference in looping on student achievement for this 

organizational grouping design (Murphy, 2002). 

Mayo (2002) documented looping from the elementary grades to middle school.  

Teachers looped with their students from fifth to six grade to facilitate students transition 

to middle school and provide continuity for students as they began to work in an entirely 

new educational environment.  Using the ITBS, no statistically significant difference was 

found for reading comprehension or mathematics.  Statistically significant differences in 

achievement were found for each individual grade level, however the data for 

improvement from sixth to eighth grade did not show a statistically significant difference 

(Mayo, 2002). 

Meeks & Smoot (2008) investigated looping for fourth and fifth grade students.  

The results of the study showed no statistically significant difference in the achievement 

of looping or non-looping students.  Students who looped showed a statistically 

significant difference for improvement in reading achievement based on tests scores, but 

the effect size was small with alpha set at .01.  The study was quite small with fifteen 

students in the looping classroom and seventeen students in the non-looping classroom 

(Meeks & Smoot, 2008).  

Thomas (2005) investigated the effect of looping on student achievement and 

self-efficacy for exceptional education students.  Two groups of exceptional education 

students in looping and non-looping classrooms participated in this study.  The results 

showed no statistically significant difference among students in terms of academic 
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achievement.  The results did show a statistically significant relationship for self-efficacy 

of students for reading and mathematics (Thomas, 2005).  

Six teachers with 87 students in grades two, five, and six looped from two to three 

years.  Eighty-seven parent participants were also involved in the study.  The study was 

conducted in two parts.  During part one of the study, teachers, parents, and students were 

given open-ended and multiple-choice questionnaires to determine the perceived value of 

looping.  In the second part of the study, the Grade Level Assessment of Standards 

(GLAS) instrument was used to gather data on the academic performance of students in 

language arts in looping and non-looping classrooms.  The results from the 

questionnaires were positive overall and many parents associated looping with their 

child’s academic achievement.  Students also reported having a positive attitude towards 

school as a result of looping.  Students reported improved grades, performance on the 

GLAS, and improved study habits.  This study found a significant difference in writing 

strategies for looping fifth grade students in the second year of their looping program.  

The same fifth grade class found a significant difference in looping classrooms for 

overall growth and growth in vocabulary in their second and third year of looping.  A 

significant difference was also found for sixth grade students in the second year of 

looping on reading comprehension.  The findings from this study suggested that looping 

was a factor in improving academic achievement (Rodriguez & Arenz, 2007). 

Seven other studies on looping showed a positive statistically significant 

difference on achievement as a result of implementing a looping program.  In these 

studies looping was also used as a school improvement tool.  Rodriguez and Arenz 

(2007) studied the perceived value of looping on academic achievement in language arts.  
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The mixed methods study was perceived positively by parents, teachers, and students.  

Significant positive differences were also found for writing, vocabulary, and reading 

comprehension (Rodriguez & Arenz, 2007). 

Nevin, Cramer, Voight, and Salazar (2008) believed that the events in a classroom 

affect student performance.  Their study described how co-teachers carried-out the 

curriculum for all students that looped from a third grade to a fourth grade classroom.  

One classroom of 24 students was studied using data from the Florida Comprehensive 

Achievement Test (FCAT).  Classroom observations were conducted to describe 

classroom protocols.  FCAT test scores were compared for third and fourth grade 

achievement.  The classroom observations reflected that accommodations for all students 

occurred on a regular basis.  Changes in scores on the FCAT were used to analyze gains.  

Students receiving services in special education all showed growth in reading and 

mathematics with the exception of one student in mathematics.  English Language 

Learners (ELL) showed growth in all areas.  Regular education students also showed 

gains in reading and mathematics.  Although these students results were similar to those 

students in other fourth grade classrooms, their overall results showed gains or increases 

above students in classrooms that did not engage in looping (Nevin et al., 2008). 

Cistone & Shneyderman (2004) studied looping and explored the effects of this 

practice on instructional outcomes, attendance and retention rates.  This study also 

highlighted principal and teacher reactions to this school improvement tool.  Cistone & 

Shneyderman (2004) identified that teachers must become familiar with the curriculum in 

the second year of looping or the benefit of increased instructional time may be lost due 

to lack of planning and professional development.  Additionally, when there is a dis-
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connection between the personality of the teacher and a student, the principal has the 

responsibility to step in and address the concern or issue, including a weak teacher 

(Cistone & Shneyderman, 2004).   

This study specifically addressed the academic effects associated with the 

implementation of looping.  Twenty-six elementary schools in Florida participated in this 

study.  Looping was implemented in several formats, from gifted only classes, to a 

general education focus, and from one or two classes participating in a school to entire 

grade levels that participated in looping.  Looping patterns related to grade levels also 

varied.  Looping was practiced across grade levels, anywhere from first through fourth 

grades.  Due to this variety, only students in general education classrooms completing a 

two-year loop were considered (Cistone & Shneyderman, 2004).   

Classes were then matched according to demographics and looping or non-

looping class structures.  Six hundred twelve students were considered as a part of the 

looping sample and were matched with an equal number of students in non-looping 

classes.  Students were matched by demographic and achievement test data.  

Achievement data was compared using the 1998 Stanford Achievement Test.  For 

students in the looping sample, the mean scaled score for mathematics was 611.5 and 

612.1 for the matching or non-looping sample.  In reading the mean scaled score was 

606.7 for looping students and 606.7 for the matching sample.  This data enabled the 

researchers to ensure almost exact matches in terms of achievement prior to the 

implementation of looping.  At the end of the looping rotation, student academic 

achievement was measured based on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test 

(FCAT) in 2000.  The results showed that 56% of students in the looping sample 
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outperformed students in the matched sample in reading comprehension.  For 

mathematics, students in the looping sample outperformed students in the matching 

sample by 58%.  The attendance rate of students in the looping and matched samples was 

compared as well.  Students in the looping sample showed increased attendance by one to 

two days.  Attendance rates for students in the matching samples showed decreased 

attendance (Cistone & Schneyderman, 2004). 

Hertrich (2009) compared the academic achievement of students in a second to 

third grade looping program to determine if students in a two year looping program 

outperformed students in non-looping programs on the Standardized Test for the 

Assessment of Reading (STAR) Reading and Mathematics assessment.  Hertrich found a 

difference in the mean scores for each area in favor of looping.  Hertrich highlighted the 

changes in the student population, from children of divorce, child abuse, neglect, and 

additional pressures to perform academically and questioned the lack of change in the 

American school system and the grouping strategies used to address the issues facing this 

nation in order to improve achievement (Hertrich, 2009).   

Hertrich (2009) presented looping as an efficient way to increase time in the 

classroom and the sense of belonging that students feel in a classroom.  One hundred 

eighty-six students were included in the study, 69 students in the looping class and 117 

students in the non-looping class were compared based on race, free and reduced lunch 

status, and gender.  Students in the looping group began the looping program with higher 

mathematics achievement levels than students in the non-looping group by eight points 

on the STAR mathematics assessment and ended the two-year period with higher 

mathematics achievement levels than students in the non-looping group by 8.5 points on 
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the star mathematics assessment.  A small change in the average score difference.  

Additionally students in the looping group began the looping program with higher 

reading achievement levels than the students in the non-looping group by 7.4 points on 

the STAR reading assessment and ended the two year period with higher reading 

achievement levels than students in the non-looping group by 7.5 points on the STAR 

reading assessment, although the scores were lower than when students began the looping 

program in second grade.  This also showed a small change in the average score 

difference.  Although the mean scores for students were small, they showed a positive 

difference in favor of looping according to the STAR assessments (Hertrich, 2009). 

Williams (2009) studied the impact of looping on academic achievement in fifth 

grade classrooms.  This study also compared students in a two-year looping cycle using 

the CRCT for reading, English-Language Arts, and mathematics.  Two hundred seven 

students participated in the study, 104 students participated in the looping class and 103 

participated in the traditional or non-looping class.  A total of ten classes participated in 

the study, five from each class.  The study found a statistically significant difference for 

students in looping classrooms in reading and English-Language Arts using the CRCT.  

A statistically significant difference was not found for mathematics in the looping 

classrooms using the CRCT (Williams, 2009). 

Holmes (2008) studied the impact of looping on reading and mathematics based 

on the CRCT in Georgia in higher performing schools.  Two hundred twenty-eight 

students were included in this study.  The study controlled for student ability using the 

Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT).  A significant difference was found for reading 

achievement between the CogAT and the CRCT, but not for mathematics achievement.  
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Although a significant difference was found when controlling for intellectual ability, a 

statistically significant difference was not found for looping on grade level achievement.  

Students in this study ranged from a first to second grade looping cycle and a third to 

fourth grade looping cycle.  Looping was not statistically different for reading or 

mathematics (Holmes, 2008).  

Freeman (2000) evaluated looping in first and second grades.  Students in four 

looping cohorts and four non-looping cohorts were included in this study.  No differences 

were found among the cohorts in reading and mathematics on the Virginia Standards of 

Learning Assessment (VSLA).  In one year, the looping cohort performed higher than the 

non-looping cohort in history and social sciences based on scale scores on the VSLA.  

Little & Dacus (1999) noted that students who participated in the looping program ended 

the two-year time frame further along than anticipated.  Although there was strong 

support for perceived value and academic benefits to looping, studies on looping show 

mixed empirical results for this grouping technique to improve academic achievement 

without additional empirical evidence.  Student self-efficacy appeared to have increased 

as a result of looping, but the evidence for sustained and continuous academic 

achievement has not been supported in the research (Little & Dacus, 1999). 

Leadership and Looping 

 School districts across the nation are looking for ways to restructure schools and 

improve student performance (Hanson, 1995).  Principals have the responsibility for 

establishing educational designs that promote student learning and academic achievement 

(Williams, 2009).  They seek out ways to improve the success of their schools (Hertrich, 
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2009).  Multiyear teaching is one format these district leaders have considered in order to 

accomplish their goals (Hanson, 1995).   

Both superintendents and school leaders, principals, consider the use of looping 

for their schools (Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001).  They pay attention to time, how and 

where looping can be employed across the school or district, and financial cost 

(Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001; Gaustad, 1998).  As school principals look for ways to 

address time through scheduling, time management, content integration, lengthening the 

school day, or looping, principals favor the increased instructional time of looping 

classrooms due in part to the decrease in the amount of time spent setting classroom 

expectations and routines (Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001; Gaustad, 1998).   

Looping Across Grade Levels 

Looping is noted to be sustainable at a variety of levels from two classrooms to an 

entire school district (Williams, 2009).  At the high school level, looping in small schools 

provides teachers with the same benefits as documented at the elementary level.  School 

principals have chosen in some instances to implement looping in order to build trust 

among the students and increase academic risk-taking more so than with a teacher that 

may only be with students for one semester or one year (Copland & Boatright, 2004).  

These principals often implement looping to improve attendance, test results, decrease 

discipline and special education referrals, and reduce the number of students 

recommended for retention (Gaustad, 1998; Hertrich, 2009).   

Leaders often chose to implement looping in order to improve behavior concerns 

and improve student attitudes towards school.  Principals consider the reduced number of 

discipline referrals in looping classrooms and which teachers are best suited for the 
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looping environment (Gaustad, 1998).  Students who were engaged in classroom learning 

were better able to achieve and stay on task for extended periods of time.  Students who 

participated in looping programs tended to stay on task for longer periods of time, which 

may have lead to increased levels of achievement and a decrease in discipline referrals 

(Little & Little, 2001; Williams, 2009; Witmer, 2005).  Principals’ reported increased 

teacher morale and rapport with families that engaged in looping (Capse, 2003; Grant et 

al., 2000; Jewett, 2009; Williams, 2009). 

Organizing Looping Classrooms 

Principals have contributed looping to solving scheduling issues connected to 

special populations such as providing gifted services to students.  In one school, gifted 

students were assigned to one of three teachers that progressed with them over a three 

year period in third, fourth, and fifth grades, in a pullout program.  Students were able to 

develop relationships with their classmates and instructors and work to address their 

social and emotional needs.  At the end of three years, students were provided with a 

survey to address their feelings towards the new format and identified more confidence as 

a result of the new program.  Principals reflected on ensuring a proper match between the 

student and teachers personality and not simply scheduling students based on 

demographics.  Not only did teachers need to know how children learned, but the 

principal also needed to know how each child learned best in order to place them in the 

appropriate learning environment (Pratt, 2009).  

Five administrative obstacles have been identified when deciding to implement 

looping.  These obstacles include; equitable creation of student assignment to classrooms, 

determining whether to assign new students to the looping class during the second or later 
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years of looping, personality clashes between parents, students, and teachers, implications 

for the entire instructional staff, and the lack of evidence in the research that provides for 

the successful implementation and outcomes of looping (Vecchione, 2004).  To address 

any potential problems that may arise and how these problems may affect learning 

outcomes in a looping classroom, principals may find it necessary to consider the make-

up of a classroom (Vecchione, 2004).  Hertrich (2009) noted that principals should be 

cautious when organizing looping classrooms, by not overloading classes with students 

with special needs (Hertrich, 2009).  Principals face the possibility of legal ramifications 

should a class be overloaded with a certain demographic of students.  Ensuring that 

classes are as balanced as possible and reflect the entire school community is beneficial 

to principals (Vecchione, 2004).   

Additionally, providing opportunities for parents to have a voice in determining if 

their child participated in a looping classroom helps support the goals of the school.  

Parents concerns must be addressed prior to assigning their child to any classroom.  The 

principal should not mandate looping for students, their parents, or the instructional staff 

(Vecchione, 2004).  When well done and supported by stakeholders, looping provides 

opportunities to increase student achievement and develop positive relationships between 

students and teachers (Grant, et al., 1996; Grant et al., 2000).     

Determining the best method and time frame for looping is essential for 

principals.  Continuity is needed for schools to improve.  Continuity in the classroom 

environment can work as well to improve the school and academic achievement.  

Connected to continuity are relationships.  As relationships deepen and improve over a 
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number of years, the opportunity for “significant” learning develops (Grant, et al., 1996; 

Grant et al., 2000).   

Principals consider the effectiveness of teachers when implementing a successful 

looping program.  When school principals are present and involved in supervising 

teachers in long-term or multi-year class assignments they are cognizant of teachers’ 

strengths and weaknesses and are better able to provide strategies and interventions when 

needed to improve classroom environments and support the overall learning in the 

classroom (Grant, et al., 1996; Grant et al., 2000).  As effective teachers are needed for 

long-term assignments, the support for this consideration was provided in a 1913 memo 

from the federal government which addressed that ineffective teachers should not be 

employed as teachers if they are not effective (Grant, et al., 1996; Grant et al., 2000).   

Definitive time frames for a successful looping program have not been 

specifically identified in the literature on looping.  Timeframes for looping vary based on 

several factors including teacher desire, parent concerns, and class composition.  Parents 

may be cautious having their children continue on with their same teacher for more than 

two years.  Often the decision for how long a teacher loops is dependent upon not only 

the teacher’s preference, but also the principal’s requests (Chiricello & Chiricello,  2001; 

Denault, 1999; Gaustad, 1998; Hanson, 1995; Little & Dacus; Morrill, 2003; Nichols & 

Nichols, 2002; Wynne & Walberg, 1994).  Teachers who participated in looping for three 

years often note they implemented more positive strategies and approaches to classroom 

management and noted increases in positive relationships with parents (Grant, et al., 

1996; Grant et al., 2000).  
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Looping Varieties and Models    

Looping may occur in a variety of formats.  The one-room schoolhouse more 

closely resembles the traditional format of looping, where one teacher progresses with the 

same class over a number of years.  The number of years teachers and students progress 

together ranges from two to eight years depending on the location of the looping class, 

goal for the looping class, and willingness of the teacher (Daniel, 2007).  The logistics 

related to looping ranges depending on school level; elementary, middle, or high school, 

and physical space.  At the elementary level, looping most often takes on the traditional 

format of one teacher progressing with the same students for a specific number of years.  

Logistically, the teacher may only be concerned with the location of their classroom from 

year to year.  Elementary schools may also recognize the manner in which special area 

teachers; such as gifted, English Language Leaner, and special education progress with 

students from year to year.  This progression is usually a consideration based on school 

enrollment figures.  At the middle school and high school level, looping may take on a 

team approach.  Teams of teachers rotate among grade levels and specific content areas 

in order for looping to occur.  At these levels, departmentalization occurs more 

frequently, which requires teachers at many different grade levels to participate in this 

class grouping design (DelViscio & Muffs, 2007; Rottier, 2000). 

School principals model their looping designs in a variety of ways, from simply to 

develop and deepen relationships with students to reform and restructure their schools.  

When school principals seek to restructure their schools by reorganizing the classroom 

structure, they may choose to model looping based on the actions of other countries and 

the Waldorf schools all of whom loop from four to eight years.  This form of 
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reorganization structures the class so that the teacher progresses with the same class for 

longer periods of time.  The Waldorf and European schools loop in a variety of formats 

as well, ranging from teams of teachers who loop with a class to one class staying with an 

individual teacher for the entirety of the looping time frame (Chiricello & Chiricello, 

2001; Denault, 1999; Gaustad, 1998; Hanson, 1995; Little & Dacus; Morrill, 2003; 

Nichols & Nichols, 2002; Wynne & Walberg, 1994).   

Concerns related to grade specific curriculum, class composition, and testing 

could hinder the success of looping environments.  These classrooms must also be 

diverse and reflect the population of the entire school (Forsten et al., 1999).  Chirichello 

& Chiricello (2001) reported that parents preferred two years in a looping classroom 

compared to three or more years.  Details related to why parents preferred two years 

compared to three or more were not provided on the survey instrument.  The researchers 

noted that parents voiced concerns relating to how long their child spent with one teacher 

(Morrill, 2003).   

When looping was implemented to strengthen relationships, the pressures 

associated with high stakes testing can hinder relationship development.  The models 

presented in other countries such as Denmark approach testing differently.  Testing in 

these countries does not determine if a student will advance to the next grade level.  In 

many countries less emphasis is placed on high stakes testing, which enables greater 

opportunities to develop teacher student relationships and understanding of the 

curriculum (Morrill, 2003). 
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Administrative Support 

The support of principals who are committed to the design of looping is needed 

for success in looping classrooms (Forsten et al., 1999).  Superintendents and principals 

often demonstrate their support for looping by leading change.  Their support can be 

provided in a manner to develop commitment from teachers or principals and not come as 

a mandate for implementation.  Planning and succession-making relating to looping can 

foster the commitment to change when the decision-making is shared.  In 1998, a Sussex 

County New Jersey superintendent spoke to the staff of this district regarding the use of 

looping in the primary grades.  The superintendent charged the principals with 

implementing this instructional design in their schools (Chirichello & Chirichello, 2001).    

