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ABSTRACT

Current trends in the globalized environment we live in, and especially the persisting
burden of the global economic crisis, require school principals to adopt a broader set of
roles and tasks. In fact, principals need to create the conditions for the development of
active and responsible students who will be prepared to undertake their role as future
citizens. To date, no previous study attempted to explore the association between school
leadership and student citizenship outcomes in quantitative terms. Although case studies
provide evidence of the contribution of the principal to student active citizenship there is
still a need to establish a quantitative linkage between leadership and citizenship outcomes.

Towards this direction, the current study seeks to explore the relationship between
School Leadership and improvement in Student Citizenship Outcomes in Cyprus middle
schools. Both direct and indirect relationships between School Leadership and Student
Citizenship Outcomes (cognitive, affective, behavioural) were investigated. In the case of
indirect leadership effects the mediating role of School Academic Optimism and
Instructional Quality was examined.

The specific study adopted a value-added quantitative design. Specifically, students
were administered a test both at the beginning and end of the term during which
Citizenship Education was taught (i.e. January 2011 and May 2011). Students also
provided data about the quality of instruction whereas teachers provided data about school
leadership and school academic optimism. Overall, a multistage sample of 20 middle
schools, 114 classes and 1596 students participated in the current study. Structural equation
modelling techniques were used to validate the questionnaires measuring the independent
variables (i.e. School Leadership, School Academic Optimism, Instructional Quality)
whereas Rasch analysis was used to validate the test measuring the dependent variable, that
is Student Citizenship Outcomes. Multilevel modelling and single level regression
techniques were used to identify the relationships between the main variables of this study.

The findings of this study lent support to the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership
Radius Framework and the Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness at the classroom
level. School Academic Optimism was found to be a unidimensional construct whereas
validation was provided in relation to the cognitive dimension of the Citizenship Education
test. The multilevel analysis explained approximately 30% of the variance in student
cognitive outcomes. A number of contextual student variables and one classroom variable

(i.e. Dealing with Misbehaviour-Positive Aspects) were found to have a direct effect on
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student outcomes. Neither School Leadership nor School Academic Optimism were found
to have any direct or indirect effect on student citizenship outcomes, at least in the context
of this study. However, multiple regression analysis revealed that School Leadership has
statistically significant effects on School Academic Optimism. Academic Optimism was
also found to be influenced by a number of contextual school and leadership variables.
Overall, the theoretical model of leadership effects derived from this study indicated
that there is a missing link between school level variables and civic-related variables at the
classroom and student level. This model highlights the importance of the learning domain
when searching for effectiveness factors at the classroom and school level. Principals are
likely to be in a position to influence Citizenship Outcomes only through a systemic
change in the various components which drive school improvement. This change should
unequivocally give Citizenship Education a prominent place in the curriculum. Future
research into leadership effects should increase the sample power and utilize longitudinal
and comparative data on an international level. Further mediating variables, such as
Distributed Leadership, should also be added in future frameworks so as to identify the

complex chain of variables that principals follow to influence student civic learning.



HEPIAHYH

Ot ohyypoveg TAGELS 0TO TOyKOSUIOmOMUEVO epPdAiov mov {ovpe, Kot €01KOTEP TO
ouvellopnevo PApog NG TAYKOCULOG OKOVOIKNG KPIiong, amottovv Omme ot d1evbuvtég
TV 6YoAel®V vIoBeTNGOVY éva peyahhtepo €0pog pOA®V Kot kabnkoviov. Kot akpifeta,
ot d1evBuvtég ypetdleTar va SNUOVPYNCOVY TIG GUVONKES Yo TNV OVATTLEN EVEPYDV KOt
vrevbuvov padntov ot omoiot Ba givarl mpogTolacuévol va avaAdfovv to pOAO TOVG MG
peAlovtikol mohiteg. Méypt onuepa, Ooev €xetl yivel KAMOWM TOGOTIKY WEAETN OV V.
dtepevva T oyéon HeTalh TG OYOAKNG MYesiog Kol TV HaBNGLOKOV OTOTEAEGUATOV
otV IloMtik ) Ayoyn. ITlaporo mov mepImTOGIOKES LEAETES KATOOEIKVDOVV TI GUUPOAN
TOV 01EVBVVTN GTNV €vePYO TOMTOTNTA TOV HoONTOV EakoAovOel va VITapYEL avaykn Yo
mv dwmicTton PG TOGOTIKNG CLOYETIONG UETOED NG MYeoiag kol TG Hodnolokng
TOMTOTNTOG.

[Ipog avt v katevOVVON, N TAPOVLGHU UEAETN EMOUDKEL VO SIEPEVVNGEL TN GYEOT
peta&y g XyoAkng Hyeolag kan g Pertioone tov Mabdnclokov Atotedecpdtov oty
[ToMtikr] Aymyn ota yopvacia g Kompov. TOGo ot Guecseg 660 Kt 01 EPUEGES GYECELS
petald g ZyoAwnc Hyeolog kot tov Madnolokov Amotehecpdtov oty Ilolrtikn
Ayoyn (YVOoTIKOV, GUVOIGONUATIKOV, GUUTEPLPOPIKAOV) £XOVV TOYEL OlEPEVVNONG. TNV
TEPIMTOON TOV EUUECOV MNYETIKOV €MOPAcE®V, ££€TAOTNKE O EVOLAUECOG POAOG T®V
Axadnpaikav [Tposdokidv Tov Xyoieiov kot g [Totdtntog g AdacKaiiog.

o tovg okomovg 1ng mapovoag £peuvag LIBETNONKE TOGOTIKOG GYEOACUOG
npooTféuevG adlag. Xvykekpyéva, yopnynonke dokipio otovg pobntég oty apyn Kot
6710 TEAOG TOL TETPOUNVOL KOTd TO omoio ddyOnkav o pabnua g Holtiknig Aymyng
(Onradn tov lavovdpio tov 2011 ko Tov Mém tov 2011). Or pabntég mapeiyav emiong
dgdopéva yuoo v moldtnTa. TG OW0CKOAING eV Ol Kabnyntég tov oyoieiov mapeiyov
dedopéva o GYEOT LE TN OYOAIKN MYEGIO Kot TIG aKadNUAIKES TPOCoIOKiEC TOV GYoAeiov.
YUVOAIKA, Ol GUUUETEYOVIEC OTNV TOPOVCH UEAETN TEPAaUPAvoLY €va TOAVGTOOLOKO
detypa 20 yopvooiov, 114 taéewv ko 1596 poabntov ypnowomombnkov. T v
EYKVPOTOINGT TOV £POTNUATOAOYI®V TO. omoiol HETPOVUV TIS oveEdptnteg petafintég
(Mradn ™ Zyohkn Hyeoio, tic Axadnpaikég [Ipoodokieg XyoAeiov Kot v Tlotdtnta
Aaokoliog) ypnowomomnkay Aopkd Movtéha E&ichoemv evd 1 ovdivon Rasch
YPNOUOTOMONKE Y100 TNV €YKLPOTOINGCT TOL OOKIHIOV TO Omoio peTpd TV aveEaptn

petafantn, onmAaon to amoteAéopato oty [Holtwkn Aywyn. T'a ) depgvvnon tov
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OYECEMV OVAUESO OTIS PacIKES HETAPANTEG TN £pELVOG XPNOLOTOMONKE 1) TOAVETITESN
LOVTEAOTOINGT KO TEYVIKEG TOAVOPOUNONG EVOG EMTESOV.