Former superintendent, Joseph Rappa, of the Attleboro School District in 

Massachusetts began to move this district towards multiyear teaching in the 1980s.  The 

district began by having a few teachers pilot a looping design for two years.  The pilot 

was reported as successful.  After the success of the pilot program, all teachers in first 

through eighth grades were required to spend two years with the same group of children.  

In the mid 1990s, the high schools were considering this design as well (Hanson, 1995). 

In response to the superintendent’s call for “a different approach to the daily 

business of educating students,” (Parrett, 2005, p.1) the administrative team at one school 

in northern Idaho initiated looping in combination with several other school improvement 

strategies.  Student data were used in addition to these practices to guide decision-

making.  As a result, over a five-year period, increases in student performance were 

noticed.  Students in third grade increased their performance from 16% in 1999 to 91% in 

2004 in mathematics and from 17% in 1999 to 73% in 2004 in reading.  Students in 
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fourth grade increased their performance from 32% in 1999 to 89% in 2004 in 

mathematics and from 27% in 1999 to 77% in 2004 in reading.  Student attendance and 

parent satisfaction were reported as increasing as well (Parrett, 2005). 

Sofo (2008) explained relationships as personalizing instruction.  In order for 

students and educators to bring their best selves to the classroom environment, all 

individuals needed to feel cared about and their successes needed to be recognized.  

These types of relationships promote self-confidence and taking on the responsibility for 

learning at high levels.  In order to improve student learning and test scores, high quality 

instruction was needed by caring instructors.  This district went about the work of 

implementing this goal, by creating an instructional program that included looping as one 

component.  Looping was implemented in order to make better use of class time and 

reinforce rigor, provide a new level of personalization for instruction, a commitment to 

student success, and build positive relationships between students and teachers.  The 

district noticed academic improvement as a result of this new program design (Sofo, 

2008).   

Little & Dacus (1999) documented the efforts of one school principal who 

implemented looping with six teachers at one elementary school.  The principal had the 

teachers read about looping and discuss the benefits and consequences of implementing 

this instructional design.  The principal supported teachers in this design by adding 

information about looping to the school’s weekly newsletter, worked with the teachers in 

dividing the students into classes, and planned to implement additional two-year looping 

classes at each grade level, Kindergarten through fourth grade, the following school year.  

The principal took the time to ensure that each looping classroom was evenly distributed 
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with students with variances in intelligence, reading levels, race, behavior, work habits, 

and socioeconomic status (Little & Dacus, 1999).  The principal also sent a letter to the 

families whose children were chosen for the looping classroom explaining the new 

design, why their child was chosen, and details regarding looping.  The principal asked 

the parents to respond to the letter and based on the responses removed children from the 

looping classroom as requested prior to the start of school (Little & Dacus, 1999).   

The principal stayed involved in all aspects of the looping program at the school.  

Regular meetings were held to discuss problems, learn about issues and concerns as well 

as successes, and then ensure that the goals of the instructional design were being upheld.  

As issues were addressed, the group found solutions to the problems and the principal 

recorded these concerns in order to ensure that the same mistakes would not be repeated 

(Little & Dacus, 1999).   

The school principal also addressed logistical issues related to looping.  The 

school originally worked in grade level complexes, but as a result of looping, teachers 

were given the option to move or stay in their current classroom.  Issues related to 

location, access to equipment, as well as supplies needed to be addressed.  An inventory 

program was created as a result.  Ultimately, the principal decided that each grade level 

would have one looping teacher and two single year teachers to address parent concerns 

and requests.  Looping teachers were assigned a mentor in order to become familiar with 

the needs of the grade level in which they were moving.  Finally, the school schedule was 

changed in order to allow more planning time for grade levels and looping teams (Little 

& Dacus, 1999).   
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 As school principals work to improve their schools, they often attempt to hire or 

place qualified teachers in key positions.  The principal at Rocklin Elementary School 

was interested in finding a way to supercharge the delivery of the curriculum.  A teacher 

brought the idea to the principal, and the principal made the decision to implement this 

instructional design.  After the first year of looping, parents began to demand more of this 

design and the program grew as a result.  As time continued, the school implemented 

looping classes in each grade level, Kindergarten through sixth grade and even more 

demand for students to be enrolled in looping classrooms incurred (Elliott & Capp, 

2003).  The principal created a program where he could develop his own set of looping 

staff members.  As teacher candidates began working in the school, they were paired with 

multi-year teachers.  If the teacher candidate showed excitement or interest in this design, 

then they were observed in addition to their university required observations.  These 

looping prospects entered a pipeline of potential candidates for school leaders to consider 

for hiring and expanding the use of looping in the school and district (Elliott & Capp, 

2003).   

A second principal in the same district also implemented looping at his school.  

He had experience with the concept of looping and recruited teachers who were willing to 

work in a school that implemented this design.  This principal found that students in the 

looping environment were able to develop much more successfully than the students 

enrolled in a traditional classroom format.  The teachers in these schools looked at the 

continuum of learning for the two-year time frame and then worked to move their 

students to the end of that continuum (Elliot & Capp, 2003).  The school noted that their 
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reading scores on achievement tests were substantially higher than the other schools in 

their region (Elliott & Capp, 2003). 

To address continuity and improve schools, principals also considered the 

developmental attributes of looping models.  Looping was implemented at one school in 

Shawnee Mission, Kansas by the principal, who was interested in providing consistency 

and continuity to middle school students.  The principal wanted to provide support for 

these students’ developmental needs as they progressed through middle school (McCown 

& Sherman, 2002).  Looping at this school was initiated in grades seven and eight with 

five teachers.  The principal met with the parents of the rising seventh graders, and 89 

students were chosen to participate in looping.  Thirteen students of this eighty-nine 

received special education services (McCown & Sherman, 2002).   

Teachers met to customize instruction and teach to the learning styles of the 89 

children.  During year two of the looping design, the principal and teachers identified 

several advantages to the strategy such as being aware of students academic and 

emotional needs, having strong support and involvement from parents due to the work of 

establishing strong relationships.  The students knew and understood teacher 

expectations, and discipline referrals declined by 7% (McCown & Sherman, 2002).   

Co-teaching was supported through work with a special education teacher that 

was a part of the looping team of teachers, decreases in anxiety about beginning a new 

school year and the flexibility to leave the looping environment was requested prior to the 

second year of their time together.  The special education students noticed additional 

benefits including some students meeting the expectations of on grade level work 

(McCown & Sherman, 2002).  The principal noted that support from the district office 
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was needed in addition to voluntary participation from staff members.  Looping was 

identified as a viable school reform effort due to limited changes in the school 

environment and lack of need for additional funding to implement the strategy (McCown 

& Sherman, 2002). 

Principals and teachers were also surveyed regarding their views on the effects of 

looping in another school.  Eighteen principals and sixty teachers in the school felt 

looping had a positive overall effect on student learning (Cistone & Schneyderman, 

2004).  Studies, such as Project FAST in Cleveland and the Attleboro School district in 

Massachusetts, have also reported higher scores on standardized tests for students who 

were enrolled in looping classrooms than students who were not enrolled in looping 

classrooms (Gaustad, 1998). 

Looping has been used in some schools to address issues such as scheduling and 

to address enrollment concerns due to changes in population (Hitz et al., 2007).  

Principals planned with teachers regarding how looping was rolled out at a school before 

the beginning of the school year.  Looping was considered an internal structural change 

in the school (Hitz et al., 2007; Meier, 1997). 

Principals support teachers using this school improvement tool by creating 

environments where parents can become active members of the school and classroom and 

support the work of the teacher in building relationships.  Ultimately, the collaboration 

between teachers, students, parents, and principals and generating an understanding of 

students and their needs enable teachers to craft valuable learning opportunities for 

students to achieve (Witmer, 2005). 
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When principals determine that a grade level cannot achieve success and 

achievement they may be compelled to use an improvement strategy where teachers work 

with students over multiple years.  The success of students develops over time (Forsten et 

al., 1999).  Consideration for if, how, and when to introduce new students to a looping 

classroom is needed by principals.  Students may have a difficult time transitioning into 

an already established learning environment, where the rules and procedures are 

understood.  Parents may feel that the adjustment to this type of classroom environment 

may be too difficult for their child, and then the principal must make a decision as to 

which classroom will be the best fit for the new student.  The addition of new students 

may also change the design of the grouping strategy based on the number of students 

introduced or the benefits of looping may be lost (Vecchione, 2004).  

 Personality clashes may be another concern that principals face when 

implementing looping.  Principals determine and are concerned with which teachers will 

loop and then match those teachers with a group of students.  Additionally, they may find 

it necessary in the process of creating classes to avoid having students spend two or more 

years with an ineffective teacher (Vecchione, 2004).  The amount of time that one teacher 

spends with a group of students could greatly affect the learning environment.  The 

possibility of personality clashes, demanding parents, problematic mixes of students, and 

the weaknesses of one teacher could hinder the goal of looping (Vecchione, 2004, p.34).  

Principals must consider how these groups can work on building relationships throughout 

this process in order to overcome some of these obstacles.  There should always be an 

option for a child to be moved out of a classroom, should looping cease its ability to be 

beneficial (Vecchione, 2004). 
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Principals determine who will loop and how long they will loop.  This includes 

determining if the entire school will loop or if just a few teachers will participate in the 

looping design.  The school environment and each individual teacher’s readiness for a 

long-term teaching assignment must be well thought-out.  Considerations related to 

educational certifications are examined for a teacher to teach in a looping environment.  

Some states have specific regulations relating to what grades any one teacher may teach.  

Federal requirements may also have an effect on this decision especially when 

considering requirements such as being highly qualified as mandated by Title I legislation 

(Vecchione, 2004).   

Little research exists that informs the education community on the 

implementation process of looping.  Anecdotal records of looping can be found for this 

design; however, the lack of sufficient data to support these anecdotal records may have a 

severe impact on the instructional components of this design (Vecchione, 2004).  Finder 

(2005) identified looping as an innovative strategy that is simple to implement.  Although 

this school improvement tool is relatively easy to use, there is little data regarding the 

frequency and effectiveness of looping.  Principals often allow looping to occur on a trial 

basis to determine the effectiveness of this tool, but many principals also keep looping at 

a distance due to personal philosophy (Finder, 2005). 

Summary  

School principals are challenged with employing the goals of education.  Their 

role in improving schools is facilitated through setting visions, goals, planning, problem-

solving, and providing professional development to staff members.  School leaders are 

also charged with determining how the organization of the school influences outcomes.  
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In developing the organization, principals must consider their personnel, setting 

directions, and building positive school climates.  School climate can work to promote 

change in the school, improve the perception of the school, and promote positive 

academic outcomes.  Negative climates can work to disrupt the goals of education and 

hinder students’ ability to attain success.  The perception of the school’s climate from 

teachers, students, and community members influences progress towards achieving the 

mission and goals of the school. 

Achievement and accountability as addressed through accountability frameworks 

have an important role on the organization, outcomes of schooling, and measuring 

success.  The frameworks provide guidelines connected to relationship building and 

successful student outcomes.  They enable principals to navigate through school 

improvement processes.   

Key aspects of relationships are embedded in the school improvement process.  

Relationships are associated with school success based on the interactions between 

students and teachers.  Principals who work to ensure successful academic environments 

and build strong relationships often view looping and its components as an important tool 

to consider as they work to improve their schools.  The history, implementation, and 

studies conducted on looping were presented to highlight the statistical significance of 

this tool as a school improvement strategy and to address the lack of empirical data 

associated with looping as a school improvement tool.   

The review of literature presented several studies from instructional leadership 

and relationship development to looping from both a qualitative and quantitative 

perspective.  The majority of the studies either did not present data or did not present 
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empirical data.  Seventeen studies did not report data, five studies did not report empirical 

data, five studies reported empirical data but did not show a statistically significant 

difference, and seven reported data that identified a statistically significant difference on 

the effect looping had on student achievement across a variety of grade levels.  This 

combination of studies demonstrates inconsistent reasoning for supporting the use of 

looping in schools to increase academic achievement.   

A common theme among the studies demonstrated that positive environments, 

supported with strong relationships over the long-term support school efforts for 

improvement and increasing outcomes.  Additionally, the studies highlighted that the 

work of school improvement cannot be completed in isolation.  The entire community 

was needed for change to occur.  Allowing each stakeholder to voice his or her concerns 

and demonstrate how the school impacts his or her role, supports the mission and vision 

of the school and creates additional opportunities to attain positive academic outcomes.  

Chapter 3 addressed the methodology of this quantitative study and detailed how the 

study was conducted.
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which school climate, 

parent involvement, and principal characteristics are linked to the effectiveness of 

looping as a student achievement tool.  This study sought to determine if there was a 

difference in the climate, level of parent involvement, principal characteristics, and the 

academic achievement of third, fourth, and fifth grade students of Title I elementary 

schools that utilized looping as a school improvement strategy and Title I elementary 

schools that did not use looping as a school improvement strategy.  For this study 

characteristics of principals specifically included; years of experience, teacher to 

principal ratio, gender, and certification level.  This study provided information to school 

principals related to utilizing looping as a school improvement strategy. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Fifteen quantitative research questions served as a guide to conduct the study.  

The rationale for these questions has been outlined in chapter one.    

1.  Is there a difference in the climate of Title I elementary schools where looping 

is used as a school improvement tool and non-looping Title I elementary schools?   

 H01:  The climate of Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school 

improvement tool is the same or worse than non-looping Title I elementary schools. 
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HA1:  The climate of Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school 

improvement tool is higher than non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

2.  Is there a difference in parent involvement in Title I elementary schools where 

looping is used as a school improvement tool and non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?   

H02:  Parent involvement in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a 

school improvement tool is the same or worse than non-looping Title I elementary 

schools. 

HA2:  Parent involvement in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a 

school improvement tool is higher than non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

3.  Is there a difference in the reading achievement of third grade students in Title 

I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the reading 

achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

H03.  The reading achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

reading achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

HA3.  The reading achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the reading 

achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

4.  Is there a difference in the reading achievement of fourth grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

reading achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  
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H04.  The reading achievement of fourth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

reading achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

HA4.  The reading achievement of fourth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the reading 

achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

5.  Is there a difference in the reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title 

I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the reading 

achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

H05.  The reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the reading 

achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

HA5.  The reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the reading 

achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

6.  Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of third grade 

students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool 

and the English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools?  

H06.  The English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or 

worse than the English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping 

Title I elementary schools. 
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HA6.  The English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools. 

7.  Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade 

students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool 

and the English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title 

I elementary schools?  

H07. The English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or 

worse than the English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in non-

looping Title I elementary schools. 

HA7. The English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools. 

8.  Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade 

students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool 

and the English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools?  

H08. The English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or 
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worse than the English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping 

Title I elementary schools. 

HA8. The English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools. 

9.  Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of third grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

H09. The mathematics achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

HA9. The mathematics achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

10.  Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of fourth grade students 

in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  
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H010. The mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

HA10. The mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

11.  Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

H011.  The mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

HA11.  The mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

12.  Is there a difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 
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H012.  There is no difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

HA12.  There is a difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

13.  Is there a difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

teacher to principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 

H013: There is no difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

teacher to principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

HA13: There is a difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

teacher to principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

14.  Is there a difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

H014: There is no difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  
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HA14: There is a difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

15.  Is there a difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-

looping Title I elementary schools?  

H015: There is no difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-

looping Title I elementary schools.  

HA15: There is a difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-

looping Title I elementary schools. 

Research Design 

The research design was ex post facto, between groups because the interventions 

of interest had already occurred before the current study was begun. The design involved 

the collection of new information by survey methods.  The measures of academic 

achievement were the individual student scores on the CRCT within classrooms.  

Comparisons were made among six groups.  The classrooms within schools were 

classified as looping or non-looping.  Within the looping or non-looping groups of 

classes, the classrooms were further classified by grade levels third, fourth, and fifth. The 

participants in these groups could not be randomly assigned due to the assignment of 

students into classrooms prior to conducting the research.  Purposeful sampling was used 

in order to represent looping populations in schools (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).   
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Research Design Details 

The study was considered between groups since the students could only be 

assigned to one group, looping or non-looping.  Grade levels included in the study were 

determined in order to obtain consistent and comparable data for students throughout the 

state of Georgia.  Principal characteristic data were obtained from archival or online 

resources.  New information for school climate and parent involvement was collected 

through survey and questionnaire methods. 

Unit of Analysis 

The individual school and the principal of each school were the unit of analysis in 

this study.  The conclusions of the study pertained to differences or similarities among 

schools and their principals. 

Population 

The target population included publicly funded Title I elementary schools, which 

implemented or did not implement looping as a school improvement tool. Only schools 

that used looping in Title I third, fourth, and fifth grade elementary school classrooms 

over a two-year looping cycle were included in the study.  The study focused on Title I 

schools because educational challenges are greatest in this sector. At the time of the 

study, Georgia ranked below several states in reading and math academic achievement. 

This study focused on looping in grades three, four, and five at the public elementary 

school.  These grade levels in publicly funded schools allowed for consistent measureable 

ways to provide empirical evidence on the differences in achievement in looping and 

non-looping schools.    
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There are 180 school districts and 1,063 elementary schools in Georgia with 

grades Pre-Kindergarten through fifth grade.  Each school should have one principal, for 

a total of 1,063 principals.  Fifteen school districts identified that looping had been in 

place in their schools at the start of the study.  Of these fifteen districts, nineteen schools 

participated in looping. Over the duration of the study, additional districts and schools 

were identified as utilizing looing. Some schools districts did not respond to inquiries 

related to the implementation of looping within their schools. The district and school 

looping information presented for these fifteen districts did not represent every 

occurrence of looping in the entire state of Georgia.   

Sample 

Title I elementary principals and students in schools where looping was 

implemented in grades three, four, and five throughout the state were included in the 

sample.  Title I elementary schools that did not participate in looping were included in 

order to obtain data for the comparable non-looping sample.  Participant schools for the 

study were selected by a purposive sample of Title I school principals who responded to 

the initial request regarding the implementation of looping in their schools.  Title I 

elementary principals schools were contacted to determine if looping was a practice in 

place at their school.  Elementary schools that did not have grades three, four, or five 

were not contacted.  In Georgia, schools identified as primary do not have grades three, 

four, or five.   