Ta amoteAéopato g €pevvag mapeiyav vmoot)pién oto ITlaicio g Hystikng
Axtivag Apdong twv Pashiardis-Brauckmann kot oto Avvapukd Movtého Exmoudevtiknig
Amotedespatikdtntog oto eminedo g Taénc. Ot Axadnuoaikég Iposdokiec Tov Lyoieiov
QAVNKE Vo amoTELOVV Hio LOVOIIACTOTY LETAPANTH EVA £YKVPOTOMONKE KOl TO YVOOTIKO
pépog tov dokipiov oty IloMtiky Aywyn. H molveninedn avdivon @dvnke va eényet
nepinov 30% g dacmopds oto LobncloKd yvootikd arotedéopota. Apeon emidpoom
ota pobnotlokd amoteAécpato glye oplOUOc LETOPANTAOV CLYKEWWEVOD GTO EMIMESO TOL
ponm kot plo petoaPAnty oto emimedo g ThENg (dnAaodn, m Awayxeipion g Mn
Amodektng Zoumeprpopdc-Oetikég Ituyég). H Zyxohkn Hyeola kot ot Axadnpoixég
[Tpocdokieg Xyolelov dev @AvKe va €xovv Guecec N EUUECES EMOPACELS OTNV €MIdOON
TOV LadNTOV, TOLAYYIGTOV 6T0 TANIGLO AVTAG TG £peuvag. Q6TOGO, 1| TOALNTAN avAAvon
ToaAvdpounong €dei&e 0t n Xyxohkn Hyeoio €xel oTATIGTIKG OMUOVTIKY ETIOPOCT OTIG
Axadnpaikég Tlpoodoxieg Xyoieiov. Or Axkadnuaikég IIpocdokieg @davnke emiong va
emnpealovtat kot and Eva aplud HETAPANTOV CLYKELEVOL TOV OPOPOVY TO GYOAElD Kot
™mv nyecia.

SOUTEPACUATIKA, TO OE@PNTIKO HOVTEAO TWV MYETIKOV EMOPUCEDV TOV TPOEKLYE
oo TNV TOPOVCH EPEVVE, LTOOEIKVOEL OTL VTOAEITETOL 1) GUVOEST] AVAUESO OTIC LETAPANTES
670 GYOMKO €MIMEOO Kot 0TI HETAPANTES TOV GYeTICOVTAL LLE TNV TOATOTNTA GTO EMIMEDO
mg taENg Ko tov pobnt. To poviélo avtd toviler ™ onpoacio Tov poncloKov
OVTIKEWLEVOD KOTA TN OlEPEOVNON TOPAYOVIOV OTOTEAEGUOTIKOTNTOS OTO EMIMESO TNG
TéENG Ko Tov oyoieiov. Ot drevBuvtéc Ba umopovcoav va eivar oe Béon va ennpedlovv Ta
amoteléoparto oty [Toltikn Aymyn pévo pésa and pio GuoTnUIKN) aAAAYY| GE O14POPOVG
TAPAYOVTEG OV 00NYOLV OTN OYOAMKN Peitioon. Avti n oAiayn adwopeiepnmra Oo
npénel vo avoaPaduiler v oAtk Aywyn oto avaivtikd mpoypappo. H perldlovtikn
épeuva yio Vv enidpacn ¢ nyeciog Oa mpémel var avENcel ™ dVVaApN TOL OElyHaTOg Kot
v a&lomomoel HOKPOXPOVILL Kol GUYKPLTIKA dedopéva oe debvég eminedo. Iepartépw
evolbpeoes petafantés, ommg n Empeprotikn Hyeola, Oa mpéner va cvunepiineBovv ce
peAlovtikd Bewpntikd mAaiclo £Tol OCTE VO EVIOMIGTEL 1 WOAVTAOKN OAVLGIOO TV
peTaPfAnTdV mov akoAovOeitor amd Tovg S1ELOVLVTEG Yo Vo ETNPEAGOVY TN HOONGLOKT

TOMTOTNTA.

vii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

During the past few years | went on a challenging but really rewarding journey into the
world of academic research in Educational Leadership. This journey would not have been
made possible if I didn’t have the support and continuous guidance of my Supervisor
Professor Petros Pashiardis. | would therefore like to express my gratitude for his
motivating mentorship. In addition, | would like to express my appreciation to the
members of my Dissertation Steering Committee, Associate Professor Leonidas Kyriakides
and Associate Professor Michalinos Zembylas who provided me with valuable academic
advice during the course of my study. | would also like to thank Assistant Professors
Paraskevi Hadjipanayiotou and Aristotelis Zmas for their participation as members of the
Examination Committee.

In addition, | would like to thank all those critical friends who provided me with their
advice and suggestions for shaping this piece of research.

I must also note the contribution of the Cyprus Educational Administration Society and
the A.G. Leventis Foundation in funding this piece of research. Their financial support for
the implementation of the study as well as for various dissemination activities was really
important.

Finally, special mention should be made to my parents and family. From the beginning
of this dissertation, they offered me their unconditional support and encouragement and
helped me overcome any difficulties | encountered in the way. Their support, however,
dates back to my school years during which they inspired my love for learning and laid the
foundations for my future education. | would therefore like to express my deep
appreciation for what they have done for my academic development.

viii



X pvnun g yoytdg pov Baotlkng



LIST OF TABLES
LIST OF FIGURES
LIST OF APPENDICES

CHAPTER
I. THE RESEARCH TOPIC

11
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

2.1
2.2
23
24

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction- Statement of the Research Topic ..........................
Purpose of Research.............cooiiiiiiiiii
Research QUeStionS. .......c.ooiuiiiii i e
Contribution t0 Theory.......coviiiiii i e
Contribution to Policy and Practice.................coocooiiiin.
Limitations of Study..........oooieiiiiiii
Organization of the Study..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiii e

SUMMATY . ..o e

INtroduction. ... .....oeiuii
Description of the Conceptual Framework................................
Operational Definitions..............oooiiiiiiiiii e
Review of the Main Variables.................ccoooiiiiiiiin,
2.4.1 School Leadership.........c.oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeieee,

2.4.1.1 Definition of Leadership...................oooeiiiiii..

2.4.1.2 The Evolution of Leadership - Review of Major

Leadership Theories............ccoiviiiiiiiiiiiiinnn...
2.4.1.3 School Leadership and Student Achievement..........

2.4.1.4 The Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius

Framework............ooooii

2.4.2 Student Citizenship OULCOMES.........c.ovvvviiiiiii it e
2.4.2.1 The Concept of Citizenship in Education.............
2.4.2.2 The Context of Citizenship Education.................



2.4.2.3 Major Studies Addressing Student

Citizenship OULCOMES........coouiiirrieeiesie e 55
2.4.2.3.1 Civic Education Study (CIVED).........ccccceevennee. 56
2.4.2.3.2 International Civic and Citizenship Education
Study (ICCS)...oiiiiiiiiiieieee e 56
2.4.2.3.3 Informal Learning of Active Citizenship at
SChoOl (INFCIV)...oooiiiiieecee e 58
2.4.2.4 Domains of Student Learning.........cccoeeeevvesveresieeseesneene 59
2.42.4.1 Cognitive OUtCOMES ......vvvvvieniieenieeniiinnns 60
2.4.2.4.2 Affective and Behavioural Outcomes............ 62
2.4.3 Academic Optimism of SChoOIS...........cccovviieiieiie e 65
2.4.3.1 Academic Emphasis of Schools.....................ooiin. 66
2.43.2 Collective Efficacy........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaae 67
2.4.3.3 Faculty Trust in Parents and Students......................... 70
2.4.3.4 Academic Optimism of Schools- A New Construct......... 72
2.4.4 Instructional Quality...........cooiiiiiiii e 74
2.4.4.1 The Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness -
Classroom Level Factors..............cooeveiiiiiiiiiiinin., 75
P ST 11111 11 ;1 A 83
III. METHODOLOGY ... ettt e, 85
3.1 Research Design. ... ..co.ouiiiiiiii i, 85
3.2 Sampling Method.........ooiiiiiii 86
3.3 Data Collection InStruments. ............c.ocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 87
3.3.1 School Leadership Questionnaire...............cooevueieiieiinnennennnn.. 87
3.3.2 School Academic Optimism Questionnaire....................ccccceeeceree. 89
3.3.3 Instructional Quality Questionnaire...............ooevvviinieienninnennnnn. 9
3.3.4 Student Citizenship Outcomes Test............ccevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieninn 97
3.4 Data Collection Procedure. ...........oooiuiiiiiiiii e 106
3.5 Statistical Analysis Techniques...........cccoiuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 107
3.0 ASSUMPIIONS. ..ttt ettt et e et et e e e et e e e e e e e eaaeas 111
3.7 SUMMATY . ..ottt e e e e e e e e e 111

Xi



IV, FINDINGS. ..o e 113

4.1 Validation of the Instruments used to Measure the Main Variables of the

4.1.1 Validation of the School Leadership Questionnaire and the
Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius Framework................ 113
4.1.2 Validation of the School Academic Optimism Questionnaire and
the respective Theoretical Framework.....................ocooii, 121
4.1.3 Validation of the Instructional Quality Questionnaire and the

Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness at the

Classroom Level. ... ..o 128

4.1.4 Psychometric Properties of the Citizenship Outcomes Test ............ 142
4.1.4.1 Cognitive OULCOMES.........ciiiriniirieieiie e 142

4.1.4.2 Affective OUICOMES ......oviviiiriiii e, 146

4.1.4.3 Behavioural OUtCOMES ........ccooviiiiiiiiiieeie e, 150

4.2 Descriptive FINdings. ........ooooiiiii e 154

4.3 Searching for Direct and Indirect Effects of School Leadership on Student
Citizenship OULCOMES........ccuiiiiiiieieieee e 162

4.3.1 Direct Effects on Student Citizenship OutCOmes............ccccceverinennns 163
4.3.2 Indirect Effects on Student Citizenship Outcomes...................... 166

A4 SUMIMEAIY . ..ottt et et e bbbt e e e nneenne et 169

V. DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS ...ttt 171
5.1 Overview of Previous Chaplers.........cccoeiiiiiieneiinseeeese e 171
5.1.1 The Research Topic, Purpose and Research Questions....................... 171
5.1.2 Review Of the LIterature.........ccocevereieneieniesceeeeiese e, 172
5.1.3 MethodolOgy ......cueiueiiiiiiiiiiesiesiieie e 172
o = 1T 1T Y 172

xii



5.2. Discussion of Research FINAINGS........ccooviieiieiiiiiec e 173

5.2.1 Validation of the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius

FrAMEWOIK. .. ..cueiieieciieie ettt 173

5.2.2 Validation of School Academic OptimIiSM..........cccccocvvieevieeieiiinieseenn, 174
5.2.3 Validation of the Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness at

the Classroom LeVEL.........cooiiiiiiiiieece e 176

5.2.4 Validation of the Citizenship OutCOMES TESt........cccevrvererenirinininnns 177

5.2.5 School Leadership LeVel.........ccooeiieiiiiiiiiece e, 178

5.2.6 School Academic Optimism LeVel..........cccccoveeiieieiieieee e 179

5.2.7 Instructional Quality LeVel...........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 180

5.2.8 Gains in Student Cognitive OULCOMES.........ccoeririreiieieieeieie e 181

5.2.9 Direct Effects on Student Citizenship OUICOMES..........ccccvevverivereennnnn 182

5.2.10 School Leadership Effects on Student Citizenship Outcomes............. 185

5.2.11 School Leadership Effects on Instructional Quality and

School Academic OPtIMISM.......ccoiiiiiiiiiireee e 189

5.3 Implications for Educational Theory..........ccccriiiiiiiiinincceec e 191

5.4 Implications for Educational Policy and Practice............cccccccvvvvevieieiieincnene. 194

5.5 Recommendations for Future ReSEarch...........c.ccoovieieieniienescseseeee 198

5.6 SUMMEAIY ...ttt b e nne s 202

|2 5 (o)1 (o1 U 205

Xiii



LIST OF TABLES

TABLES

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Exploratory Factor Analysis of School Academic Optimism

Pilot Study Data. ... ..o

Reliability Analysis of School Academic Optimism Components.................

Initial Student Citizenship Outcomes Assessment Framework..................

Distribution of Items Across Alternate Test Forms........ccoovveiiiiiinnia. ...

Final Student Citizenship Outcomes Assessment Framework..................

Final Distribution of Items Across Alternate Test Forms.........oooovvvee. ...

Main Phases of the Data Collection Procedure. ........ooveeeeeeeieeeeeeeennnns

Exploratory Factor Analysis of School Leadership.....................covnee

Reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of Items per Factor of School Leadership......

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for School Leadership Structural Equation

Y (616 1) T

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Collective Teacher Scale.......................

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Trust Scale...............c.oooiiiiiiin.

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Academic Emphasis Scale ........................

Page

93

94

98

100

104

105

106

116

117

119

123

123

124

Xiv



4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

411

412

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

4.19

Reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of Items per Factor of School Academic

Optimism.....................

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Structural Equation Models concerning

Academic Optimism of SChools.......ccccovviiiiiii e,

Initial Specification Table for Instructional Quality Questionnaire...............

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Orientation ................cooevviiiniiiiiiniininnnn

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Structuring-Stage..............c.cooeviiiiinn..

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Structuring-Quality...................ocoeueen.n.

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Application..............c..cooeiiiiiiiiiiiin....