During the initial contact, after district approval, Title I elementary principals 

were asked to answer descriptive statistic questions added to the climate survey related to 

the practice of looping in their schools and to identify which grade levels participated in 
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looping.  Based on the responses from these participants, a purposeful sample of looping 

schools was used to conduct the study.  Additionally, a purposeful sample of non-looping 

schools was added to the sample to serve as the comparison group. Non-looping schools 

included in the sample were based on responses received from principals.  If a school 

employed looping in its entirety, the school was eligible for participation.  If looping was 

conducted only in special area classes, such as gifted or special education, then the school 

was not included in the study. 

Participants 

Title I elementary schools with either looping or comparable non-looping classes 

that were willing to provide student achievement data were included in the sample.  Title 

I elementary schools without looping classes that were willing to provide student 

achievement data were also included in the sample for participation.  Students and 

teachers in grades three, four, and five from these schools were considered for 

participation as a result.  Student participation was in the form of CRCT scores 

documented on the Class Roster Summary.  Teacher participation was documented as 

completion of the school climate instrument survey and the parent involvement survey.  

Principals in these schools who made the decision to implement looping were also asked 

to participate in the study via the school climate inventory.  A purposeful selection of 

eligible schools determined participation.  Eligible Title I schools included those 

elementary schools that submitted climate survey responses and achievement data.  

Student achievement scores on the CRCT were required to participate as well as the 

principal and teacher responses on the climate survey.  Students in looping classrooms 

must have spent two consecutive years with the same teacher in grades three, four, or 
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five.  Students in non-looping classes must have been enrolled in the school, but not with 

the same teacher for two consecutive years.  Students who participated in the CRCT 

administration during their years in the looping classroom and had scores on the Georgia 

Department of Education’s Class Roster Summary were included for participation.  

Teachers of these classes were asked to complete the SLEQ in order to address 

differences in climate for looping and non-looping classes and the PTIQ in order to 

address differences in parent involvement for looping and non-looping classes.  

Principals of the represented schools were asked to complete the SLEQ to address 

differences in climate for looping and non-looping schools. 

Dependent Variables and Instrumentation 

Student achievement was the conceptual dependent variable.   Student 

achievement was measured by student scores in reading, English Language Arts, and 

mathematics for grades three through eight on the Criterion Referenced Competency Test 

(CRCT).  The CRCT in Georgia was used to measure achievement in the content areas of 

reading, English Language Arts, and mathematics.  In Georgia, the CRCT was given in 

grades three through eight.  Although schools use a variety of assessments to measure 

achievement such as the state fifth grade writing assessment, district benchmark 

assessments, the CRCT, Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), Cognitive Abilities Test 

(CogAT), and classroom assessments; only four of these assessment could be used across 

school districts and schools for a consistent measure to analyze test scores.  These 

assessments included the CRCT, ITBS, CogAT, and the state writing assessment.  The 

writing assessment given in fifth grade to analyze English Language Arts skills could not 

be used to address achievement in third or fourth grades.  The writing assessment in third 
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grade was a subjective measure based on teacher evaluation of their students’ writing.  As 

a result, teachers may not have evaluated all writing the same.  Fourth grade did not 

participate in a state writing assessment. 

The ITBS and CogAT are used for a variety of purposes in the elementary school.  

Often these assessments are used to identify high achievers or gifted student eligibility.  

The ITBS is used in some districts to measure academic achievement but each district 

does not use the assessment for this purpose.  Often these assessments are given at 

different times during a school year.  One district may test in the fall and another in the 

spring, which would not assess students at the same developmental or academic stage.  

Additionally, students in fourth grade are not tested using the ITBS or CogAT in every 

school district across the state.  Achievement data could not be calculated for third to 

fourth grade looping or non-looping classes using this assessment tool.  The CRCT was 

the only assessment given to each grade level for each content area, reading, English 

Language Arts, and mathematics at the same time period each school year.  Other 

measures could be used to support CRCT data for individual content areas. 

Validation of the CRCT 

In Georgia, the CRCT was a measure of acquired knowledge and performance on 

the state performance standards.  Reliability and validity for the CRCT was based on 

federal requirements related to standards and assessments.  The test was peer reviewed by 

experts in standards and assessments.  These external experts along with the US 

Department of Education reviewed the components of the assessment.  The CRCT met 

the national standards for professional and technical assessment programs (GADOE, 

2012a).   
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In 2006 the CRCT Technical Brief for the state of Georgia provided the validity 

and reliability measures for the test during the transition from the Quality Core 

Curriculum (QCC) standards to the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS).  The Rash 

Ability Metric Real Person Separation Index was used to identify the reliability 

coefficients for the CRCT in all grade levels.  For reading, the reliability coefficient for 

third grade = .83, fourth grade = .84, and fifth grade = .84.  For English Language Arts, 

the reliability coefficient for third grade = .87, fourth grade = .87, and fifth grade = .86.  

For math, the reliability coefficient for third grade  = .89, fourth grade = .87, and fifth 

grade = .89.   

Validity tests interpreted CRCT scores to evaluate Adequate Yearly Progress 

(AYP) for the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation.  Test items were field tested the 

previous year, during the 2005 CRCT test administration.  For grades one through five in 

all content areas, 38 test items were removed from test consideration.  A total of 85% of 

the test items were accepted as valid for evaluating Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). 

Independent Variables and Instrumentation 

 There were four major classes of independent variables in this study.  These 

included school climate, parental involvement, principal characteristics, and the presence 

or absence of looping.  School climate was assessed utilizing the School Level 

Environment Questionnaire (SLEQ).  The instrument measures school climate based on 

teachers and principals assessment of eight scales. These include student support, 

affiliation, professional interest, staff freedom, participatory decision-making, innovation, 

resource adequacy, and work pressure.  Principals assess school climate from one 

perspective.  Accordingly, teachers assess school climate from a different perspective. 
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Validation of the SLEQ 

According to a technical report by Fisher and Fraser (1990b) the SLEQ was 

determined to be a valid and reliable instrument for assessing school climate.  A Pearson 

correlation was used to identify the reliability coefficients for the SLEQ for seven scales.  

The reliability coefficients for three samples ranged from r = .70 - .91, .68 - .91, and .64 - 

.85 for internal consistency.  Validity tests measured diverse, but to some extent 

overlapping aspects of school environment for the SLEQ.  Measures of validity for the 

three samples ranged from .17-.35, .09-.29, and .10-.42.  The SLEQ was also found to 

make distinctions between the perceptions of teachers at different schools (Fisher & 

Fraser, 1990b). 

Parent Involvement 

Parent involvement was assessed utilizing the Parent Teacher Involvement 

Questionnaire (PTIQ-T).  The instrument measures teachers’ perception of parent 

involvement and parent involvement behaviors.  Teachers view parent involvement from 

a variety of perspectives including preferences, personality, need, wants, and support.   

Validation of the PTIQ-T 

According to a technical report by Miller-Johnson, Maumary-Gremaud, & 

Conduct Disorders Research Group (1995) the PTIQ-T was determined to a valid and 

reliable instrument for assessing parent involvement.  A Cronbach alpha correlation was 

used to identify the reliability coefficients for the PTIQ-T. Alpha was equal to .906 for 

three samples; including the entire sample, the normative sample, and the high-risk 

sample. The PTIQ-T consists of three scales, parent comfort and endorsement of the 

school, parent involvement, and parent-teacher contact. Reliability coefficients were 
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presented for each scale from the normative sample and the combined sample. The 

reliability coefficient for parent comfort and endorsement of the school was r = .93 for 

the normative sample and r = .93 for the combined sample. The reliability coefficient for 

parent involvement was r = .79 for the normative sample and r = .75 for the combined 

sample. The reliability coefficient for parent-teacher contact was r = .68 for the normative 

sample and r = .68 for the combined sample for internal consistency. Validity tests 

measured distinct aspects of school involvement for parents and teacher relationships for 

the PTIQ-T. The distinct aspects of school involvement included; the amount and type of 

contact between parents and teachers, the parent’s interest and comfort in talking with 

teachers, the parent’s satisfaction with their child’s school, and the parent’s degree of 

academic stimulation with their child.     

Principal Characteristics 

Principal characteristics were assessed utilizing demographic information from 

the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement (GOSA) in the state of Georgia.  GOSA 

documents school and principal characteristics such as the teacher to principal ratio, 

principal certification level or level of degree attained, gender, and the years of 

experience of the principal and staff members in a school.  The ratio of teachers to the 

principal may have influenced what strategies the principal was able to implement and 

how a principal decided to implement improvement plans and processes.  The years of 

experience, gender, and educational level of principals may determine what strategies and 

procedures are implemented to support school improvement efforts. Each one of these 

characteristics was assessed for Title I elementary looping principals and Title I 

elementary non-looping principals. 
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Looping 

Looping, the fourth set of independent variables; was used to determine the 

teachers, classrooms, and schools included in the study. Students who looped for more 

than two years consecutively were not included in the study.  Students who spent time 

looping for more than two years with the same teacher were not included in the study.  

These students were not included in the study because their looping experiences may 

have affected overall academic achievement.  If looping showed extended time spent 

with one teacher over the course of two years substantially affected academic 

achievement, then including data for students who spent three or more years with the 

same teacher would bias student achievement data when compared to those students who 

only spent time looping over a period of two years.  These two timeframes could not be 

compared.  Similarly, students who were new to a looping classroom in the second year 

of looping were not included in the study.  These students did not spend two years with 

the same teacher and could not be considered as part of the looping class.   

Principal Questionnaire 

The SLEQ survey administered to principals included four questions to address 

how looping was implemented at each school.  Schools were either included in the 

looping group or excluded from the looping group based on responses to these questions.  

If looping occurred with one classroom teacher and the same class of children for two 

years then the school was included in the looping group.  If looping only occurred for 

special populations such as gifted, English Language Learners (ELL), or special 

education, the school was not included in the looping group.  If looping occurred in the 

third, fourth, or fifth grade, then the classrooms were included in the looping group.  If 
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looping occurred in Pre-Kindergarten through second grade, then these classes were not 

included in the looping group.  Only schools that used looping in Title I third, fourth, and 

fifth grade elementary school classrooms over a two-year looping cycle were included in 

the study.  A school could loop students from second grade to third grade in order to 

obtain third grade looping scores.   

Differences in looping designs may produce different results.  Organizational 

structure changes due to looping provide a different purpose than implementing looping 

as an instructional design.  Looping used in connection with other programs may produce 

academic outcomes that are different from using looping in isolation. 

Grade Level 

 Grade levels participating in the study included third through fifth grades in order 

to access quantitative and consistent data across schools and districts in the state. 

Although schools may have chosen to implement looping in other grade levels, 

consistent, valid, and reliable quantitative data were not available for these grade levels in 

Georgia. The CRCT data were retrieved from state records for grades three, four, and 

five. 

Looping Status 

 Looping status, the fifth independent variable, was used to determine the teachers, 

classrooms, and schools included in the study.  For clarity of interpretation, the only 

students included in the looping group were those who had completed two consecutive 

years of looping.  Students who spent time looping for more than two years with the same 

teacher were not included in the study. These students were not included in the study 

because their looping experiences may have affected overall academic achievement. If 
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looping showed extended time spent with one teacher over the course of two years 

substantially affected academic achievement, then including data for students who spent 

three or more years with the same teacher would bias student achievement data when 

compared to those students who only spent time looping over a period of two years. 

These two timeframes could not be compared. Similarly, students who were new to a 

looping classroom in the second year of looping were not included in the study. These 

students did not spend two years with the same teacher and could not be considered as 

part of the looping group. Analogously, the non-looping students were restricted to those 

who had not experienced any form of looping. 

Title I looping and non-looping schools were used to compare and analyze all 

CRCT data.  Due to the limited number of responses from non-looping schools, state 

CRCT averages were used to compare and analyze CRCT data for looping schools. Since 

there were a small number of looping schools represented in the study, the average of 

variables for all the state’s elementary schools was used as a good approximation to what 

happened in all the non-looping schools.  

Exogenous Variables 

School socio-economic status (SES) was indexed by the percent of students who 

receive free or reduced lunch.  Principals and teachers provided information on how long 

and how intensively looping had been used in their school.     

IRB Approval 

Information regarding the implementation of looping in individual schools or 

districts is not reported by the state department of education in Georgia.  As a result, all 

school districts in Georgia were contacted in order to determine if looping was in place.  
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In order to determine if looping was in place, all districts were contacted in order to 

obtain approval to inquire and gather information related to the implementation of 

looping in each district.  Due to size variations of districts in the state, IRB requirements 

varied from permissions determined by the superintendent to teams or departments that 

reviewed research requests at designated times during the school year.  While all districts 

were not expected to approve requests or inquiries for research, all were contacted to 

determine where looping had been implemented in the state of Georgia and to request 

permission to conduct research within the district.  IRB approval was obtained from all 

involved parties prior to conducting research and collecting data in the school districts 

that were included in the study. 

Data Collection 

Elementary school principals were contacted via email, after district approval, to 

determine if looping was employed in their schools.  Principals were also asked what 

grade levels in the school employed looping.  Depending on the response from the initial 

contact, schools that implemented looping were listed according to demographic 

information such as Title I status, looping status, or non-looping status.  After the initial 

contact, school principals were contacted to request access to archived CRCT scores and 

to participate in the SLEQ. 

Once permissions were granted from the district and school principal, the 

principal was asked to provide archived CRCT data for looping or non-looping classes in 

third, fourth, and fifth grades from each school and complete a climate survey.  Looping 

data were aggregated and classified as looping or non-looping.  Looping data for each 

content area were compiled by grade level.  Non-looping data were compiled for each 
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content area by grade level.  Permissions to access archival data must be requested from 

the school district and principal for looping and non-looping classes since the Georgia 

Department of Education does not aggregate data according to a looping designation.  All 

school and district permissions were obtained in order to request CRCT data from 

schools.   

The Department of Education’s Class Roster Summary was requested for all 

looping classes in a school as well as comparable non-looping classes in the same or 

similar school.  The class roster summary provides CRCT scores for individual 

classrooms in each school by content area.  The data were compiled and sorted by grade 

level, content area, and looping designation.  For each third, fourth, and fifth grade 

looping class, students’ reading scores, students’ English Language Arts scores, and 

students’ mathematics scores were compiled, and an average reading, English Language 

Arts, and mathematics score was computed.  For each third, fourth, and fifth grade non-

looping class, students reading scores was compiled, students’ English Language Arts 

scores were compiled, and students’ mathematics scores were compiled and an average 

reading, English Language Arts, and mathematics score were computed.  Once the data 

had been compiled and sorted, data were input into SPSS for analysis.  The mean CRCT 

score for each looping and non-looping group by content area and grade level was 

compared using an independent samples t-test.     

After looping and comparable non-looping classes data were identified, teachers 

from these classes were asked to complete the SLEQ and the PTIQ.  Teachers completed 

both surveys using the online survey tool, Survey Monkey.  Demographic data for each 

teacher were collected to determine how long they engaged in looping, how long they 
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have taught, the grade level in which they were a looping teacher, and an open-ended 

response question for additional comments.  This information allowed for a detailed 

discussion on the differences between school climate and looping or non-looping 

environments on student academic achievement and a detailed discussion on the 

differences between parent involvement and looping or non-looping environments on 

student academic achievement.  Climate survey data were sorted by looping or non-

looping designation for principals and teachers in each of the survey categories.  Climate 

survey data were reported in table format for further discussion on the different views of 

the school and the academic achievement in looping and non-looping classes.  Parent 

involvement survey data were sorted by looping or non-looping designation for teachers 

in each of the survey categories.  Parent involvement survey data have been reported in 

table format for further discussion on the different perspectives of parent involvement, by 

looping and non-looping teachers, and academic achievement in looping and non-looping 

classes in chapter four.  Principal characteristic data were obtained from the GOSA 

website.  Principal characteristic data were sorted by looping and non-looping school 

designation for schools included in the study.  Principal characteristic data were reported 

in table format for further discussion on the mean differences of principal characteristics 

in looping and non-looping schools in chapter four. 

A quantitative research design was used to collect data, analyze data, and explain 

the relationship between variables for this study (Neuman, 2006).  The process for 

collecting data related to school climate began with a focus on Title I elementary schools.  

The data collection procedures are listed below.   
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Data Collection Procedures 

1.    Title I elementary schools in the state of Georgia were the focus of data collection. 

2. Each Georgia school district followed by principals at Title I elementary schools 

were contacted to obtain approval to conduct research. 

3. Elementary schools selected to participate in the study were based on the use of 

looping in the school over a two-year period in third, fourth, or fifth grade.   

4. Non-looping Title I elementary schools were included in the study to compare each 

variable; school climate, parent involvement, principal characteristics, and student 

academic achievement.   

5. Title I elementary school principals were contacted and provided a questionnaire to 

determine if looping had been in place in their schools or if looping had not been in 

place in their schools.  Looping and non-looping principals were grouped based on 

questionnaire responses.   

6. A purposeful sample of looping schools were determined based on Title I 

designation; principal participation on the climate survey, teacher participation on 

the climate survey, teacher participation on the parent involvement survey, and 

submission of student achievement data for any third, fourth, and fifth grade looping 

class.  

7. A link to the surveys was included in an electronic communication sent out to 

principals and teachers. All surveys were completed using Survey Monkey, an 

online survey tool.     

8. A random sample of Title I schools that did not implement looping were also chosen 

based on principal responses.  The non-looping sample served as a comparison data 



 

 

161

set for looping and non-looping principals as well as looping and non-looping 

teachers.   

9. A small number of non-looping principals responded to the research requests. 

Therefore, the non-looping sample was determined based on Title I non-looping 

principal and teacher participation on the climate survey and teacher participation on 

the parent involvement survey. State averages for student achievement in third, 

fourth, and fifth grades were used to compare CRCT data. 

10. Administrators who identified the use of looping in their schools in grades three, 

four, or five were added to the target population; including all Title I elementary 

school principals, third grade teachers, fourth grade teachers, fifth grade teachers, 

and elementary schools that were included in the study.   

11. Looping principals were asked to provide additional information related to the 

implementation of this grouping design in their schools and to identify teachers in 

grades three, four, and five who participated in looping.   

12. Once this information was identified, looping principals were asked to complete a 

school climate survey and to provide student achievement data for the third, fourth, 

and fifth grade looping teachers.   