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Management of Time..............................

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Questioning Techniques-

Positive Aspects.............

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Questioning Techniques-

Negative Aspects............

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Classroom Learning Environment —

Dealing with Cooperation..

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Classroom Learning Environment —

Dealing with Competition..

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Classroom Learning Environment —

Dealing with Misbehaviour

124

126

129

130

131

131

132

132

133

133

134

134

135

XV



4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

4.30

4.31

4.32

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Classroom Learning Environment —

Teacher-Student Relations. .. .....oeeeete e,

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Assessement............coceoeviviiiiiiiiinninn

Specification Table for Instructional Quality Questionnaire after conducting

Exploratory Factor ANalySes..........cvueuiniiniiiiiiiii e

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Instructional Quality Structural Equation

Statistics relating to the pre-test and post-test of Cognitive Outcomes..........

Statistics relating to the pre-test and post-test of Affective Outcomes...........

Statistics relating to the pre-test and post-test of Behavioural Outcomes.......

Descriptive Statistics for School Level Variables..........................oo.

Descriptive Statistics for Contextual School Level Variables.....................

Frequencies for School Location.............cooeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e,

Frequencies for Principal Gender.............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiii e

Descriptive Statistics for Classroom Level Variables...........c..ccccooviieiiiiinnn

135

136

136

139

140

XVi



4.33

4.34

4.35

4.36

4.37

4.38

4.39

4.40

441

4.42

Descriptive Statistics for Student Level Variables.............ccccooevieeiieiiiciinnne, 159

Frequencies for Student Gender.............coouiiiiiiiiiii e 160
Frequencies for Students’ Place of Birth.....................o, 160
Frequencies for Father’s Place of Birth....................cooii, 161
Frequencies for Mother’s Place of Birth...............c..cooii, 161
Frequencies for Student Council Participation................cccovivviiiinininn. 162
Comparison of EMpty MOGEIS.........coueiiiiiiiiiie e 163

Parameter estimates and (standard errors) for the analyses of Citizenship

Cognitive OULCOMES. ... .ttt ettt e et et e e e 165

Regression Model Summary with School Academic Optimism as the
DEPENENt VarTaDIE...........cevevieiieeieceeece ettt 167

Regression Coefficients with School Academic Optimism as the Dependent
VAMADIE. ...ttt 168

XVii



LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURES Page

2.1 The Pashiardis-Brauckmann Modified Holistic Leadership

FrameworkK. . ....ooo e e e 22

2.2 The relationships between the terms leadership, management and

AAMINISTTALION. .....eiieieii e ree e 25
2.3 Model of Situational Leadership..........c..ccoveeieviiiiiiiiiiiiiieiceeee. 27
2.4 Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational Model of Leadership.................... 28
4.1 Structural Equation Model for Leadership Radius Framework......... 120
4.2  Structural Equation Model for School Academic Optimism ............ 127
4.3  Structural Equation Model for Instructional Quality..................... 141
4.4  ltem-Person Map for the Cognitive Outcomes Pre-Test.................. 143
4.5  Item-Person Map for the Cognitive Outcomes Post-Test................ 144
4.6 Item-Person Map for the Affective Outcomes Pre-Test.................. 147
4.7  Item-Person Map for the Affective Outcomes Post-Test................. 148
4.8 Item-Person Map for the Behavioural Outcomes Pre-Test............... 151
4.9 Item-Person Map for the Behavioural Outcomes Post-Test.............. 152
5.1 Summary of the relationships between the variables of the study...... 195

Xviii



APPENDIX

A

LIST OF APPENDICES

Page
School Leadership Questionnaire — Greek Version.................... 229
School Leadership Questionnaire — English Version.................. 238
School Academic Optimism Questionnaire — Greek Version........... 246
School Academic Optimism Questionnaire — English Version......... 250
Instructional Quality Questionnaire — Greek Version.................. 254
Instructional Quality Questionnaire — Greek to English Version
Ttem Mapping.......coouiiniii i, 263
Citizenship Education Test — Greek Version....................ceuenn. 265
Citizenship Education Test - English Version........................... 280

XiX



CHAPTER I

THE RESEARCH TOPIC

1.1 Introduction — Statement of the Research Topic

As we move through the 21% century we experience a rapidly changing environment
characterized by complexity and uncertainty. Nation interconnectedness, changes in
demography, the explosion of knowledge through science and technology, and
environmental changes are only but a few domains of human activity that give rise to a
new era of global development. While these fast-pace transformations are taking place,
organizations around the world are facing difficulties in coping with the challenges that
they entail and making the necessary adjustments to secure their survival and further
development. Difficulties in coping with the new global environment have become even
more intensified by an ongoing economic crisis which has placed serious constraints on the
span of organizational activities for their future growth.

These societal forces inevitably infiltrate and influence educational organizations as
well making them much more dynamic and complex places to manage (Bottery, 2006;
Crow, 2006; Day, 2011; Mulford, 2008). Increased globalization raises issues such as the
interchangeability of learning programs, a growing trend towards decentralization and
privatization, as well as a strong focus on “client” satisfaction. Demographic changes point
to the need for integrating cultural funds of knowledge to the curricula and assessment of
students while advances in science and technology encourage the provision of enriched and
customized learning opportunities. Moreover, environmental pressures, such as global
warming highlight the importance of students becoming active citizens of the globe. Most
importantly, the current economic crisis renders schools responsible for acquiring
additional resources to support their agenda and enriching their programmes with relevant
learning activities.

Since school units are open systems they need to adapt to these contemporary
demands and secure their sustainability in the years to come. Schools need to be
redesigned so as to reflect the educational needs of our times as well as to respond to the
increased demands for efficiency and quality in education. To this effect, there is a need to
exhibit greater creativity, teamwork and problem-solving, establish flatter organizational

structures as well as engage in richer forms of accountability (Bottery, 2006; Leithwood,
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Jacobson & Ylimaki, 2011). However, in order to act appropriately at the local level
schools need to “understand the ecology of forces which surround, steer and constrain their
current existences” (Bottery, 2006, p. 20).

In this novel school environment, where various pressures and external challenges
are identified, the role of the school principal is becoming increasingly complex and
difficult to perform. In fact, school principals are confronted with a complex fusion of
roles, expectations and contexts. The once restricted functions of a bureaucratic
administrator seem to give way to a new, broader and more demanding set of tasks that
goes beyond what one single individual can handle (Day, 2011; Pont, Nusche & Moorman,
2008; Sebastian & Allensworth, 2012). Today’s school leaders need to monitor the
processes of teaching and learning, handle financial and human resources, manage public
relations and build networks and coalitions, engage in quality management and public
reporting processes and provide leadership for training their staff.

Overall, the emphasis has been placed on leading and improving schools rather than
just managing and maintaining them (Huber, 2008). Schools are no longer viewed as static
organizations but as learning organizations which need continuous development. It follows
that school leaders must act as the “torchbearers of educational change” (Georgiou,
Papayianni, Savvides & Pashiardis, 2001) by initiating, supporting and sustaining
improvement for the profit of all students. According to Crow (2006, p. 313), “such
responsibilities are not simply a more intense work environment but a more complicated
one in which capacity building, motivation, and the involvement of an increasing number
of roles and people in the knowledge process are critical”.