13. Looping teachers, as identified by the school principal, in grades three, four, and five 

were asked complete the school climate survey as well as a parent involvement 

survey.   

14. Looping teachers were contacted via email after identification by the school 

principal to complete the two survey instruments. 
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15. Non-looping Title I elementary principals were also added to the target population; 

including all Title I elementary school principals, third grade teachers, fourth grade 

teachers, fifth grade teachers, and elementary schools that were included in the 

study.   

16. Title I elementary school principals who did not identify the use of looping in their 

schools were asked to identify classroom teachers in grades three, four, and five who 

could be contacted to complete the school climate survey and parent involvement 

survey.   

17. Once this information was identified, non-looping principals were asked to complete 

the school climate survey and to provide student achievement data for the third, 

fourth, and fifth grade non-looping teachers.   

18. Non-looping teachers, as identified by the school principal, in grades three, four, and 

five were asked to complete the school climate survey as well as a parent 

involvement survey.   

19. Non-looping teachers were contacted via email after identification by the school 

principal to complete the two survey instruments. 

20. The electronic survey instruments were used to collect data on school climate and 

parent involvement.   

21. Climate data were collected from Title I elementary school principals and third, 

fourth, and fifth grade teachers.   

22. To collect data from principals, the principals’ climate survey began with the items 

from the questionnaire to determine if looping was a classroom grouping design that 
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had been employed in the school, what grade levels were involved in looping, how 

long looping had been in place, and to identify how looping was implemented.   

23. After completing the questionnaire items, principals were asked to complete the 

climate survey that followed.   

24. To collect data from teachers, the teachers’ climate survey began with questionnaire 

items to identify if they participated in looping, how long they participated in 

looping, and what grade level they taught.   

25. After completing the questionnaire items, teachers were asked to complete the 

climate as well as parent involvement survey that followed.   

26. The principals’ and teachers’ climate data were compared to determine any 

differences in climate between looping and non-looping schools.   

27. Additionally, teachers’ parent involvement data were compared and reported in table 

format to determine any differences in parent involvement between looping and non-

looping schools.           

28. Student achievement data were provided to the researcher by principals after the 

identification of looping and non-looping schools, identification of looping and non-

looping principals, and completion of the climate survey. Looping and non-looping 

principals were asked to provide student achievement data using the CRCT Class 

Roster Summary Report, as the state of Georgia does not collect school classroom 

data related to looping. Principals confirmed and identified those teachers who 

participated in looping and had archival data on file with the school or district.   

29. CRCT scores were collected and utilized to analyze the performance of third, fourth, 

and fifth grade students in looping classrooms and the performance of third, fourth, 
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and fifth grade students enrolled in non-looping classrooms.  These grade levels 

were utilized since the CRCT was only given to third, fourth, and fifth grades in the 

elementary setting.  Statewide CRCT data were used to analyze the performance of 

non-looping classrooms.   

30. Data were collected after looping was practiced in the classrooms for a period of two 

years.  Therefore, the students could not be randomly assigned to a looping or non-

looping group due to the organization of the classrooms.   

31. CRCT scores from each school were combined for an entire grade level by looping 

designation, grade level, demographics, and content area.   

32. In Georgia, the CRCT was a measure of acquired knowledge and performance on the 

state performance standards (GADOE, 2012a).   

33. All schools were not located in one school district; therefore, more than one district 

was included in the study.   

34. Classes with varied populations such as large numbers of special needs students or 

gifted students may present sizeable differences in achievement levels that could 

interfere with accurate data analysis.  To the extent possible, given differences in 

schools, data was requested that provided for similarities among student groups.   

35. Once CRCT scores were compiled, the data were run using SPSS statistics software 

and analyzed using an independent samples t-test.  An independent samples t-test is 

a statistical technique that compares mean scores between two groups.   

36. Six t-tests were conducted.  The t-test compared the difference in scores for looping 

third, fourth, and fifth grade classes and non-looping third, fourth, and fifth grade 

classes.  The six t-tests compared Title I schools, for demographic data, looping and 
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non-looping classes in grades three, four, and five in the content areas of reading, 

English Language Arts, and mathematics. Three t-tests were not conducted for 

fourth grade classes.  There were no study participants who taught fourth grade in 

the second year of a looping group.  

37. Principal characteristic data were compiled from the Governor’s Office of Student 

Achievement (GOSA) website for the state of Georgia. Principal characteristic data 

are published yearly and reported by school district.   

38. Yearly, school districts report school demographic and achievement data to the state 

department of education.  

39. The researcher used principal characteristic data published on the GOSA website to 

assess the mean teacher to principal ratio, mean principal years of experience, gender 

of principals, mean certification or educational level of principals in Title I 

elementary looping and non-looping schools.  

40. The teacher to principal ratio for looping and non-looping schools included in the 

study was compiled separately, the mean computed, and then reported in table 

format for comparison. 

41. The years of experience for looping and non-looping schools included in the study 

were compiled separately, the mean computed, and then reported in table format for 

comparison. 

42. The gender of principals for looping schools and non-looping schools included in the 

study was compiled and the number of male and female principals was reported in 

table format for comparison. 
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43. The certification or education level of principals for looping schools and non-

looping schools included in the study was compiled, the mean computed, and then 

reported in table format for comparison. 

44. After the completion of data collection and statistical tests were run, the results were 

reported and analyzed in Chapter Four. 

Response Rate 

The Survey Fundamentals Report (2010) noted that web-based surveys generally 

receive a 30-40% response rate compared to mailed surveys, which receive a 60-70% 

response rate.  The responses from the surveys on looping implementation and school 

climate enable statistically significant conclusions to be made about the population or 

number of schools that implemented looping.  Principals were contacted via email 

regarding looping implementation in their schools.  Seven to ten days after this initial 

email, a second email was sent out to further obtain any responses that were not collected 

from the original email survey distribution (Thayer-Hart, Dykema, Elver, Schaeffer, & 

Stevenson, 2010).   

The response rate for participation in the study was determined based on the 

following criteria.  There are 180 school districts and 1,063 elementary schools in 

Georgia.  Each school should have one principal, for a total of 1,063 principals in the 

state of Georgia.  The number of principals who responded to the initial survey and 

agreed to participate in the study was calculated.  The number of principals who agreed to 

participate in the study was divided by the total number of survey responses by principals 

to determine the response rate for this study. 
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Data Analysis 

School climate data were reported according to the positive or negative 

assessments of teachers and principals.  Teachers and principals assessed the climate of 

their individual school based on questions presented in the questionnaire.  Teachers’ and 

principals’ responses to the School Level Environment Questionnaire [SLEQ] (1990a) 

were categorized by looping or non-looping status to compare differences in climate for 

looping and non-looping schools.  The information was used to evaluate how climate 

related to student achievement when looping was or was not in place.    

Parent involvement data were reported according to the teachers’ assessment.  

Teachers’ responses on the Parent Teacher Involvement Questionnaire [PTIQ-T], (1995) 

were categorized by looping or non-looping status.  The information was used to evaluate 

how parent involvement related to student achievement when looping was or was not in 

place.  Principal characteristic data were reported according to information reported by 

school districts to the state of Georgia Department of Education.  This information was 

used to evaluate how the average principals’ years of experience, teacher to principal 

ratio, gender, and principal educational level or certification level related to school 

improvement efforts.        

Additionally, looping data were analyzed using an independent samples t test.  

This design compared the mean scores between two groups.  For each content area, 

reading, English Language Arts, and mathematics, looping and non-looping groups of 

students’ achievement scores were compared.  These groups were also identified by 

grade level, third, fourth, or fifth grades.  Data from the CRCT allowed for comparable 

and consistent scoring across all school districts that utilized looping.  The data were 
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placed into SPSS statistical software to compare the differences in achievement for the 

looping and non-looping groups.  A t value was calculated for each grade level and 

content area.  The significance of each grade level and content area was tested using 

alpha set at a .05 level of significance.   

Reporting Results 

All research findings identified the type of school climate; positive or negative, 

looping or non-looping environment, type and level of parent involvement, mean 

principal characteristics in Title I elementary schools, and CRCT scoring for reading, 

English Language Arts, and mathematics.  A significance test was run to determine the 

level of significance for school climate in each group, looping or non-looping, and 

student academic achievement by content area.  The findings for the independent samples 

t-test identified the number of student CRCT scores per group, looping or non-looping, 

the mean of each group, standard deviation, and standard error.  A significance test was 

also run to determine the level of significance for each group, looping and non-looping.  

All associated tables and graphs were reported for each looping and non-looping year.  

Data for each content area were reported separately for students in grades three, four, and 

five.  Data for the total number of students including looping and non-looping students, 

total number of districts represented, content area looping scores, content area non-

looping scores at each grade level, and graphs associated with each of these areas were 

reported.  A detailed discussion of looping and non-looping climate and achievement data 

are included with reported data in chapter four. 



 

 

169

Summary 

Organizational climate has an effect of the effectiveness of schools.  School 

principals shape the climate of schools through their behavior, management, and 

leadership style.  The work and characteristics of the principal as the organizational 

leader shapes the educational environment, motivation and productivity of teachers and 

students, and has an effect on student outcomes.  Parent involvement also affects a 

school’s academic outcomes.  School principals can increase parent involvement through 

school climate initiatives as well as programs and strategies that support school and 

home-based involvement.  Additionally, principals can provide professional development 

to teachers on the myriad of ways in which parent involvement can occur, and develop 

programs to ensure that the various forms of parent involvement are documented and 

encouraged in the school environment.  Looping, the progression of a teacher with the 

same group of students for multiple years has been in place as a school improvement tool 

for many years.  Looping, most often noted as a relationship-building strategy, has 

frequently been put in place to increase academic achievement.  Although looping is 

implemented in this manner, empirical data to support the use of looping has shown 

mixed results.  Fifteen research questions were identified to conduct this quantitative 

study.  Nine quantitative questions addressed the affect of looping on student academic 

achievement in elementary schools in grades three, four, and five in the state of Georgia.   

The study was conducted using an ex post facto quantitative design in order to 

compare the differences between looping and non-looping cohorts of students and 

provide empirical evidence related to school climate, parent involvement, looping, 

principal characteristics, and the overall effect of these practices and characteristics on 
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achievement.  Teachers’ and principals’ assessment of school climate was analyzed 

including teachers’ perception of parent involvement.  The analysis guided the discussion 

on the effect of climate and student outcomes. The SLEQ is a valid and reliable 

instrument as reported by a validity study of the instrument.  The PTIQ-T is a valid and 

reliable instrument as reported by a validity study of the instrument.   

The reading, English Language Arts, and mathematics CRCT scores for students 

in grades three, four, and five in looping and comparable non-looping classrooms were 

used to analyze the data using an independent samples t-test.  The CRCT was a valid and 

reliable instrument as reported by the Georgia Department of Education.  CRCT data 

from looping and non-looping classes were analyzed using an independent samples t-test 

to compare the average score for students in a looping or non-looping class.  These data 

compared academic achievement differences among students.  Response rates were 

calculated and derived from the number of elementary school principals in Georgia and 

the number of principals who reported looping as a practice in their schools.  Results 

were reported for each aspect of the sample.  Chapter Four provides details relating to the 

results of this study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The study examined the extent to which school climate, parent involvement, and 

principal characteristics were linked to the effectiveness of looping as a student 

achievement tool.  The study addressed the difference in the climate, level of parent 

involvement, principal characteristics, and the academic achievement of third, fourth, and 

fifth grade students of Title I elementary schools that utilized looping as a school 

improvement strategy and Title I elementary schools that did not use looping as a school 

improvement strategy.  Principal characteristics specifically included; years of 

experience, teacher to principal ratio, gender, and certification level.  Data from the study 

provided information to school principals regarding the utilization of looping as a school 

improvement strategy. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Fifteen quantitative research questions served as a guide to conduct the study.  

The rationale for these questions has been outlined in chapter one.    

1.  Is there a difference in the climate of Title I elementary schools where looping 

is used as a school improvement tool and non-looping Title I elementary schools?   

 H01:  The climate of Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school 

improvement tool is the same or worse than non-looping Title I elementary schools. 
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HA1:  The climate of Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school 

improvement tool is higher than non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

2.  Is there a difference in parent involvement in Title I elementary schools where 

looping is used as a school improvement tool and non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?   

H02:  Parent involvement in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a 

school improvement tool is the same or worse than non-looping Title I elementary 

schools. 

HA2:  Parent involvement in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a 

school improvement tool is higher than non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

3.  Is there a difference in the reading achievement of third grade students in Title 

I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the reading 

achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

H03.  The reading achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

reading achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

HA3.  The reading achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the reading 

achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

4.  Is there a difference in the reading achievement of fourth grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

reading achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  
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H04.  The reading achievement of fourth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

reading achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

HA4.  The reading achievement of fourth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the reading 

achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

5.  Is there a difference in the reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title 

I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the reading 

achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

H05.  The reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the reading 

achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

HA5.  The reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the reading 

achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

6.  Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of third grade 

students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool 

and the English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools?  

H06.  The English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or 

worse than the English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping 

Title I elementary schools. 
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HA6.  The English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools. 

7.  Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade 

students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool 

and the English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title 

I elementary schools?  

H07. The English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or 

worse than the English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in non-

looping Title I elementary schools. 

HA7. The English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools. 

8.  Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade 

students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool 

and the English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools?  

H08. The English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or 
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worse than the English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping 

Title I elementary schools. 

HA8. The English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools. 

9.  Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of third grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

H09. The mathematics achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

HA9. The mathematics achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

10.  Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of fourth grade students 

in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  
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H010. The mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

HA10. The mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

11.  Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

H011.  The mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

HA11.  The mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools.  

12.  Is there a difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 
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H012.  There is no difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

HA12.  There is a difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

13.  Is there a difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

teacher to principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 

H013: There is no difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

teacher to principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

HA13: There is a difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

teacher to principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

14.  Is there a difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

H014: There is no difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  
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HA14: There is a difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

15.  Is there a difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-

looping Title I elementary schools?  

H015: There is no difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-

looping Title I elementary schools.  

HA15: There is a difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-

looping Title I elementary schools. 

Data Retrieval and Respondents 

Population of Interest 

 The population of interest for the study included Title I elementary school 

principals and Title I elementary school teachers who taught third, fourth, or fifth grade.  

Academic achievement data for students in these grade levels was collected to address 

differences in academic achievement for students who participated in looping and 

students who did not participate in looping. 

Units of Analysis 

The school principal is responsible for implementing school improvement 

strategies to address student academic achievement. The study attempted to address the 

link between academic achievement and the school principal by asking Title I elementary 
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school principals to answer questions related to the implementation of looping within 

their building, as well as answer questions regarding school climate within their school.  

Teachers support the implementation of school improvement strategies through 

instruction, developing relationships with their students, and developing relationships 

with parents. This study attempted to compare student academic achievement from state 

assessment data on the CRCT. Comparisons were made between Title I elementary third, 

fourth, and fifth grade students who participated in looping and Title I elementary third, 

fourth, and fifth grade students who did not participate in looping. Teachers also provided 

information on school climate and parent involvement. 

The study further attempted to compare how principal characteristics differ 

among principals who implemented looping as school improvement strategy and 

principals who did not implement looping as a school improvement strategy.  

The current study required that nearly every school district in the state of Georgia 

be contacted regarding the use of looping in their elementary schools. School districts 

considered for inclusion in the study were identified based on Title I status, identified by 

having a minimum of 60% of enrolled students who received free or reduced price lunch.  

Additionally, school districts with only one elementary school within the entire district 

were not included in the study.   

Choice of Data Sources 

Upon initial contact with schools and districts within the state of Georgia, 

nineteen schools were identified as implementing looping in Georgia.  Although this 

number does not include every school or teacher in the state that has participated in 

looping, this number provided parameters for conducting the study.  Once IRB approval 



                                                                                                    180 

 

was received, Georgia school districts were contacted to gain permissions to conduct the 

study.  

At the start of data collection, there were 134 schools districts within the state of 

Georgia.  After eliminating those districts that could not participate based on non-Title I 

status 128 districts were considered for participation. Initial contact was made to school 

district superintendents, departments of curriculum, or research departments in districts 

with more than one elementary school and a free and reduced price lunch percentage at 

60% or higher based on the study limitations and delimitations. Schools with only one 

elementary school were determined to be too small for the study parameters. Public 

schools with 60% or more of enrolled students who received free lunch or reduced price 

lunch are designated as Title I.  Seventeen districts responded to requests to complete the 

study within their schools districts. The school district where the researcher is currently 

employed was not initially included in the study.  Two districts declined to participate in 

the study upon initial requests.  One hundred eight districts never responded after 

multiple attempts to contact key personnel. A total of eighteen districts ultimately 

responded to requests to participate in the study for a total of 7.11% response rate for 

interest in participation and approval to conduct research within the school districts. 

Data Acquisition Methods 

Title I elementary school principals were contacted via email in the districts 

where the study was approved. Principals in five districts participated in the study out of 

fifteen districts that approved for research to be conducted within the district for a total of 

a 33% response rate for those districts where the study was approved.  
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Within the five school districts, Title I elementary school principals were 

contacted and invited to participate in the research study.  Twenty principals responded 

from Title I elementary schools. One school that expressed interest in participating was 

eliminated due to non-Title I status.  Principals who agreed to participate in the study 

were asked to complete a school climate survey. Eight principals agreed to participate in 

the study and six principals completed the SLEQ survey. Four principals in Title I 

elementary schools where looping was implemented were also asked to provide the 

names of third, fourth, and fifth grade teachers who participated in looping at their 

school.  Two non-looping principals in Title I elementary schools were asked if teachers 

in grades three, four, and five could be contacted to participate in the study.  

Teachers in Title I elementary schools who taught third, fourth, or fifth grade and 

were recommended by their school principal were contacted to complete both the school 

climate, SLEQ, and parent involvement, PTIQ-T, survey instruments.  Grades three, four, 

and five were selected to obtain consistent, valid, and reliable quantitative data. Eleven 

teachers responded. One teacher was eliminated due to looping being implemented only 

in Kindergarten, first grade, or second grade.  Four teachers in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools responded to the invitation to complete the SLEQ and PTIQ-T survey 

instruments.  Two non-looping teachers completed both surveys. Due to limited 

responses from non-looping Title I elementary schools, comparison data from the state 

and participating districts were included within the findings section of the study.  

In September 2016, the school district where the researcher is currently employed 

was contacted for permission to include the district in the study due to limited responses 

from other school districts. Table 1 identifies the number of districts, looping and non-
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looping, that granted permission for the study to be conducted, the number of Title I 

elementary schools that could possibly be included in the study, the number of schools 

that agreed to participate in the study, and the number study of teachers who could 

possibly be included in the study.  

 
Table 1 

Responses by District and School Personnel 

Respondents No. Responses  

District approval 15  

School/Principals 19  

Teachers 10  

 
 

Although several districts granted permission to conduct the study, the actual 

number of schools demonstrating interest in participating in the study was much smaller.  

School principals were contacted two times to determine initial interest in participating in 

the study.  If interest was provided, then additional follow-up was made with principals.  

Title I elementary school principals were asked to provide the names of teachers who 

participated in looping for further contact and to complete the study surveys.   

CRCT data were collected based on school district requests. Two districts 

requested that all data be sent to the researcher from the district office.  All other districts 

did not provide specific details regarding how data should be obtained from schools.  In 

instances where specific guidance was not provided, individual school principals were 

asked to provide CRCT data for teachers who completed the SLEQ and PTIQ surveys.  
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Title I elementary school principal interest and responsiveness was low overall at 

43% and even lower for non-looping principals at 14%. In these schools, the number of 

teachers willing to participate in the study was even smaller. The overall percentage of 

Title I teachers who expressed interest was 80% and the percentage of interest for non-

looping teachers was 20%. In one school district a principal in a non-Title I school 

expressed interest in participating in the study, however the school could not be included 

due to the study parameters. School and principal demographic data were obtained from 

the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement. 

Useable data were obtained from four Title I elementary schools that 

implemented looping and two Title I elementary schools that did not implement looping. 

No useable data were obtained for fourth grade teachers or students. The schools 

represented in the study did not have common demographic characteristics, as 

represented in the school demographic tables below.  Schools ranged from having an 

enrollment of 446 students to 830 students and ranged from 92% to 95% of students who 

received free or reduced price lunch. 

Data Organization and Protection 

Teachers and principals completed the study surveys anonymously, and contact 

information was not collected within the survey instruments.  Principals were first 

contacted via email to determine interest in participating in the study.  Links to the SLEQ 

survey were sent to principals electronically once a principal agreed to participate in the 

study.  After a principal completed the SLEQ survey, he or she emailed the names of 

teachers to contact for participation.  Teachers were then contacted via email.  Once  

teacher agreed to participate, the SLEQ and PTIQ-T survey links were emailed to the 
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teacher individually.  CRCT data were requested once teachers completed the survey 

instruments.  All CRCT, SLEQ, and PTIQ-T data were manually matched by the 

researcher according to principals and teachers due to the small size of the study. Data 

documents were downloaded and saved electronically to preserve the original documents. 

Assessment of Sample Representativeness 

 Districts throughout the state of Georgia were contacted and invited to participate. 

Initial responses to the research requests and interest in the study were larger than the 

number of districts who approved research requests. Within each district where approval 

was granted, the study was limited to Title I elementary schools. The resulting study 

included a small number of participants due to the focus on looping, and the availability 

of principals and teachers who were in place at the time looping was implemented in the 

school. 

 Demographic data comparing the state of Georgia to the schools included in the 

study are presented in Table 2 and Table 3.  The free and reduced price lunch percentage 

for the state is 62%. The state percentage is well below the free and reduced price lunch 

percentage of the districts and schools that participated in the study. The free and reduced 

price lunch percentage in the largest district that participated in the study is 73%.  

Individual schools that participated in the study range from 92% to 95%, well above the 

state average.   

State demographic data showing the ethnic makeup of schools are presented in 

Table 2 and Table 3. The state demographics are predominately White at 43%, followed 

by Black at 37%. Two districts that participated in the study align with the state at 87% 

and 55% white. The other two districts that participated in the study are predominately 
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black at 67% and 20% of the student population. Each school that participated in the 

study, with the exception of one, were predominately black or Hispanic at the time of 

data collection. The other school was predominately white. Demographic data shows 

clear differences in the ethnic make up of districts and schools compared to the state.  

 
Table 2 

State of Georgia Public School Demographics  

School Year Grade Enrollment Free/reduced 
lunch % 

Demographics 

2013-2014 
 
 

K-12 
3 
4 
5  

1,859,743 
131,268 
129,287 
128,707 

62% Asian – 4% 
Black – 37% 
Hispanic – 13% 
White – 43% 
Multi-racial – 3% 

 
 

Demographic data for each school are presented in Table 3.  The table includes 

each of the six schools, enrollment data by school, the free and reduced price lunch 

percentage by school, and student demographics for the schools. 
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Table 3 

Public School Demographics 

 

School 
Year 

School Grade Enrollment Free/reduced 
lunch % 

Demographics 

2013-2014 1 K-5 729 92% Asian – 14% 
     Black – 11% 
     Hispanic – 71% 
     White – 3% 
     MultiRace – 1% 
      
 2   K-5 830 95% Black – 95% 
     Hispanic – 3% 
     MultiRace – 2% 
      
 3 K-5 604 92% Asian – 10% 
     Black – 80% 
     Hispanic – 7% 
     White – 1% 
     MultiRace – 1% 
      
 4 K-5 646 % Black – 13% 
     Hispanic – 6% 
     White – 76% 
     MultiRace – 4% 
      
 5 K-5 470 83% Asian – 3% 
     Black – 2% 
     Hispanic – 58% 
     White – 34% 
     MultiRace – 4% 
      
 6 K-5 446 82% Black – 6% 
     Hispanic – 4% 
     White – 84% 
     MultiRace – 5% 
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 Data Cleaning and Editing 

Accuracy of the Data File 

 Data for the study were retrieved from Survey Monkey and downloaded to an 

Excel spreadsheet.  The Excel spreadsheet listed each question on the survey documents 

and listed the individual responses from each study participant.  Each question was 

labeled according to the representative SLEQ or PTIQ-T scale.  Data within each Excel 

file for the SLEQ and the PTIQ-T were imported into SPSS to analyze the data sets. Data 

values correspond to similar questions and reasonable experiences of teachers and 

principals. No duplicate data records were identified. Data were reasonable and accurate.  

SLEQ 

SLEQ data were entered for the study from the downloaded data file from Survey 

Monkey.  The eight scales for the SLEQ were labeled for each survey question on the 

file.  Respondents’ surveys were reported using a Likert type rating. Respondents chose 

one response per question. Due to the small sample size of fifteen responses, duplicate 

records were not observed in the data file. Two respondents who agreed to participate in 

the study chose not to answer the survey questions.  These responses were discarded and 

dropped from the study.   

PTIQ-T 

 PTIQ-T data were entered for the study from the downloaded data file from 

Survey Monkey.  The three scales for the PTIQ-T were labeled for each survey question 

on the file.  Respondents’ surveys were reported using a Likert type rating. Respondents 

chose one response per question. There were no duplicate records in the data file. Two 
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respondents who agreed to participate in the study chose not to answer the survey 

questions.  These responses were discarded and dropped from the study.   

Data Normality 

Tests were run for each scale of the SLEQ to check data normality.  A histogram 

for each scale with a normal curve was run. Skewness and Kurtosis data for each scale 

was also compared to check normality. For each of the eight scales of the SLEQ, data 

were normally distributed.  The skewness and kurtosis data also support the limited 

probability of outliers within the SLEQ sample set. This may also be due the small 

sample size.  Table 4 provides a summary of the SLEQ scale characteristics.  

 
Table 4 

Summary of SLEQ Scale Characteristics 

Scale name N M SD Skewness Kurtosis Coefficient 
alpha 
reliability 

Shapiro-
Wilk 
sig. 

Student 
Support 

15  4.24 .59 -.71 -.29 .83 .38 

 
Professional 
Interest 
 

15 4.07 .51 .44 -1.14 .81 .05 

Staff 
Freedom 

15 4.05 .60 .30 -1.38 .87 .05 

 
Participatory 
Decision 
Making 

15 2.58 .74 1.62 4.56 .83 .02 

 
Innovation 15 2.30 .60 .48 .90 .81 .19 

 
Resource 
Adequacy 

15 3.72 .59 -.014 -1.19 .69 .39 

 
Affiliation 15 4.16 .64 -.05 -1.02 .86 .13 
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Tests were run for each scale of the PTIQ-T to check data normality.  A histogram 

for each scale with a normal curve was run. Skewness and Kurtosis data for each scale 

was also compared to check normality. For each of the three scales of the PTIQ-T, data 

were normally distributed.  The skewness and kurtosis data also support the limited 

probability of outliers within the PTIQ-T sample set. This may also be due to the small 

sample size.  Table 5 provides a summary of the PTIQ-T scale characteristics. 

 
Table 5 

Summary of PTIQ-T Scale Characteristics 

Scale name N M SD Skewness Kurtosis Coefficient 
alpha 
reliability 

Shapiro-
Wilk 
sig. 

Parent 
Comfort and 
Endorsement 

8  3.19 .46 .49 .42 .68 .32 

 
Parent 
Involvement 

8 2.71 .53 -.09 -1.82 .64 .38 

 
Parent 
Teacher 
Contact 

8 2.95 .43 .50 -.12 .88 .86 

 
 
Measurement of Validity and Reliability 

A technical report by Fisher & Fraser (1990b) found the SLEQ to be a valid and 

reliable survey instrument for assessing school climate.  Reliability tests, for the current 

study, using Cronbach’s alpha were run for eight scales of the SLEQ. Each scale; Student 

Support, Professional Interest, Staff Freedom, Participatory Decision Making, 

Innovation, Resource Adequacy, Work Pressure, and Affiliation coefficient alpha 

reliabilities were ∝ = .83, .81, .87, .83, .81, .69, and  .75 respectively.  
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A technical report by Miller-Johnson, Maumary-Gremaud, & Conduct Disorders 

Group (1995) found the PTIQ-T to be a valid and reliable survey instrument for assessing 

parent involvement. Reliability tests, for the current study, using Cronbach’s alpha were 

run for each scale of the PTIQ-T. Each scale; Parent Comfort and Endorsement, Parent 

Involvement, and Parent Teacher Contact coefficient alpha reliabilities were ∝ = .68, .50, 

and .88 respectively. 

Data Description 

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables 

The School Climate (SLEQ) questionnaire included the following seven scales: 

student support (SS), affiliation (AFF), professional interest (PI), staff freedom (SF), 

participatory decision-making (PDM), innovation (IN), and resource adequacy (RA).  

The SLEQ included seven items or rating questions for each of these scales. For each 

question within each scale, the variable number in the SLEQ data set, the question 

content, the number of observations, the means, and standard deviations are reported. 

Within each scale, the loading (correlation) of each question on the first principal 

component is reported. Given the small sample sizes, it was inappropriate to extract more 

than one component or to interpret the loadings other than by their arithmetic signs. If a 

variable correlated negatively with the component, then the variable was reverse scored 

by subtracting its raw scores from six. For variables loading negatively with the 

component, if the original score was one, after reversal it would become five. The 

reversed items replaced the original items for computing the scale score. Then the 

corresponding scale score was computed as the average of the scale questions for each 

respondent.   
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Each scale of the SLEQ was examined.  For the Student Support (SS) Scale, 

Table 6, seven questions were examined student behavior and relationship with others.  

For SS, four sets of questions with a strong correlation included positive student behavior 

or negative student behavior at .72, .83, .81, .76 with each other, suggesting a strong 

positive relationship to one another. Students who get along well with teachers will also 

be helpful and cooperative with teachers. Having many noisy and badly behaved students 

is aligned to having disruptive and difficult students. Strict discipline is needed when 

there are many disruptive and difficult students and when there are many noisy and badly 

behaved students. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .54 and 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (χ2(21) = 63.66, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the SLEQ. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 56.12% of the variance. Internal reliability for SS was examined using 

Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .83 for each question (7 items). Based on 

teacher responses to the questions for student support, the questions addressed the scale, 

student support. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the composite 

score data in the current study. 
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Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics – Student Support (SS) Scale 

SLEQ 
variable no. 

Question 
content 

N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
component 

6 Most students 
are friendly and 
pleasant to 
teachers. 

15 4.46 1.06 .29 

 

 
14 Most students 

are helpful and 
cooperative to 
teachers.  

15 4.40 .50 .71 

 

 
22 There are many 

disruptive, 
difficult students 
in this school.  

15 2.06 1.09 -.87 

 

 
30 There are many 

noisy, badly 
behaved 
students.  

15 1.73 .96 -.79 

 

 
38 Students get 

along well with 
teachers.  

15 4.40 .50 .79 

 
46 Most students 

are well-
mannered and 
respectful to the 
school staff.   

15 4.40 .63 .77 

 

 
54 Strict discipline 

is needed to 
control many of 
the students.  

15 2.20 .86 -.87 
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For the Professional Interest (PI) Scale, Table 7, seven questions were examined 

communication and interest in teaching and learning.  For scale PI, three sets of questions 

with a strong inverse relationship teacher interest in learning from one another and 

matters addressed during staff meetings -.87, -.71, and -.67 with each other, suggesting a 

strong inverse positive relationship to one another. Teachers who are eager to learn from 

their colleagues do not avoid talking to one another about teaching and learning, Teachers 

who attend professional learning do not avoid talking to one another, and Teachers who 

are eager to learn form their colleagues do not feel that staff meetings are dominated by 

administrative matters. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .71 

and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (χ2(21) = 51.82, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the SLEQ. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 53.67% of the variance. Internal reliability for PI was examined using 

Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .81 for each question (7 items). Based on 

teacher responses to the questions for PI, the questions addressed the scale, professional 

interest. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the composite score data 

in the current study. 
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics – Professional Interest (PI) Scale 

SLEQ 
variable no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
component 

8 Teachers discuss 
teaching methods 
and strategies 
with each other.  

15 4.46 .52 .54 

 

16 Teachers avoid 
talking with each 
other about 
teaching and 
learning.  

15 1.66 .49 -.95 

 

 
24 Staff meetings are 

dominated by 
administrative 
matters rather 
than teaching and 
learning issues.   

15 2.33 .90 -.72 

 

 

 
32 Many teachers 

attend in-service 
and other 
professional 
development 
courses.   

15 4.33 .72 .69 

 

 

 
40 Teachers show 

little interest in 
what is happening 
in other schools.   

15 2.33 .82 -.53 

 

 
48 Teachers are keen 

to learn from their 
colleagues.  

15 4.20 .68 .95 

 
56 
 

Teachers show 
considerable 
interest in the 
professional 
activities of their 
colleagues.   

15 3.80 .94 .63 
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For the Staff Freedom (SF) Scale, Table 8, seven questions examined the mission, 

vision, and goals for the school. For scale SF, eight sets of questions with a strong 

correlation included alignment of the school mission to teacher understanding of the 

mission, and consensus among teachers on the organization of the school.75, .68, .84, .69, 

.78, .79, .81, and .70 with each other, suggesting a positive relationship to one another. If 

the school mission is associated with school goals and well understood, then teachers 

refer to the mission when addressing school issues. A high degree of consensus among 

the staff is aligned to how well the school is organized. If the school operated according 

to its goals, then the organization of the school reflected its goals. When teachers agree 

on the schools goals, then the organization of the school reflected school goals.  

Consensus among the staff regarding what the school is trying to achieve is positively 

aligned to the similarities in the understanding of the mission by teachers. The Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .51 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

was significant (χ2(21) = 73.60, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the SLEQ. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 59.51% of the variance. Internal reliability for SF was examined using 

Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .87 for each question (7 items). Based on 

teacher responses to the questions for SF, the questions addressed the scale, staff 

freedom. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the composite score data 

in the current study. 
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Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics – Staff Freedom (SF) Scale 

SLEQ 
variable 
no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
component  

9 The school mission 
statement and its 
associated goals are 
well understood by 
school staff.  

15 4.40 .74 .63 

 

 
17 The organization of 

this school reflects its 
goals.  

15 4.13 .83 .81 

 
25 Teachers regularly 

refer to the mission of 
the school when 
addressing school 
issues.   

15 3.27 .96 .41 

 

 
33 There is a high degree 

of consensus within 
the staff with regard to 
what the school is 
trying to achieve.   

15 4.00 .76 .85 

 

 
41 My views of the 

overall mission of this 
school are very similar 
to other staff members.   

15 4.00 .85 .87 

 

49 The operation of this 
school is consistent 
with its goals.  

15 4.40 .63 .82 

 
57 Teachers agree on the 

school's overall goals.  
15 4.13 .83 .90 

 
 

For the Participatory Decision Making (PDM) Scale, Table 9, seven questions 

examined who makes decisions in a school and how decisions in the school are made.  

For scale PDM, the six sets of question items with a strong correlation included senior 

staff decision making and teachers ability to make decisions at -.73, .82, .71, -.82, -.85, 
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and -.62 with each other, suggesting a positive relationship as well as inverse relationship 

to one another.  When decisions are made by the administrative team only, then action 

cannot be taken without approval from administration, teachers have little say in the 

management of the school, and are less likely to be asked to participate in decision-

making. If teachers can make decisions without gaining approval from administration, 

then teachers may be more likely to be encouraged to make decisions without referring to 

a member of the administrative team and may be more likely to have some say in the 

management of the school. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was 

.66 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (χ2(21) = 62.74, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the SLEQ. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 55.77% of the variance. Internal reliability for PDM was examined using 

Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .83 for each question (7 items). Based on 

teacher responses to the questions for PDM, the questions addressed the scale, 

participatory decision making. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the 

composite score data in the current study. 

 

 
  



                                                                                                    198 

 

Table 9 

Descriptive Statistics – Participatory Decision Making (PDM) Scale 

SLEQ 
variable no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
component 

10 Decisions about the 
running of this school 
are usually made by the 
principal or a small 
group of teachers.  

15 3.40 .99 .85 

 

 

18 I have to refer even 
small matters to a 
senior member of staff 
for a final answer.  

15 2.07 1.03 .65 

 

 
26 Action can be taken 

without gaining the 
approval of a senior 
member of staff.   

15 3.60 1.06 -.91 

 

 

34 Teachers are asked to 
participate in decisions 
concerning 
administrative policies 
and procedures.   

15 3.73 1.22 -.83 

 

 

 

42 I am encouraged to 
make decisions without 
reference to a senior 
member of staff.  

15 3.47 .83 -.60 

 

 
50 I am allowed to do 

almost as I please in the 
classroom.  