Undoubtedly, current trends in the field of educational leadership favour the
empowered school unit and the need for skilful school leaders who can cope with the
multifaceted character of schooling. Most importantly, principals need to be able to
demonstrate their effectiveness by showing results in student achievement (Brauckmann &
Pashiardis, 2011; Pashiardis & Brauckmann, 2008a, 2008b). However, if principals are to
be accountable for the outcomes of their students, we need to establish a clear connection
between what principals do and what students achieve. Existing research on the
relationship between school leadership and student outcomes is traditionally founded on
two types of empirical evidence: case study evidence and large-scale quantitative studies
(Kythreotis, Pashiardis & Kyriakides, 2010; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Muijs, 2011). The
evidence derived from case studies consistently highlights the pivotal role of school

leadership in school effectiveness and improvement (Leithwood & Day, 2007; Pashiardis,
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Sawvides, Lytra & Angelidou, 2011b; Pont et al., 2008). Most of these studies begin by
identifying schools that are successful by the student outcomes and then move to
investigate the characteristics of leadership in these schools. However, the results of these
studies cannot be easily generalized.

On the other hand, the evidence emerging from large quantitative studies appears to
be more ambiguous and inconsistent, with effect sizes ranging from non-existent to very
significant. Meta-analyses of this type of quantitative studies suggest that the discrepancies
can be explained by differences in the conceptual and methodological design they employ
(Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Scheerens, 2012; Witziers, Bosker & Kriiger, 2003). In
fact, different designs are likely to produce different results. Identifying the limitations of
previous studies is an imperative so as to illuminate the inconsistency which is reflected in
leadership effects research.

Firstly, from a conceptual point of view there is lack of a really consistent
terminology about the meaning of leadership. Many researchers have attempted to define
the concept so that the phenomenon of leadership can be better understood. Although
providing rich insights into the concept, there is no unique definition of leadership, which
is broadly accepted (Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Kythreotis et al., 2010; Witziers et al.,
2003). As a result, the operationalization of leadership in various research frameworks is
determined by the respective conceptualization of the term.

Linked to this issue is the limited set of leadership practices utilized in previous
research frameworks, mostly related to instructional and transformational leadership. In
fact, the research literature is dominated by work on these forms of leadership (Muijs,
2010; Mulford, 2008; Scheerens, 2012). However, as it has already been highlighted, the
school principals’ roles and responsibilities have been dramatically increased during the
past few years. The complex and intense nature of a principal’s job suggests that there is
no “best” leadership style that when implemented in an unequivocal manner will make all
the difference. In practice, successful school leaders adopt a range of leadership styles to
meet the changing demands of their context. Taking into account the new realities of the
school leadership discipline, one can conclude that the absence of a comprehensive set of
leadership practices is likely to have concealed aspects of leadership that may have
actually contributed to student learning. Moreover, it is likely that the total leadership
effect size on student outcomes was underestimated or diminished to a significant degree.

Moving a step further, we still lack systematic empirical validation of different

models (Bruggencate, Luyten, Scheerens & Sleegers, 2012; Kriiger, Witziers & Sleegers,
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2007; Mulford, 2008). Earlier studies proposed leadership as having a direct effect on
learning outcomes, yet empirical evidence showed that effect sizes are small or even
nonexistent. On the contrary, research based on the indirect effects model reveals more
effects on students and thus constitutes a more promising approach to shed light on
leadership effects. Towards this direction, we need to “improve our understanding of the
chain of variables, which are located between the principal and the organizational and
student outcomes” (Kriiger et al., 2007, p.2). According to Mascall, Leithwood, Straus and
Sacks (2008) the challenge is to identify the variables mediating leaders’ influence on
students.

Contemporary research shows that several school properties are important in
accounting for student achievement. Among these characteristics we can discern the
faculty’s collective efficacy (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-Moran &
Barr, 2004), faculty trust in student and parents (Bryk, & Schneider, 2002; Goddard,
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Hoy, 2002), and the school’s academic emphasis
(Goddard, Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). McGuigan and Hoy (2006) suggested that these
characteristics are three dimensions of a latent construct called Academic Optimism. As a
whole, Academic Optimism represents a schoolwide belief that students will succeed
academically. However, although a number of studies examined the relationship between
the dimensions of academic optimism and student achievement (Bevel & Mitchell, 2012;
McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Smith & Hoy, 2007) there is scant evidence of how school
leadership might influence each of these three dimensions as well as the construct as a
whole. Much less is known on how academic optimism might mediate the effect of
leadership on student achievement.

Research has also shown that classroom practices account for most of the variance in
student achievement when controlling for student background characteristics (e.g.
Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Kyriakides & Creemers, 2009). This is quite natural since
it is teachers who are most proximal to students through their instructional behaviour in the
classroom. However, there is little quantitative evidence (e.g. Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005;
May & Supovitz, 2011; Printy, 2010) on how school principals influence the instructional
behaviour of teachers. Such evidence relies mostly on teacher self reports and does not
entail observations of specific lessons in class. Furthermore, no comprehensive model of
instructional quality has yet been adopted as a mediating factor between leadership and

student outcomes.



Previous leadership effects studies also adopted a narrow focus of student outcomes,
mostly concentrating on the measurement of literacy and numeracy test scores of students.
However, “the size and significance of leadership effects on other areas of achievement
cannot be assumed or extrapolated, and should be investigated directly” (Leithwood &
Levin, 2008, p. 292). This limitation is strongly related to the debate over what counts as
“g00d” schooling. While the emphasis is placed on scientific and technological knowledge
other areas such as social adjustment and citizenship are being consistently undervalued in
a time where they matter most. Mulford (2008, 2012) argues that there is a need to
broaden what counts in education by paying more attention to non-cognitive outcomes of
students. School leaders need to operate in accordance with these broadened outcomes and
develop more creative approaches to ensure their acquisition by students.

During the last few years there has been an international concern about the nature
and measurement of Student Citizenship Outcomes. This revived interest has been the
result of democratic deficits in the functioning of states, immigration, terrorism and
violence increase, as well as the enduring financial crisis which seems to constrain the
proper functioning of civic institutions. International studies, such as CIVED (Civic
Education Study) and ICCS (International Civic and Citizenship Education Study), seek to
address the issue of how well prepared students are to act as responsible citizens by
measuring their citizenship competencies (Schulz, Ainley, Fraillon, Kerr & Losito, 2010;
Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Oswald & Schulz, 2001). Although they have identified a number
of factors explaining variation in student outcomes, school leadership has not been
included as a likely predictor. To date, we have some evidence from qualitative case
studies which link aspects of school leadership to informal learning of active citizenship at
school (Pashiardis, Georgiou & Georghiou, 2009; Scheerens, 2009, 2011). Yet, no attempt
has been made to examine the relationship between leadership and student citizenship in
quantitative terms.