15 2.87 1.13 -.04 

58 I have little say in the 
running of this school.  

15 2.27 1.10 .95 
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For the Innovation (I) Scale, Table 10, seven questions examined acceptance and 

resistance to change. For scale I, the items with a strong correlation included teachers 

trying new ideas and teacher encouragement of innovation .60, -.69, -.72, and -.73 with 

each other, suggesting a positive relationship to one another, and a strong inverse 

relationship with one another. If it is difficult to change things in a school, then there will 

be more resistance to change. If new ideas are being tried in the school, then it is less 

difficult to change things in the school. If new curriculum is seldom implemented in the 

school, then teachers are less likely to be innovative and new and different ideas may not 

be tried in the school. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .61 

and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (χ2(21) = 46.82, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the SLEQ. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 50.05% of the variance. Internal reliability for Innovation was examined using 

Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .81 for each question (7 items). Based on 

teacher responses to the questions for Innovation, the questions addressed the scale, 

innovation. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the composite score 

data in the current study. 
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Table 10 

Descriptive Statistics – Innovation (I) Scale 

SLEQ 
variable no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
component 

11 It is difficult to 
change anything in 
this school.  

15 2.40 .99 .89 

 
19 Teachers are 

encouraged to be 
innovative in this 
school.  

15 4.53 .64 -.70 

 

 
27 There is a great 

deal of resistance to 
proposals for 
curriculum change.   

15 2.87 1.06 .75 

 

 
35 Most teachers like 

the idea of change.  
15 2.93 1.03 -.36 

 
43 New courses or 

curriculum 
materials are 
seldom 
implemented in the 
school.   

15 2.07 .70 .85 

 

 

51 There is much 
experimentation 
with different 
teaching 
approaches.   

15 3.60 .83 -.37 

 

 
59 New and different 

ideas are being 
tried in this school.  

15 4.20 .86 -.82 
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For the Resource Adequacy (RA) Scale, Table 11, seven questions examined the 

availability and quantity of school resources. For scale RA, the items with a strong 

correlation included the supply and availability of copy machines, technology, and 

instructional materials .64, .72, and -.71 with each other, suggesting a strong positive 

relationship to one another. If instructional materials are available, then the school library 

may also have an adequate selection of supplies. If adequate copying facilities and 

services are available to teachers, then technology equipment may also be readily 

available and facilities may be more adequate for addressing classroom needs. The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .650 and Bartlett’s Test of 

Sphericity was significant (χ2(21) = 28.808, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the SLEQ. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 42.60% of the variance. Internal reliability for RA was examined using 

Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .69 for each question (7 items). Based on 

teacher responses to the questions for (RA), the questions addressed the scale, resource 

adequacy. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the data in the current 

study. 
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Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics – Resource Adequacy (RA) Scale 

SLEQ 
variable 
no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
component 

12 The school or department 
library includes an 
adequate selection of 
books and periodicals.   

15 4.33 .72 .68 

 

 

20 The supply of equipment 
and resources is 
inadequate.  

15 2.87 1.13 -.41 

 

28 Video equipment, tapes 
and films are readily 
available and accessible.   

15 3.93 .47 .72 

 

36 Adequate copying 
facilities and services are 
available to teachers. 

15 3.87 .83 .73 

 
44 Tape recorders and 

cassettes are available 
when needed.  

15 3.67 1.18 .52 

 

52 Facilities are inadequate 
for catering for a variety 
of classroom activities 
and learning groups of 
different sizes.  

15 2.73 1.28 -.79 

 

 
60 Class sets of important 

resource books are 
available when needed. 

15 3.80 .77 .64 

 

 
 

For Scale 7, Work Pressure (WP), Table 12, seven questions were examined 

feasibility of completing work.  For Scale 7, two sets of questions with a strong 

correlation included teachers’ ability to take it easy while getting their work done and 

seldom having deadlines to meet at .72 and .62 with each other, suggesting a strong 



                                                                                                    203 

 

positive relationship to one another. Teachers who believe they don’t have to work hard 

also believe they can take it easy and still get the work done and have few deadlines to 

meet. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .568 and Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity was significant (χ2(21) = 33.26, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the SLEQ. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 43.85% of the variance. Internal reliability for WP was examined using 

Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .75 for each question (7 items). Based on 

teacher responses to the questions for (WP), the questions addressed the scale, work 

pressure. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the composite score data 

in the current study. 
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Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics – Work Pressure (WP) Scale 

SLEQ 
variable 
no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
component 

13 There is constant 
pressure to keep 
working.  

15 3.80 .56 

 

-.30 

21 Teachers have to work 
long hours to 
complete all their 
work.  

15 3.73 .88 

 

-.83 

29 Teachers don't have to 
work hard in this 
school.  

15 1.40 .51 

 

.76 

37 There is no time for 
teachers to relax.  

15 3.40 .74 -.38 

45 You can take it easy 
and still get the work 
done.  

15 1.73 .70 

 

.85 

53 Seldom are there 
deadlines to be met.  

15 1.53 .52 

 

.72 

61 It is hard to keep up 
with your workload.  

15 3.27 .96 -.57 

 

 

For the Affiliation (A) scale, Table 13, seven questions were examined addressing 

employee professional relationships. For scale (A), eight sets of questions were correlated 

between .63 and .82, suggesting a strong positive relationship with one another including 

teachers who encourage one another also feel accepted by one another. Teachers who 

recognize the talents of each other also feel they can rely on their colleagues for 

assistance if needed. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .421 

and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (χ2(21) = 79.68, p < .05).  
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Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the SLEQ. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 58.90% of the variance. Internal reliability for Affiliation was examined using 

Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .86 for seven questions (7 items). Based 

on teacher responses to the questions for Affiliation, the questions addressed the scale, 

affiliation. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the composite score 

data in the current study. 
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Table 13 

Descriptive Statistics – Affiliation (A) Scale 

SLEQ 
variable 
no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
component 

7 I receive encouragement 
from colleagues.  

15 4.47 .52 .86 

 
15 I feel accepted by other 

teachers.  
15 4.33 .72 .85 

 
23 I am ignored by other 

teachers.  
15 2.00 1.07 -.49 

 
31 I feel that I could rely 

on my colleagues for 
assistance if I needed it.   

15 4.27 .88 .76 

 
39 My colleagues take 

notice of my 
professional views and 
opinions.   

15 4.13 .83 .86 

 

47 I feel that I have many 
friends among my 
colleagues at this 
school.   

15 3.80 1.08 .79 

 

 
55 I feel lonely and left out 

of things in the 
staffroom.  

15 1.87 .92 -.69 

 

 

Each scale of the PTIQ-T was examined.  For the Parent Comfort and 

Endorsement (PCE) Scale, Table 14, two questions examined how much parents 

encourage their child to have a positive attitude towards school and how important 

education is for the family. For scale PCE, each of the two items correlated at .52 with 

each other, suggesting a positive relationship to one another, parents who value education 

may also encourage their child to have a positive attitude towards school. The Kaiser-



                                                                                                    207 

 

Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .500 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

was significant (χ2(1) = 1.71, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the PTIQ-T. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 75.80% of the variance. The second component had an Eigenvalue just over 

one, and each explained 24.18% of the variance. Internal reliability for PCE was 

examined using Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .68 for both questions (2 

items). Based on teacher responses to the questions for (PCE), the questions addressed 

the scale, parent comfort and endorsement. An approximately normal distribution was 

evident for the composite score data in the current study. The distribution is presented 

below. 

 
Table 14 

Descriptive Statistics – Parent Comfort and Endorsement (PCE) Scale 

PTIQ-T 
variable 
no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
factor 

19 How much do parents 
in your school building 
do things to encourage 
their child’s positive 
attitude towards 
education? 

8 3.00 .53 .72 

 

 

22 How important is 
education in this 
family? 

8 3.38 .53 .72 

 
 

For the Parent Involvement (PINV) Scale, Table 15, five questions were 

examined how often parents made suggestions about their child at the school, teachers 
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thoughts on how much parents have the same goals as the school for their children, how 

often parents send items to the school, how often parents volunteer at the school, and how 

involved parents are in the child’s schooling.  For scale PINV, the items with a strong 

correlation included how often parents volunteer at the school and how involved parents 

are in their child’s school life at .65 with each other, suggesting a positive relationship to 

one another, parents who volunteer in the school will most likely also be more involved 

in their child’s school life. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was 

.61 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (χ2(6) = 3.13, p < .05).  

Principal Component Analysis was used to identify and compute summary scores 

for the scales underlying the PTIQ-T. Initial Eigenvalue indicated that one component 

explained 50.69% of the variance. The second component had an Eigenvalue just over 

one, and explained 23.60% of the variance. Internal reliability for PINV was examined 

using Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha was moderate ∝ = .50 for each question (5 items). 

Based on teacher responses to the questions for (PINV), the questions addressed the 

scale, parent involvement. An approximately normal distribution was evident for the 

composite score data in the current study. 
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Table 15 

Descriptive Statistics – Parent Involvement (PINV) Scale 

PTIQ-T 
variable no. 

Question 
content 

N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
factor 

17 How much do you 
feel the parents 
have the same 
goals for their 
children that the 
school does? 

8 3.63 .74 .31 

 

 

 
18 How often do 

parents send things 
to class like 
storybooks or 
objects? 

8 2.00 .76 .53 

 

 
20 How often do 

parents volunteer 
at the school? 

8 3.13 .99 .91 

 
 
21 

How involved are 
parents in his/her 
child’s education 
and school life? 

8 3.13 .64 .69 

 

 
16 How often does a 

parent ask 
questions or make 
suggestions about 
his or her child? 

7 1.43 .79 -.15 

 

 

 
 

For the Parent Teacher Contact (PTC) scale, Table 16, 14 questions were 

examined. For scale PTC, the matrix was not positive definite, therefore the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were not 

computed. Internal reliability for PTC was examined using Cronbach’s Alpha. The alpha 
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was strong at .88, showing good internal consistency for (PTC), 14 items. An 

approximately normal distribution was evident for the data in the current study. 

 
Table 16 

Descriptive Statistics – Parent Teacher Contact (PTC) Scale 

PTIQ-T 
variable 
no. 

Question content N M SD Loadings 
on first 
principal 
factor 

2 How often have the 
students’ parents called 
you in the past year? 

8 3.25 1.04 .78 

 

3 How often have you 
called the students’ 
parents in the past 
year? 

8 3.25 1.04 .78 

 

4 How often have 
student’s parent 
written you a note in 
the past year? 

8 4.00 .96 .84 

 

5 How often have you 
written a note to 
student’s parent in the 
past year? 

8 4.13 .83 .30 

 

6 How often have 
parents stopped by to 
talk to you in the past 
year? 

8 3.13 .64 -.23 

 

 
7 How often have 

parents been invited to 
visit the school for a 
special event (i.e. book 
fair) in the past year? 

8 3.25 .71 .91 

 

 
8 How often have 

students’ parents 
visited the school for a 
special event (i.e. book 
fair) in the past year? 

8 3.25 1.04 .41 
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Table 16 – continued 
 
9 How often have the 

students’ parents been 
invited to attend a 
parent-teacher 
conference in the past 
year? 

8 2.38 .52 .21 

 

 

10 How often have the 
students’ parents 
attended a parent-
teacher conference in 
the past year? 

8 2.25 .46 .80 

11 How often have 
students’ parents been 
invited to attend PTA 
meetings in the past 
year? 

8 2.75 .46 .12 

 

 
12 How often have 

students’ parents 
attended PTA meetings 
in the past year? 

8 2.50 .53 .72 

13 How interested are the 
parents in getting to 
know you? 

8 3.13 .64 -.78 

 

14 How well do you feel 
you can talk to and be 
heard by parents? 

8 3.17 .75 -.22 

 
15 If you had a problem 

with a student, how 
comfortable would you 
feel talking to his/her 
parent about it? 

7 4.57 .79 -.87 

 
 
School Climate 

Correlations between the questions in each scale of the SLEQ were run to 

determine if there was a relationship between the questions in each scale and if the 

questions supported each scale. Correlation matrices were run along with the principal 
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component method to recode questions and provide a summary of the questions in the 

scale (Whittig, 2004).  

 
Table 17 

Correlations among SLEQ Scales 

Scale 
no. 

Scale  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Student 
Support 

  1.00 .44 .21 -.26 -.31 .67 .18 

 
2 Professional 

Interest 
 .44 1.00 .88 -.52 -.76 .68 .86 

 
3 Staff 

Freedom 
 .21 .88 1.00 -.58 -.81 .47 .92 

 
4 Participatory 

Decision 
Making 

 -.26 -.52 -.58 1.00 .77 -.37 -.44 

 
5 Innovation  -.31 -.76 -.81 .77 1.00 -.61 -.63 

 
6 Resource 

Adequacy 
 .67 .68 .47 -.37 -.61 1.00 .35 

 
7 Affiliation  .18 .86 .92 -.44 -.63 .35 1.00 

 
 
Parent Involvement 

Correlations between the questions in each scale of the PTIQ-T were run to 

determine if there was a relationship between the questions in each scale and if the 

questions supported each scale. Correlation matrices were run along with the principal 

component method to recode questions and provide a summary of the questions in the 

scale (Whittig, 2004).  
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Table 18 

Correlations among PTIQ-T Scales 

Scale no. Scale  1 2 3 

1 Parent Comfort and 
Endorsement 

  1.00 .80 .17 

2 Parent Involvement  .80 1.00 .52 

3 Parent Teacher 
Contact 

 .17 .52 1.00 

 
 
Each PTIQ-T scale was examined to determine how well each scale correlated with each 

other.  The findings are reported below. 

A Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated for the relationship between 

parent comfort and endorsement and parent involvement.  A strong positive correlation 

was found (r (6) = .81, p < .05), indicating a significant linear relationship between the 

two variables. Higher ratings of parent comfort and endorsement of the school were 

associated with higher ratings on parent involvement in the school.  

A second Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated examining the 

relationship between parent comfort and endorsement and parent teacher contact.  A 

weak correlation that was not significant was found (r (6) = .17, p > .05). Higher ratings 

of parent comfort and endorsement of the school were not aligned to more frequent 

parent teacher contact. However, the probability of a Type 1 error occurring is .68, 

meaning that the relationship between parent comfort and endorsement has a 68% chance 

of having a strong and positive relationship to parent teacher contact although the 

Pearson coefficient was not significant. 
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A third Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated examining the relationship 

between parent involvement and parent teacher contact.  A weak inverse correlation that 

was not significant was found (r (6) = -.07, p > .05). Increased parent involvement in the 

school has a weak relationship with less parent teacher contact. However, the probability 

of a Type 1 error occurring is .88, meaning that the relationship between parent 

involvement has an 88% chance of having a strong inverse relationship to parent teacher 

contact although the Pearson coefficient was not significant. 

Data Findings 

The findings for each of the fifteen research questions are reported below.  Each 

research question is presented followed by the study findings for each question in 

narrative and table format.  A brief discussion of the findings are presented. 

Four initial questions were asked of each study participant to determine whether or not 

looping was implemented in the school, the grade levels where looping was implemented, 

the number of years looping was implemented in the school and the school years when 

looping was in place, and a brief open-ended response question regarding the use and 

implementation of looping in each school.  Table 19 provides a summary of the responses 

to the open-ended questions.   
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Table 19 

Looping Implementation Descriptive Data 

 Yes No 

Has your school 
participated in looping? 

10 5 
 
 

If yes, what grade levels 
have participated in 
looping? 
 

All grade levels (K-5). 

When was looping in place 
for the grade levels noted 
above (please identify 
school years)? 
 

Looping was in place from approximately 2002-2016 
depending on the school. 

Please describe how 
looping has been 
implemented in your 
school. 

The principal asked teachers to participate. 

 
 
Question 1 

Is there a difference in the climate of Title I elementary schools where looping is used as 

a school improvement tool and non-looping Title I elementary schools?   

The SLEQ includes fifty-six questions.  The survey consists of seven categories; 

student support, professional interest, staff freedom, participatory decision-making, 

innovation, resource adequacy, and work pressure.  Table 20 identifies the scale name, 

scale abbreviations, and items on the scale.  
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Table 20 

SLEQ Scale Names and Defining Items 

 

SLEQ scale name Scale abbreviation Items on scalea 

Student Support SS -1, 9, 17, -25, 33, 41, -49 

Affiliation AFF -2, 10, -18, 26, -34, 42, -
50 

Professional Interest 
 

PI 
 

3, -11, -19, 27, -35, 43, 51 

Staff Freedom 
 

SF 
 

-4, 12, -20, 28, 36, -44, -
52 

Participatory Decision Making 
 

PDM -5, -13, 21, 29, 37, -45, -
53 

Innovation IN 
 
 

-6, 14, -22, 30, -38, 46, 54 

Resource Adequacy RA 7, -15, 23, 31, -39, -47, 55 

Work Pressure WP 8, 16, -24, 32, -40, -48, 56 

a The minus sign in front of some items means they are to be reverse scored. 

 
 

The School Level Environment Questionnaire (SLEQ) was given to principals 

and teachers.  The results of the SLEQ are presented in Table 21 by Title I elementary 

school principals and Title I elementary school teachers in third, fourth, or fifth grade for 

each scale.  

Student Support (SS) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale student support (SS) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale (SS) for 

non-looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(13) = .081, p < .05).  The 

mean of the looping group (M = 24.9, sd = 2.28) was not statistically different from the 

mean score of the non-looping group (M = 24.80, sd = 2.17). 
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Affiliation (AFF) Scale  

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale affiliation (AFF) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale (AFF) for non-

looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(13) = -0.072, p < .05).  The mean 

of the looping group (M = 23.90, sd = 2.81) was not statistically different from the mean 

score of the non-looping group (M = 24.00, sd = 1.73). 

Professional Interest (PI) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale professional interest (PI) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale (PI) 

for non-looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(13) = -0.247, p < .05).  

The mean of the looping group (M = 28.30, sd = 3.77) was not statistically different from 

the mean score of the non-looping group (M = 28.80, sd = 3.49). 

Staff Freedom (SF) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale staff freedom (SF) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale (SF) for non-

looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(13) = -1.103, p < .05).  The mean 

of the looping group (M = 19.60, sd = 1.89) was not statistically different from the mean 

score of the non-looping group (M = 20.60, sd = .89). 