From a methodological point of view, the focus of previous research was on cross-
sectional studies which assessed leadership effects on student outcomes at a specific time
point of the academic year. However, such studies ignore the growth in student learning
thus failing to evaluate the influence of leadership that accumulates over time. On the other
hand, value-added designs where repeated measures of achievement are taken seem to be
more appropriate to employ. According to Heck and Hallinger (2009), the analysis of

temporal sequences provides a stronger basis for making inferences about organizational



relationships than static measures. The absence of such designs seems to be one of the
main reasons for the conflicting findings observed in school leadership effects research.

Another methodological limitation that is identified concerns the use of appropriate
statistical techniques to analyze data. Specifically, much of the research conducted on the
potential relationship between school leadership and student outcomes relied on simple
statistical methodologies that weakened the evidence produced (Hallinger & Heck, 1996;
Kythreotis, Pashiardis & Kyriakides, 2010; Muijs, 2011; Witziers et al., 2003). Although
leadership effects were modeled at various levels there was no partitioning of variance at
each of these levels. To this effect, more sophisticated statistical techniques need to be
employed in order to account for the hierarchical structure of schools. In other words,
future designs should recognize that students are nested within classrooms and classrooms
are nested within schools.

The aforementioned limitations in previous studies may account for the failure to
identify consistent effects of school leadership on student outcomes. What needs to be
done is to initiate further research based on robust conceptual and methodological designs.
According to Mulford (2012), there is a need to move to multiple forms of leadership but
also to a more complex set of relationships between these forms and a range of other
variables, including non-traditional student outcomes such as civic learning. In fact, there
IS a need to enrich the literature on the potential association between School Leadership
and Student Citizenship Outcomes. In this way, we can provide empirical validation of
models which are more likely to reflect the claim that school leadership does matter across
a range of educational effectiveness criteria, while at the same time addressing a
foundational issue of educational effectiveness research, that is the principle of consistency

(Creemers, Kyriakides & Sammons, 2010).

1.2 Purpose of Research

The main purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between School Leadership
and gains in Student Citizenship Outcomes (cognitive, affective, behavioural) in Cyprus
middle schools. Both direct and indirect models of leadership effects were investigated
with School Academic Optimism and Instructional Quality constituting the mediating

variables in the latter case.



1.3 Research Questions

Based on the aforementioned Statement of the Research Topic and the Purpose of

Research this study sought to address the following research questions:

1. Is there a direct relationship between middle School Leadership, as defined in the
Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius Framework, and improvement in
Student Citizenship Outcomes (cognitive, affective, behavioural)?

2. Is there an indirect relationship between middle School Leadership and
improvement in Student Citizenship Outcomes (cognitive, affective, behavioural)
mediated by School Academic Optimism and/or Instructional Quality?

3. What is the relative strength of the direct and indirect models of School Leadership
effects upon gains in Student Citizenship Outcomes (cognitive, affective,
behavioural)?

4. What is the total effect of the combined direct and indirect leadership models?

1.4  Contribution to Theory

The current study seeks to provide a theoretical insight concerning the relationship
between School Leadership and Student Citizenship Outcomes. Although considerable
research has been separately conducted in the specific fields, no serious attempt has been
made to explore a likely association among them, especially in quantitative terms. To date,
qualitative evidence on the factors affecting the informal active citizenship of students
provide evidence of the important role of the school principal (Scheerens, 2009). A further
step is therefore needed so as to also establish a quantitative linkage between principal
behaviour and student citizenship learning. This endeavour is also responsive to the plea of
a number of researchers who have consistently highlighted the need to investigate a
broader set of student outcomes beyond literacy and maths (Mulford, 2008, 2012).
Although considerable progress has been made in leadership effects research, we still
lack systematic empirical validation of different models (Kriiger et al., 2007; Mulford &
Silins, 2011; Bruggencate et al., 2012). Earlier studies focused on the direct effects models
yet more recent research has shown that school leadership influences student outcomes
mostly in an indirect manner. Nevertheless, little is known about the paths through which
this influence seeps to students themselves. Thus, there is a need to develop more indirect

effects models that incorporate key school and classroom factors as mediators between
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leadership and student outcomes (Jacobson & Bezzina, 2008). To date, no previous study
inquired about the role of school academic optimism and instructional quality in mediating
leadership effects. This research gap was identified as an important caveat that should be
addressed by the current study.

The specific study adopts both school and classroom variables as mediators of
leadership effects on student outcomes. Such a multilevel design enriches existing
frameworks that were concerned only with a single level of variables. In addition, the
mediating variables that were chosen to be part of the framework (i.e. school academic
optimism and instructional quality) were previously found to have a strong effect on
student achievement mainly due to their academic and instructional orientation (Creemers
& Kyriakides, 2008; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006). Combining both school and classroom
variables that are strong indicators of student achievement is also likely to give a new
direction to the kind of mediators that need to be included in indirect models of leadership
effects. A significant input is also likely to be derived from the emergence of the relative
merits of the indirect effects model over the direct effects model and vice versa.

Furthermore, there is a need to examine the validity of the Pashiardis-Brauckmann
Leadership Radius Framework within the context of Cyprus. A relevant study in seven
European countries (UK, Norway, Germany, Slovenia, Hungary, Italy, The Netherlands)
provided evidence in support to the construct validity of the model (Brauckmann &
Pashiardis, 2011; Pashiardis, 2014; Pashiardis & Brauckmann, 2008a). Moreover, multiple
logistic regression showed that all of the five leadership styles of the model predicted the
odds of a teacher working in a high or low performing school. A more recent study in
Cyprus also resulted in a five factor solution representing the five leadership styles
proposed by the specific framework (Pashiardis, 2014; Pashiardis, Michaelidou, Kendeou
& Lytra, 2011a). Nevertheless, further evidence is needed to confirm the construct validity
of the model within the context of Cyprus and especially assess the predictive power of the
various leadership styles when it comes to student citizenship outcomes. This is especially
important in the case of Cyprus where there is a dearth of evidence on the relationship
between school leadership behaviour and student outcomes. According to Moos (2002),
leadership should be framed in the light of the particular context of each country and in this
effort we need to investigate whether "success™ in one country is "success™ in another as
well.

A further contribution of this research undertaking concerns the examination of the

validity of the School Academic Optimism model and the Dynamic Model of Educational
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Effectiveness at the classroom level. With regards to the former model, support for its
validation has been provided mostly within the context of the USA (Hoy et al., 2006;
McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Smith & Hoy, 2007). Thus, the study can be an important source
of evidence as to the transferability of the model irrespective of the particular context in
which schools operate. In addition, the Dynamic Model at the classroom level has already
been validated in the context of primary education and in relation to Greek Language,
Mathematics and Religious Instruction (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Kyriakides &
Creemers, 2008; Kyriakides & Creemers, 2009). This study takes a step further in order to
validate the model in lower secondary education and in relation to the non-conventional
subject of Citizenship Education.