Participatory Decision Making (PDM) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale participatory decision making (PDM) of looping schools and the mean score for the 

scale (PDM) for non-looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(13) = -

0.848, p < .05).  The mean of the looping group (M = 23.40, sd = 5.82) was not 
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statistically different from the mean score of the non-looping group (M = 25.80, sd = 

3.27). 

Innovation (IN) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale innovation (IN) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale (IN) for non-

looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(13) = -1.235, p < .05).  The mean 

of the looping group (M = 25.00, sd = 4.24) was not statistically different from the mean 

score of the non-looping group (M = 27.80, sd = 3.90). 

Resource Adequacy (RA) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale resource adequacy (RA) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale (RA) 

for non-looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(13) = -0.789, p < .05).  

The mean of the looping group (M = 24.20, sd = 2.94) was not statistically different from 

the mean score of the non-looping group (M = 25.67, sd = 4.25). 

Work Pressure (WP) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale work pressure (WP) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale (WP) for 

non-looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(13) = -0.389, p < .05).  The 

mean of the looping group (M = 27.30, sd = 3.89) was not statistically different from the 

mean score of the non-looping group (M = 28.00, sd = 1.00). 

H01:  The climate of Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school 

improvement tool is the same or worse than non-looping Title I elementary schools. 
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Table 21 

Group Statistics 

 Looping  Non-Looping 

SLEQ Scale n M SD  n M SD 

Student 
Support (SS) 

10 24.90 2.28  5 24.80 2.17 

 
Affiliation 
(AFF) 

10 23.90 2.81  5 24.00 1.73 

 
Professional 
Interest (PI) 
 

10 

 

28.30 3.77  5 28.80 3.49 

Staff 
Freedom 
(SF) 
 

10 

 

19.60 1.90  5 20.60 0.89 

Participatory 
Decision 
Making 
(PDM) 
 

10 23.40 5.82  5 25.80 3.27 

Innovation 
(IN) 

10 
 

 

25.00 4.24  5 27.80 3.90 

Resource 
Adequacy 
(RA) 

10 24.20 2.94  5 25.67 4.25 

 

 
Work 
Pressure 
(WP) 

10 27.30 3.89  5 28.00 1.00 
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Question 2 

Is there a difference in the parent involvement of Title I elementary schools where 

looping is used as a school improvement tool and non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?   

The PTIQ-T assessed teachers’ view of parent involvement in the school.  The 

PTIQ-T consists of twenty-one questions divided into three categories.  The three 

categories include parent comfort and endorsement of the school (PCE), parent 

involvement (PI), and parent-teacher contact (PTC).  Table 22 identifies the scale name, 

scale abbreviation, and items on the scale. 

 
Table 22 

PTIQ-T Scale names and defining items 

PTIQ-T scale name Scale abbreviation Items on scalea 

Parent Teacher Contact PTC 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,1
3,14,15,16 

 
Parent Involvement PI 17,18,20, 21 

 
Parent Comfort and 
Endorsement 

PCE 
 

19, 22 

 

 
The PTIQ-T was given to teachers.  The results of the PTIQ-T are listed in Table 23. 

Parent Teacher Contact (PTC) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale parent teacher contact (PTC) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale 

(PTC) for non-looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(6) = 1.076, p < 
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.05).  The mean of the looping group (M = 2.33, sd = .54) was not statistically different 

from the mean score of the non-looping group (M = 1.83, sd = .71). 

Parent Involvement (PINV) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale parent involvement (PINV) of looping schools and the mean score for the scale 

(PINV) for non-looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(6) = .993, p < 

.05).  The mean of the looping group (M = 2.13, sd = .37) was not statistically different 

from the mean score of the non-looping group (M = 1.80, sd = .57). 

Parent Comfort and Endorsement (PCE) Scale 

An independent samples t test was calculated comparing the mean score for the 

scale parent comfort and endorsement (PCE) of looping schools and the mean score for 

the scale (PCE) for non-looping schools. No significant difference was found (t(6) = -

0.37, p < .05).  The mean of the looping group (M = 2.45, sd = .34) was not statistically 

different from the mean score of the non-looping group (M = 2.56, sd = .39). 

H02:  Parent involvement in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a 

school improvement tool is the same or worse than non-looping Title I elementary 

schools. 
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Table 23 

Group Statistics  

 Looping  Non-Looping 

PTIQ-T scale n M SD  n M SD 

Parent 
Teacher 
Contact 
(PTC) 

6 2.3333 0.53748  2 1.8333 0.70711 
 
 
 

Parent 
Involvement 
(PI) 

6 2.1333 0.37238  2 1.8000 0.56569 
 
 
 

Parent 
Comfort and 
Endorsement 
(PCE) 

6 

 

2.4524 

 

0.34306 

 

 2 2.5595 

 

0.38723 

 

 
 
Question 3 

Is there a difference in the reading achievement of third grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the reading 

achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

An independent samples t-test was calculated comparing the mean reading score 

for third grade students in looping classes compared to the mean reading score for all 

third grade students in the state of Georgia who took the CRCT.  A significant difference 

was found (t(131,074) = 3.70, p < .05, d = .58. The mean of the looping group (M = 

853.87, sd = 30.93) was significantly different from the mean of the non-looping group 

(M = 836, sd = 31).  

The difference between the two means was large enough to reject the null 

hypothesis.  There is a difference in the reading achievement of third grade students in 
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Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

reading achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools as 

compared to the state average for all third grade students who took the CRCT. 

HA3.  The reading achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the reading 

achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

 
Table 24 

Grade 3 Reading CRCT 

 
 
Question 4 

Is there a difference in the reading achievement of fourth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the reading 

achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

Study participants who engaged in looping either looped from second to third 

grade or fourth to fifth grade.  There were no fourth grade reading achievement data for 

students who participated in looping to compare to fourth grade students in non-looping 

Title I elementary schools. 

 

 

 Looping Non-Looping    

Grade N M SD N M SD T p 
Cohen’s 

D 

3 41 853.87 30.93 131,035 836 31 3.70 <.05 .58 
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Question 5 

Is there a difference in the reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the reading 

achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 

An independent samples t-test was calculated comparing the mean reading score 

for fifth grade students in looping classes compared to the mean reading score for all fifth 

grade students in the state of Georgia who took the CRCT. No significant difference was 

found (t(127,051) = .11, p > .05. The mean of the non-looping group (M = 830, sd = 26) 

was not significantly different from the mean of the looping group (M = 830.35, sd = 

21.00. The difference between the two means was not large enough to reject the null 

hypothesis.  

H05.  The reading achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the reading 

achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary schools.   

 
Table 25 

Grade 5 Reading CRCT 

 
 
 

 

 Looping Non-Looping    

Grade N M SD N M SD T P 
Cohen’s 

D 

5 42 830.35 21.00 127,011 830 26 .11 >.05 .02 
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Question 6 

Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of third grade students 

in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools?  

An independent samples t-test was calculated comparing the mean English 

Language Arts score for third grade students in looping classes compared to the mean 

English Language Arts score for all third grade students in the state of Georgia who took 

the CRCT. A significant difference was found (t(131,050) = 2.06, p = .04, d = .33. The 

mean of the looping group (M = 842.95, sd = 29.11) was significantly different from the 

mean of the non-looping group (M = 833, sd = 31).  

The difference between the two means was large enough to reject the null 

hypothesis.  There is a difference in the English Language Arts achievement of third 

grade students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school 

improvement tool and the English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in 

non-looping Title I elementary schools as compared to the state average of all third grade 

students who took the CRCT. 

HA6.  The English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

English Language Arts achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools. 
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Table 26 

Grade 3 ELA CRCT 

 
 
Question 7 

Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade 

students in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool 

and the English Language Arts achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title 

I elementary schools? 

Study participants who engaged in looping either looped from second to third 

grade or fourth to fifth grade.  There were no fourth grade English Language Arts 

achievement data for students who participated in looping to compare to fourth grade 

students in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

Question 8 

Is there a difference in English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students 

in Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I 

elementary schools?  

An independent samples t-test was calculated comparing the mean English 

Language Arts score for fifth grade students in looping classes compared to the mean 

English Language Arts score for all fifth grade students in the state of Georgia who took 

 Looping Non-Looping    

Grade N M Sd N M sd T P 
Cohen’s 

D 

3 41 842.95 29.11 131,011 833 31 2.06 .04 .33 
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the CRCT. No significant difference was found (t(126,990) = .79, p = .05, d = .10. The 

mean of the non-looping group (M = 837, sd = 29) was not significantly different from 

the mean of the looping group (M = 839.57, sd = 21.05).  The difference between the two 

means was not large enough to reject the null hypothesis.   

H08. The English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or 

worse than the English Language Arts achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping 

Title I elementary schools. 

 
Table 27 

Grade 5 ELA CRCT 

 
Looping 

 
Non-Looping 

   

Grade N M SD 
 

n M SD T p 
Cohen’s 

D 

5 42 839.57 21.05  126,950 837 29 .79  .10 

 
 
Question 9 

Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of third grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools? 

An independent samples t-test was calculated comparing the mean mathematics 

score for third grade students in looping classes compared to the mean mathematics score 

for all third grade students in the state of Georgia who took the CRCT. A significant 

difference was found (t(131,343) = 2.90, p < .05, d = .47. The mean of the looping group 
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(M = 854.02, sd = 41.19) was significantly different from the mean of the non-looping 

group (M = 834, sd = 44). The difference between the two means was large enough to 

reject the null hypothesis. 

HA9. The mathematics achievement of third grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is higher than the 

mathematics achievement of third grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools. 

  
Table 28 

Grade 3 Math CRCT  

 Looping  Non-Looping    

Grade N M SD 
 

N M SD T P 
Cohen’s 

D 

3 41 854.02 41.19 
 

131,304 834 44 2.90 <.05 .47 

 
 
Question 10 

Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of fourth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

Study participants who engaged in looping either looped from second to third 

grade or fourth to fifth grade.  There were no fourth grade mathematics achievement data 

for students who participated in looping to compare to fourth grade students in non-

looping Title I elementary schools. 
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Question 11 

Is there a difference in the mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in 

Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools?  

An independent samples t-test was calculated comparing the mean mathematics 

score for fifth grade students in looping classes compared to the mean mathematics score 

for all fifth grade students in the state of Georgia who took the CRCT. No significant 

difference was found (t(127,272) = 1.28, p > .05, d = .18. The mean of the looping group 

(M = 844.19, sd = 36.44) was not significantly different from the mean of the non-

looping group (M = 837, sd = 43). The difference between the two means was not large 

enough to reject the null hypothesis.  

H011.  The mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool is the same or worse than the 

mathematics achievement of fifth grade students in non-looping Title I elementary 

schools. 

 
Table 29 

Grade 5 Math CRCT 

 Looping  Non-Looping    

Grade N M SD 
 

n M SD T P 
Cohen’s 

D 

5 42 844.19 36.44  127,232 837 43 1.28 >.05 .18 

 
 
 



                                                                                                    230 

 

Question 12 

Is there a difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 

Each Title I elementary school principal participating in this study had an average 

of 11-20 years of experience. There was no striking difference in the years of experience 

of principals’ who made the decision to implement looping in their schools and those 

who did not implement looping in their schools. The null hypothesis is accepted for 

principals’ years of experience. Table 30 represents the average years of experience 

based on data collected by the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement (GOSA) K-12 

Public Schools Report Card for Personnel. The state of Georgia organizes years of 

experience by yearly bands.  Each principal who participated in the study was in the 11-

20 year band for years of experience. The bands include less than one year, one to ten 

years, 11-20 years, 21-30 years, and greater than 30 years. 

H012.  There is no difference in the mean principal years of experience in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal years of experience in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 
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Table 30 

Principal Years of Experience 

Years of Experience Looping Non-Looping 

<1   

1-10   

11-20 4 2 

21-30   

>30   

 
 
Question 13 

Is there a difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean teacher to 

principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools? 

In Title I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool, 

the teacher to principal ratio was 156 teachers to 4 principals for a ratio of 0.0256.  In 

Title I elementary schools where looping was not used as a school improvement tool, the 

teacher to principal ratio was 73 teachers to 2 principals for a ratio of 0.0274.  The total 

teacher to principal ratio was 229 teachers to 6 principals for a ratio of 0.0262.  There 

were no striking difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean teacher to 

principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools. Looping principals had a 39 to 1 

ratio, meaning there were on average 39 teachers to every one principal who chose to 

implement looping as a school improvement strategy. Non-looping principals had a 37 to 



                                                                                                    232 

 

1 ratio, meaning there were on average 37 teachers to every one principal who chose not 

to implement looping as a school improvement strategy. Combined there were on average 

38 teachers to each principal who participated in the study. 

H013: There is no difference in the mean teacher to principal ratio in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

teacher to principal ratio in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

 
Table 31 

Teacher to Principal Ratio 

 

Principal Teachers Ratio 

Suggested ratio  
no. of teachers 
to no. of 
principals 

Personnel Looping 4 156 0.0256 39.0 to 1 
 
 

Non-
Looping 

2 73 0.0274 36.5 to 1 
 
 

Total 6 229 0.0262 38.2 to 1 

 
 
Question 14 

Is there a difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I elementary 

schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean principal 

certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools?  

One Title I elementary principal who implemented looping and one Title I 

elementary principal who did not implement looping had a Maser’s degree at the time the 

SLEQ survey was completed. Three Title I elementary school principals who 

implemented looping and one Title I elementary school principal who did not implement 
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looping had a Specialist’s degree at the time the SLEQ survey was completed. Although 

there was not a large difference between certification levels among principals, more 

looping principals had Specialist’s degrees than non-looping principals. 

H014: There is no difference in the mean principal certification level in Title I 

elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and the mean 

principal certification level in non-looping Title I elementary schools.  

 
Table 32 

Principal Certification 

  Number  
Looping 

Number  
Non-Looping 

Certificate Level Bachelor’s   
 

Master’s 1 1 
 

Specialist’s 3 1 
 

Doctoral   
 

Other   

 
 
Question 15 

Is there a difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools where 

looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-looping 

Title I elementary schools?  

Three Title I elementary school principals who implemented looping were 

identified as male at time the study was conducted. One Title I elementary school 

principal who implemented looping at the time the survey was conducted was female. 

Two Title I elementary school principals who did not implement looping at the time the 
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study was conducted were female and no principals were male at the time the study was 

conducted. For this study, there is no major difference in the gender of principals in Title 

I elementary schools where looping is used as a school improvement tool and principals 

in non-looping Title I elementary schools. 

H015: There is no difference in gender for principals in Title I elementary schools 

where looping is used as a school improvement tool and gender for principals in non-

looping Title I elementary schools. 

 
Table 33 

Principal Gender 

 Looping Non-Looping  

Gender Male 3 0 
 

Female 1 2 

 
 

Summary 

The study examined the extent to which school climate, parent involvement, and 

principal characteristics were linked to the effectiveness of looping as a student 

achievement tool.  The study found no differences in the climate, level of parent 

involvement, principal characteristics, and the academic achievement of fifth grade 

students of Title I elementary schools that utilized looping as a schools improvement 

strategy and Title I elementary schools that did not use looping as a school improvement 

strategy.  Differences were found in the academic achievement of third grade students of 

Title I elementary schools that utilized looping as a school improvement strategy and 

Title I elementary schools that did not use looping as a school improvement strategy. 
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The data from the study provided information to school principals regarding the 

utilization of looping as a school improvement strategy. 

 Principals in the study had similar characteristics; including years of experience, 

certification level, and teacher to principal ratio. Third grade students in looping classes 

performed better overall than students in non-looping classes. Fifth grade students 

showed no significant differences in achievement in looping and non-looping schools.  

No data were collected for fourth grade students. There were also no significant 

differences in school climate or parent involvement between looping and non-looping 

schools. Differences may be noted in a study with a larger number of participants, 

however consistent data showing significant differences were not found as a result of this 

study.  

Principals who make the decision to implement looping should consider the 

feasibility, willingness of staff, capacity of staff, and purpose for implementing looping 

as an instructional tool.  This study informs principals and may provide support for a 

principal’s decision regarding the implementation of looping in his or her school. The 

decision to implement looping as a school improvement tool should be made carefully.  

The individual characteristics of a school should be considered including; climate, parent 

involvement, grade levels, teacher willingness, teacher support, and teacher capacity. 

Chapter 5 provided a summary of the study, future implications, and recommendations 

based on the results of this study. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which school climate, 

parent involvement, and principal characteristics were linked to the effectiveness of 

looping as a student achievement tool.  Further, the study sought to determine if there 

was a difference in the climate, level of parent involvement, principal characteristics, and 

the academic achievement of third, fourth, and fifth grade students of Title I elementary 

schools that utilized looping as a school improvement strategy and Title I elementary 

schools that did not use looping as a school improvement strategy.  For this study, 

characteristics of principals specifically included; years of experience, teacher to 

principal ratio, gender, and certification level.  Finally, it was hoped that school 

administrators could use the findings of the study to determine the best use of looping as 

a school improvement strategy.  

Overview of Research 

This quantitative study provided an analysis of school climate, parent 

involvement, principal characteristics, and the effectiveness of utilizing looping as a 

school improvement tool to determine if a difference existed between students in third, 

fourth, and fifth grade who participated in looping and those students who did not 

participate in looping. Very little empirical data to support or disprove the academic 

benefits of implementing looping and the effectiveness of this strategy on the school 

climate or parent involvement currently exists.  This study intended to add to the existing 
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literature and provide empirical data on the effectiveness of utilizing looping to improve 

schools.  

Data were gathered from schools in Georgia to determine if a difference existed 

when looping was implemented as a school improvement strategy.  Data were collected 

from school principals, third grade teachers, and fifth grade teachers. No data were 

collected from fourth grade teachers due to the limited number of study participants. 

Principals who participated in the study had similar characteristics regarding years of 

experience, certification level, and principal to teacher ratio.  The gender of principals’ 

who participated in the study was split evenly, male and female. 

There were some challenges identifying looping and non-looping schools. The 

state of Georgia does not collect information regarding the implementation of looping 

from individual schools, therefore principals were asked to share if looping was 

implemented in their school and how looping was implemented. The researcher was 

dependent upon the willingness and interest of principals to share this information.  

Although several schools were identified as utilizing looping, the number of schools that 

utilized looping in third, fourth, or fifth grade was small. Additionally, some principals’ 

interest and preference to participate in the study would have required conducting a 

qualitative study instead of a quantitative study.  

Summary of Results 

Guided by fifteen research questions, the study analyzed the association among 

school climate, parent involvement, academic achievement, and the characteristics of 

school principals in looping and non-looping schools.  
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The first research question addressed school climate.  Principals and teachers who 

participated in the study were asked to complete a survey.  The School Level 

Environment Questionnaire (SLEQ) contains 56 items and is broken down into seven 

scales; student support, professional interest, staff freedom, participatory decision-

making, innovation, resource adequacy, and work pressure.  For each scale on the SLEQ 

no mean differences were found between looping and non-looping schools.  

The second research question addressed parent involvement. Teachers who 

participated in the study were asked to complete a second survey. The Parent Teacher 

Involvement Questionnaire Teacher Version (PTIQ-T) contains 21 items and is broken 

down into three scales; parent comfort and endorsement of the school, parent 

involvement, and parent teacher contact.  For each scale on the PTIQ-T no mean 

differences were found between looping and non-looping schools.  

The third through eleventh research questions addressed the academic 

achievement of third, fourth, and fifth grade students in reading, English Language Arts, 

and mathematics.  A difference was found in each content area for third grade students 

compared to state academic achievement averages on the Criterion Referenced 

Competency Test (CRCT).  No differences were found in each content area for fifth 

grade students compared to state academic achievement averages on the CRCT.  No data 

were collected for fourth grade due to the small size of the research study and the small 

number of study participants.   

The twelfth through fifteenth research questions address principal characteristics.  

Four characteristics were addressed; principal years of experience, principal to teacher 

ratio, principal certification level, and principal gender.  There were no differences in 
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principal characteristics between looping and non-looping schools for years of 

experience, principal to teacher ratio, certification level, and gender. Six principals 

submitted responses for the study.  Each principal had between 11 and 20 years of 

experience according to data collected by the state of Governor’s Office of Student 

Achievement (GOSA) for Georgia on the Public Schools Report Card for Personnel.  The 

principal to teacher ratio was on average 25 teachers to one principal.  Two principals in 

the study had earned a Master’s degree, one looping principal and one non-looping 

principal at the time of data collection. Four principals had earned a Specialist’s degree at 

the time of data collection, three looping principals and one non-looping principal.  The 

principals’ genders were split evenly, male and female. 

Limitations of the Study 

The study included several limitations, or factors, that the researcher could not 

control.  One limitation included the purpose for implementing looping in an individual 

school.  Schools and districts implement looping for a variety of purposes. Although 

school principals’ purpose for implementing looping varied, the reason why a principal 

chose to implement looping could not be determined prior to conducting this research 

study.  Principals’ provided open-ended responses on the survey instrument used in the 

study regarding the implementation of looping.  These open-ended responses determined 

the purpose for implementing looping in a school.    

Looping has been associated with supporting the development of strong and 

supportive relationships where a teacher progresses with the same class of students every 

year for a minimum of two years.  Some schools consider looping to be inclusive of 

special area teachers, such as gifted and special education, in addition to the classroom or 
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grade level teacher.  One school excluded from this study identified looping as a practice 

that included a special area teacher who served the same students for two or more 

consecutive years versus the classroom teacher who changed grade levels with all the 

students in a class from year to year. The specific grouping of students for this teacher 

did not adequately represent an entire grade level.  Isolating a special population from the 

entire classroom may have produced a different effect on academic achievement than 

looping with an entire class.  This consideration related to how looping was defined for 

this study and could not be determined prior to conducting the study.  Schools that 

employed looping in special area classes were not included in this study. 

All schools in Georgia could not be considered in this study due to the limited 

number of schools that implement looping.  Based on the limited number of schools that 

implement looping, every elementary school in Georgia could not be examined.  The 

implementation of looping is an administrative decision; every school principal in 

Georgia did not choose to use this grouping design or to use this grouping design to 

increase or improve achievement. Looping data could not be gathered or analyzed for 

schools that did not implement looping.  

Archival data did not provide a complete description and analysis of looping as 

the solitary school improvement tool.  Looping may have been used in a school in 

association with other programs or procedures.  The use of additional improvement 

strategies was not reflected in the data.  In these schools, looping would not have been the 

sole determinate of student academic achievement.  Looping is compatible with many 

different school improvement strategies.  The determination to use looping in isolation or 
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in combination with other strategies could not be determined prior to conducting the 

study.  

School climate could have an effect on the outcomes of the study or differences in 

achievement.  Staff morale and productivity, student morale and productivity, perceptions 

of the school by the community, the level of expectation of success for all students in the 

school, and any unique school characteristics all have a role in the academic success of a 

school building.  Every school has a different set of characteristics including student 

performance level, parent involvement, and family background.  The differences in these 

characteristics for every school may lead to differences in student performance.  School 

principal expectations affect teacher morale, motivation, and productivity.  The morale of 

staff members then affects the morale, motivation, and productivity of the students. The 

climate survey provided insight into variations in the climate of schools that participated 

in the study and provides opportunities to discuss improving school climate to improve 

educational quality. 

Teachers view the level of parent involvement differently based on what they see 

and experience on a daily basis. Teacher expectations and viewpoints could not be 

controlled for prior to conducting the study. The parent involvement survey instrument 

provided insight into the teachers’ expectations and knowledge of different forms of 

parent involvement. 

Principal characteristics could have had an effect on the outcomes of the study 

and the implementation of school improvement initiatives.  The ratio of the amount 

teachers in the building to the principal, total years of experience of a principal, gender, 

and level of educational attainment all have a role in the climate, parental involvement, 
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and feasibility for implementing various school improvement initiatives in a school 

building which may affect school outcomes.  Differences in principal characteristics 

provided insight into the rationale of principals as they made decisions to improve their 

schools.  Principal characteristics related to years of experience, educational attainment, 

gender, and teacher to principal ratio could not be controlled for prior to conducting the 

study in looping and non-looping schools in Georgia. 

Delimitations 

 Four delimitations, or factors, imposed by the researcher that restricted the study 

included using two year looping cycles, the inclusion of grades three, four, and five, the 

use of elementary schools, and the designation for schools to have Title I status.  The first 

delimitation in this study was the decision to only include data for two-year looping 

cycles.  Principals determined how long a group of students loop with their teacher. Data 

from classrooms that looped more than two years may have biased looping data by 

representing higher achievement scores when compared to other looping or non-looping 

classes. Data from non-looping schools comprised the comparison group for this study.   

The second delimitation, state-testing guidelines only test students in grades three, 

four, and five using the CRCT in elementary school.  Grade levels that participated in the 

study included third and fifth grades to access quantitative and consistent data across 

schools and districts in the state.  Archival quantitative data was collected for grades 

three and five due to state testing requirements.  The data were used to analyze 

achievement using an independent samples t-test, to compare average achievement data 

for classes that implement looping and the state of Georgia.   
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Although schools may choose to implement looping in other grade levels, 

consistent, valid, and reliable quantitative data were not available for these grade levels in 

Georgia.  Other schools may use teacher or district created assessments that do not assess 

the same content standards, address an appropriate level of rigor, or use assessments that 

have not been assessed for validity and reliability.  In consideration of this delimitation, 

the results of this study may not be relevant to all grade levels. 

The third delimitation; all schools in Georgia cannot be included in this study was 

due to boundaries imposed on the study including the use of elementary schools and a 

focus on the upper elementary grades, specifically third, fourth, and fifth grades.  

Additionally, all schools in Georgia could not be included in this study because every 

school in the state of Georgia is not a Title I school.  A fourth delimitation; schools 

considered for the study must have Title I status was due to boundaries imposed on the 

study.  

Conclusions and Conceptual Implications 

This study was consistent with other studies on looping in that significant 

differences were not found between the use of looping and academic achievement. This 

study addressed additional factors including school climate and parent involvement.  

Research demonstrates that a positive school climate is associated with higher academic 

achievement.  A higher level of parent involvement is also tied to higher levels of 

academic achievement.  This study found no differences in school climate or parent 

involvement between looping and non-looping schools. This study only found a 

difference in the academic achievement of third grade students in looping schools as 

compared to all third grade students in the state of Georgia who took the CRCT. The 
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reasoning for this difference may be attributed to the developmental age of students or the 

type of relationship between students and their teacher as they progress from second to 

third grade.  This study also found no major differences in the characteristics of 

principals who participated in the study. 

The research study intended to determine if differences existed between school 

climate, parent involvement, characteristics of the principal, and academic achievement 

of third, fourth, and fifth, grade students in reading, English Language Arts, and 

mathematics in schools that implemented looping and schools that did not implement 

looping.  The study was able to determine if differences existed in all categories with the 

exception of fourth grade students.  The study did not have any participants in fourth 

grade who were a part of looping during the second year of the looping experience.  

The study evaluated differences between variables when looping was 

implemented or not implemented in a school and found none. The study also provided 

research based support for the use of looping within a school and provided support for the 

choice to implement looping as an instructional school improvement tool.  The study 

added to the quantitative research data on looping, which is limited. The study also 

provided support for the ongoing development of strong and positive relationships 

between teachers and their students.  These relationships provide greater opportunities for 

increasing achievement.  

Contributions 

The study adds to the existing literature on looping and provides evidence to 

support a principal’s decision regarding the implementation of looping in an individual 

school building. This study found no difference between the study variables and the 
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academic achievement of looping and non-looping schools with the exception of third 

grade students.  Additional research through a larger study or case study to determine the 

benefits and risks of utilizing looping for school improvement at this age and grade level 

is needed. 

Principals may benefit from evaluating the entire school environment as perceived 

by the staff prior to implementing looping.  Teacher perceptions regarding students is 

reflected in the climate of the school and may have an effect on the types of relationships 

developed between teachers and students. The parent voice was not addressed in this 

study, however, parents also need to be encouraged and taught how to be involved in the 

school. Involving parents in a variety of involvement strategies may support the efforts of 

students in the classroom. 

Problems or Issues Determined from the Study 

The study uncovered multiple instances where looping was in place in a school, 

however limited discussions were provided on the rationale for the implementation of 

looping by the school principal. In many instances, schools preferred to share their 

experiences with looping rather than provide quantitative data to support the use of 

looping in their schools.  In other instances, looping was being implemented in 

Kindergarten through second grade only.  The rationale for implementing looping in 

Kindergarten through second grade was not provided to the researcher by principals 

during data collection.  

The statewide use of looping is not publicly available and at least two school 

principals considered the improvement tool to be outdated despite the frequent use of 

looping throughout the state as uncovered by the researcher. Informal responses provided 
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a great deal of information on schools that were implementing the practice without the 

knowledge of district officials who often disregarded the study by stating the practice was 

not in place in their school districts and as a result declined to have their school district 

participate in this research study. 

  Additional discussions on why the strategies being used should be implemented 

school-wide. In some instances, entire schools were implementing looping while other 

educators dismissed the practice and considered the practice to be outdated. School 

administrators can also evaluate how students are grouped and how relationships are 

developed between teachers and students.   

Changing Construct Definitions, Measures, or Manipulations 

The study focused on third, fourth, and fifth grades.  Another study may benefit 

from including or focusing on Kindergarten, first, and second grade and using the 

information collected in these grade levels to support the need for a quantitative study of 

looping. Some schools that expressed interest in participating in this study were not able 

to participate because looping was used in Kindergarten, first and second grades and not 

implemented in third, fourth, or fifth grades. Additional research on the factors that 

support the use of looping in Kindergarten through second grade and the data collected 

from this implementation may support changes needed in what is currently identified in 

Georgia as academically critical grades of third, fourth, and fifth for state testing 

purposes.  Additionally, if looping is going to be implemented in a school, principals may 

need to incorporate a discussion of the practice as a part of their school improvement 

plans.  If the practice is not discussed and shared with the community, then the use of 



247 

 

looping is not working to support academic achievement and the use of looping should be 

reconsidered.   

Practical Implications 

Literature and research on relationship development between teachers and 

students shows a positive outcome for academic achievement.  However, the practice of 

looping which extends the development of relationships between teachers and students 

over time does not show the same type of outcome in research.  School leaders should 

take into account relationship development between teachers and students as well as the 

benefits and risks of long-term relationship development to address student academic 

outcomes.   

 School leaders may also need to consider what relationship development and 

long-term relationship development consist of in Kindergarten through second grade and 

third through fifth grades. If looping is implemented to address school improvement, then 

this practice should be addressed and supported by research in the school improvement 

plan.  Formal testing should also take place for all students in Kindergarten through fifth 

grade to assess the benefits of using looping as a school improvement tool.   

Each variable in the study is related to school improvement. Studying the effect of 

each variable to one another may provide additional information on the effectiveness of 

utilizing looping for school improvement.  Each variable has an important role in the 

overall academic achievement of students.  More research may be needed to address 

specific interactions between each of the study variables and looping on a larger scale.   

The variables in this study, school climate and parent involvement independently 

through literature show that a positive relationship to successful academic outcomes.  In 



248 

 

this study, no difference was observed between the study variables and academic 

outcomes between schools and students who engaged in looping and those that did not. 

The relationship of each variable and the overall connection to academic achievement 

outcomes should be considered as schools leaders make decisions regarding 

implementing looping in their schools.  Although a negative outcome between the 

variables, looping, and academic achievement was not observed, there was no difference 

in outcomes between looping and non-looping schools according to this study. 

Although this study did not show a difference in outcomes for the variables, 

solutions to school problems can be addressed by considering having the entire school 

community work together in more positive ways for stronger or greater outcomes for 

each variable, school climate, parent involvement, and academic achievement.  Schools 

do not work in isolation and possibly cannot afford to look at parent involvement, climate 

and academics as separate issues. Principals should consider seeking out stakeholder 

feedback from the community, parents, district officials, and teachers in discussions on 

how students are grouped, relationship development between teacher and students, and 

improving the academic performance of students for successful academic outcomes. 

This study adds to the existing literature on the use of looping to improve 

academic achievement in schools.  Based on the outcomes of this study, it is believed that 

school leaders will be able to make decisions that are more informed. Third grade data 

showed a difference in outcomes.  Principals may want to consider the age of students 

when looping is implemented in a school, the length of time to loop, and the dynamics of 

the entire school environment when making a decision to implement a school 

improvement tool focused on relationships, such as looping.  Principals may also 
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consider specific abilities of students and demographics of students when making the 

decision to implement certain improvement strategies.    

Recommendations 

Several recommendations are suggested for future study and research.  The study 

could be conducted using a larger sample to better address the study outcomes.  The 

study could also focus on a single school site or address the same variables with a focus 

on grades Kindergarten, first grade, and second grade.  Additionally, a qualitative study 

could be conducted that focuses on relationship development when looping is 

implemented or not implemented in a school and the resulting outcomes.  A study could 

focus on one school that looping in its entirety to address academic achievement or focus 

more specifically on the decision making of the principal in each of these circumstances.  

Only one prior study was found that focused specifically on the decision-making 

processes of the school principal when implementing looping. 

Future Implications 

This study adds to the existing literature and addresses the effectiveness of 

utilizing looping as a school improvement tool along with school climate, parent 

involvement, and principal characteristics. The study took an in-depth analysis of looping 

from a perspective that had not been addressed through research previously.  The original 

problem addressed the lack of literature on the use of looping, lack of quantitative data 

regarding the use of looping in schools although the practice is implemented in schools, 

and concerns about the academic achievement of students.  This study found no 

differences between looping and non-looping schools.  Although the study was small, it 
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adds important information and research to school leaders on the importance of utilizing 

looping as a school improvement strategy.   

This study adds to the research and rationale for using looping as a school 

improvement tool. In the future, a researcher may consider studying this approach to 

school improvement by focusing on a cluster of schools, one school district instead of the 

entire state, focus on one demographic such as English Language Learners or special 

needs students to determine if there is a difference for specific groups within the school 

environment.  This study would also provide valuable information on any cultural 

differences and the benefits or risks of utilizing this improvement tool to support the 

academic achievement of other demographics of students. 

Research and theory support the development of positive relationships and 

increases in academic achievement among students. Looping by definition extends the 

time teachers work with students and foster relationships with students over two or more 

years.  Looping however, has not shown the same positive trend as other studies that 

focus strictly on relationships. Studies show mixed results regarding growth and 

academic achievement.  This raises questions regarding the implementation of looping, 

proper matching or grouping of students with teachers, or the types of relationships and 

how the relationships are being developed in the classroom.   

 Future research on this topic may be important to address a mixed methods study 

or case study.  Additional qualitative data may provide helpful information to better 

understand the differences between relationship development and long-term relationship 

development and academic achievement.  The time frame for completing the study may 

need to be addressed and a long-term study that follows students over time may provide 
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more specific details on the factors that affect the use of looping to support student 

academic achievement. The location of the study may also be an important consideration.  

During this research, many schools where looping was implemented were identified, 

however the school districts where the school were located were not aware of such use 

and found that a study of this type would not be necessary.  Looping appears to be a well-

kept secret regarding implementation and use in schools.  This could also be explored in a 

future or more comprehensive study.  

One new issue that emerged from this study was the apparent frequent use of 

looping in Kindergarten through second grades. A study that addressed the rationale and 

planning for the use of this model in Kindergarten through second grade would provide 

valuable information regarding why the practice seems to be implemented less often in 

third, fourth, and fifth grades. This study could be supported with a complimentary study 

that addressed these same topics for students in grades Kindergarten through second 

grades, includes a qualitative measure possibly in-depth analysis of the school and school 

leadership, and be limited to one district or cluster of schools.  The personal nature of 

looping as a school improvement strategy may also need to be studied in a similar format. 

The nature of building relationships may be an important strategy to better understand 

how to foster long-term relationships and attain significant measures of academic 

success. 

Summary  

The findings of this study intended to provide information to principals and to 

guide their decision-making process to continue the use of looping in their school or limit 

the use of looping in their school to address school climate, parent involvement, and 
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student academic achievement.  The findings of this study add the development of 

policies to support relationship development among teachers and students, school 

grouping designs, improving school climate, and increasing support for parent 

involvement in and outside of the home to increase student achievement and engagement. 

Readers can gain insight on the implications of utilizing and comparing school climate, 

parent involvement, principal characteristics, and academic achievement when making 

decisions regarding school improvement and the appropriate tool for individual schools. 

School principals, district leaders, and education stakeholders may find this research 

useful when considering the use of school improvement strategies to build relationships, 

improve school climate, address parent involvement, and support the academic growth of 

students. Schools considering implementing this school improvement strategy should 

carefully consider the developmental needs of students and capacity of teachers to 

support long-term relationship development and academic achievement.    
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