Finally, building on the theoretical evidence through empirical research is intended
to provide significant input to the debate over the role and impact of the school principal
on student outcomes. The conflicting findings in the specific area render leadership effects
on student achievement a challenging research question that needs to be clarified. More
quantitative studies in this field are useful in providing evidence over aspects of leadership
that have not been investigated to date. However, a different methodological design needs
to be employed so as to be able to identify leadership effects that were not evident in
previous studies. Towards this direction, value-added measures of student achievement
were used in combination with multilevel modeling techniques of statistical analysis
(Goldstein, 2010; Snidgers & Bosker, 1999). Multilevel models take into account the
multilevel structure of schools and are thus more appropriate to measure the effects of
leadership, especially when it comes to indirect effects models that entail variables both at
the school and classroom levels. In this way, it is possible that the research gap between
qualitative and quantitative studies be diminished otherwise, we could just confirm the
elusive search for an association between leadership and student outcomes (Witziers et al.,
2003).

1.5  Contribution to Policy and Practice

School leadership seems to have attracted a great share of the international attention and
interest. Education ministers of the countries participating in organizations such as the
Commonwealth, the European Commission and the Organization for Economic
Development and Cooperation (OECD) have emphasized the need to improve school

leadership as a way to increase school effectiveness and achieve quality performance.



Moreover, a number of studies concerning successful school leadership have been
commissioned by the European Union (e.g. Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011; Pashiardis &
Brauckmann, 2008a), the Commonwealth (e.g. Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2012), and the
OECD (e.g. Pont et al., 2008). All of these initiatives are concerned with identifying school
leadership dimensions which are conducive to student learning in a comparative context.

Overall, there is wide agreement about the need to have school leaders who exhibit
the capacity to improve the quality of teaching and learning (Hallinger, 2005; Huber, 2008;
May & Supovitz, 2011; Printy, 2010). Based on this acknowledgment, many researchers
have attempted to establish links between school leadership and student achievement.
Specifically, researchers inquired about those leadership skills, qualities and practices that
are most likely to make a difference in student achievement. Research on leadership effects
has progressed to such an extent that we are now in a position to conduct meta-analyses of
previous studies. In fact, a number of reviews of empirical research on the effects of
leadership on student outcomes have recently emerged (e.g. Leithwood, Day, Sammons,
Harris & Hopkins, 2006; Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2005; Robinson, Lloyd & Rowe,
2008; Scheerens, 2012; Witziers et al., 2003).

The current study seeks to investigate school leadership effects on student citizenship
outcomes in an effort to enhance our knowledge of what constitutes effective school
leadership in practice. A better understanding of how principals’ leadership styles relate to
student citizenship outcomes will shed more light on those aspects of leadership that are
really worth taking into account. According to Pont et al. (2008), school leadership core
responsibilities should be clearly defined and delimited by identifying those practices
which are most likely to improve teaching and learning. Moreover, the great emphasis
placed on citizenship aims by the Ministry of Education, the European Union and other
international organizations (European Commission, 2012; Ministry of Education and
Culture, 2008a, 2013; Schulz et al., 2010) renders this area of study an important variable
that needs to be examined in relation to school leadership (Scheerens, 2009).

The findings derived from the research will directly inform the content of evidence-
based, school leadership training programs that take into consideration important aspects of
how principals lead student learning, and particularly civic learning. Many countries have
come to realize the importance of investing in the development of school leaders. For
example, inspection evidence produced by OFSTED in England has guided the
government’s work on identifying and preparing prospective heads, developing

experienced ones and establishing the National College for School Leadership (Riley &
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Mulford, 2007; Southworth, 2002). The latter has introduced the National Professional
Qualification for Headship (NPQH) for prospective principals and the National
Professional Qualification for Serving Headteachers (NPQSH) for the development of
existing principals (Weindling & Dimmock, 2006). However, such programs should be
continually revised in the light of new evidence produced by research.

At the local level, the key role of school leadership development is highlighted in the
Strategic Planning for Education of 2008 undertaken by the Ministry of Education of
Cyprus (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2008b). In particular, it is asserted that high
caliber principals are considered especially important to the organization and function of
successful, flexible and autonomous school units. Moreover, principals are expected to
form the primary agents of cultural and educational change within the new era of
restructuring and reform. However, no change in the educational scene can be successful
unless, at the same time, some things about principals’ work and their preparation are
modified as well. To this effect, the Ministry of Education and Culture (2009) has
promulgated its intention of upgrading the existing system of preparation with the creation
of an Academy for Leadership Staff which will also embrace prospective school principals.
The Academy will provide relevant training programmes that principalship candidates
should successfully complete in order to be considered for promotion to the specific
position. Thus, this study is expected to provide evidence as to the content of the
programmes needed to prepare effective school principals.

The results of this study are also expected to stimulate interest in the principalship
and lead to evidence-based policy and practice with regards to school leadership in-service
development in Cyprus. In so doing, it is expected to inform the design of enriched
leadership training programs in an era in which education is being under restructuring.
Better understanding of the features of principals that can lead student success, and how
these can be developed in novice and more experienced principals, is clearly an important
element to the successful operation of the Academy for Leadership Staff. It is important to
note that the specific Academy is expected to undertake the continuous professional
development of principals by offering a systematic and carefully planned range of
educational experiences that will be grounded on scientific principles and research findings
derived from educational leadership research (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2008).

Beyond preparation and professional development, the findings of this research can

contribute to the improvement of the evaluation system of school principals. According to
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Pashiardis and Brauckmann (2008b) there is an urgent need to revisit the quality,
functionality and effectiveness of principal evaluation systems. These evaluation schemes
should identify and reward better principals from not so good ones and should be linked to
enhanced student achievement. To this effect, the acquired evidence from this piece of
research should lead to the revision of existing instruments and criteria used to evaluate
school leadership practices. If principals are to be accountable for student learning then it
is important to also evaluate those practices that they really matter in raising student
achievement.

The study findings could also inform efforts towards the development of school
leadership standards for Cyprus principals. The process of developing standards for school
leaders entails the identification of those features which are most valued in the specific
profession. Such standards have been introduced in a number of countries, mainly English
speaking ones. For example, the Interstate Leaders’ Licensure Consortium Indicators and
the National Standards for Headteachers are quite popular in the USA and the UK
respectively (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008; Department for Education and
Skills, 2004). Also, the Standards Framework for Leaders in Queensland, Australia was
developed as the basis for leadership evaluation (Leithwood, Jantzi & Steinbach, 2002).
Irrespective of further variations, the standards already mentioned have been developed as
a way to promote the success for all students. That is why the standards have been based
on research examining the relation between leadership and school effectiveness.

Finally, the study is expected to instigate further action to support and upgrade the
subject of Citizenship Education in practice. Identifying those factors at the student,
classroom and school level which bear an effect on student outcomes could be an initial
step on which concrete policy and practice can be developed in relation to citizenship
learning. For example, the Ministry of Education could re-examine the curriculum policy
in relation to the subject or provide appropriate professional development opportunities for
principals and teachers in order to enhance their capacity in achieving the subject
instructional goals. At the school level, both principals and teachers could focus their
attention on those behaviours and practices which maximize student learning as evidenced
by the findings of the current study. The attempt, especially, to identify how school
leadership is linked to student citizenship outcomes (cognitive, affective and behavioural),
will significantly leverage Citizenship Education in the instructional agendas of school

principals.
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1.6 Limitations of Study

This piece of research seeks to identify the relationship between School Leadership and
Student Citizenship Outcomes. Direct and indirect relationships were explored with School
Academic Optimism and Instructional Quality being considered as likely mediators. For
the purposes of this research a number of limitations need to be clearly demarcated:

e There might be important variables to student outcomes which were omitted in the
design of this study. Omitted variables are likely to yield biased estimates and greater
measurement error. However, it is unrealistic to be able to include in a single study all
likely predictors of student achievement.

e The specific research undertaking adopts a position-based approach to School
Leadership investigation. This means that School Leadership pertains only to the
position of the school principal. Although other stakeholders, such as assistant
principals and teachers, were previously found to exhibit leadership influence
themselves, their contribution to student outcomes was not investigated.

e At the classroom level, Instructional Quality was operationalised in terms of the specific
behavior and practices of teachers. Teacher beliefs, attitudes and background
characteristics were not investigated.

e At the school level, there are a number of variables which were previously found to
affect student achievement and that were not included in the conceptual framework of
this research. Such variables include, among others, Evaluation and Feedback Practices,
Professional Development Opportunities, Teacher Commitment to Change and Parental
Involvement.

e Contextual variables at the system level, such as steering patterns and accountability
mechanisms, were not considered in this research. This is because no variance would be
produced within the centralized and thus homogeneous educational system of Cyprus.

e At the student level, only Citizenship Outcomes were included in the framework. Other
outcomes such as literacy and numeracy were not considered for the purposes of this
research.

e This study took place across four of the main cities located in the free areas of the
Republic of Cyprus. Only middle school principals were investigated whereas pre-
primary, primary and upper secondary education principals were not considered for the
purposes of this study.
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1.7 Organization of the Study

The current study is constituted by five chapters. In the first chapter, there is a description
of the problem, the purpose of research, and the research questions. Moreover, the
contribution of the study to theory, policy and practice is discussed whereas the
delimitations of the study are defined.

In the second chapter, there is a presentation and description of the theoretical
framework of the study. The hypothesized relationships between the variables of the study
are defined and their operational definitions are also provided. An extensive literature
review follows in relation to the primary variables of this piece of research (i.e. School
Leadership, School Academic Optimism, Instructional Quality and Student Citizenship
Outcomes).

The third chapter provides information on the research methodology. Specifically,
there is a description of the type of research conducted, the sampling method, the data
collection instruments, and the research implementation procedure. Furthermore, a
description is provided as to the statistical analysis techniques and the basic assumptions of
the study. The results of the pilot study findings are also discussed.

In the fourth chapter, the main findings of the study are presented. Initially, there is a
report concerning the validation of the instruments used in the main phase of the study.
Then, a series of descriptive statistics are presented relating to the main and contextual
variables followed by the findings concerning the relationships between these variables.

Finally, the last chapter provides a discussion and interpretation of the findings as
well as specific conclusions related to the derived theoretical model. The implications for
educational theory, policy and practice are discussed whereas recommendations for further
research are also provided.

1.8 Summary

Current trends in the globalized world we live in as well as the ongoing financial crisis
require school principals to adopt a broader and more demanding set of tasks, roles and
functions so as to cope with the multifaceted character of schooling. Overall, school
principals need to move beyond managing and maintain schools to leading and improving
them. Most importantly, there is a mandate for principals to be able to demonstrate their
effectiveness by showing results in student achievement. However, this demand needs to

be based on robust empirical evidence indicating that school leadership does make a
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difference in pupil outcomes. To date, research has yielded inconsistent findings with
effect sizes ranging from non-existent to very significant. In addition, there is a lack of
systematic empirical validation of different conceptual models with a notable absence of
the multilevel structure of schools.

Concurrently, during the last few years there has been an international concern about
the nature and measurement of Student Citizenship Outcomes. This revived interest has
been the result of inefficiencies in the functioning of states and a diverse range of
socioeconomic problems confronted by citizens across the globe. International studies,
such as CIVED and ICCS, seek to address the issue of how well prepared students are to
act as responsible citizens by measuring their citizenship competencies. Although they
have identified a number of factors explaining variation in student outcomes leadership has
not been included as a likely predictor. To date, we have some evidence from qualitative
case studies which link aspects of School Leadership to informal learning of Active
Citizenship at school. Yet, no attempt has been made to examine the relationship between
leadership and student citizenship in quantitative terms.

Taking these caveats into account, this research study sought to explore the
relationship between School leadership and gains in Student Citizenship Outcomes in
Cyprus middle schools. Both direct and indirect models of leadership effects were
investigated. School Academic Optimism and Instructional Quality constituted the
mediating variables in the case of indirect effects. This piece of research is intended to fill
the gaps in leadership effects research in Cyprus and abroad as well as provide significant
input to the debate over the role and impact of the school principal on student outcomes,
especially with regards to a neglected criterion of educational effectiveness, i.e. Citizenship
Education. Finally, the results of this study are expected to stimulate interest in the
principalship and lead to evidence-based policy and practice with regards to school
leadership development and evaluation in Cyprus in an era where comprehensive reform is

underway.
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction

In the light of an increasing recognition of the pivotal function of school leadership in
supporting change and providing for educational quality, it is important to orient the role of
the school leader and identify which forms or sets of leadership behaviours and practices
influence the main purpose of a school’s mission, which is student learning. This
endeavour is even more critical in relation to civic learning since there is a dearth of
evidence about how principals can effectively promote the objectives of the specific
subject domain.

To this effect, the current study seeks to explore direct and indirect relationships
between school leadership and student citizenship outcomes as well as provide evidence in
regard to the relative advantages of each model. This part of the study is intended to
provide a description of the theoretical framework used as well as a review of the literature
of the main variables namely, School Leadership, Student Citizenship Outcomes,
Academic Optimism of Schools, and Instructional Quality. The literature review is based
on the acknowledgment that the investigation of the relationship between leadership and

student learning is multilevel and complex in nature.

2.2 Description of the Conceptual Framework

Since the lack of consistency in findings on school leadership effects is largely owed to the
use of varying frameworks and models, it was decided to use as a reference base the
comprehensive Pashiardis-Brauckmann framework (Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011;
Pashiardis, 2014; Pashiardis & Brauckmann, 2008a). This framework emanated from a
thorough review of the literature on school leadership and school effectiveness over the
last few decades. In their study, leadership is treated as a multilevel construct which may
affect school, classroom and student variables but is also likely to be influenced by
contextual variables. Thus, the revised Pashiardis-Brauckmann Holistic Leadership
Framework (Figure 2.1) consists of leadership as well as context, intermediate, and
dependent, outcome variables.
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Firstly, the framework entails a second order factor of school leadership, i.e. the
Leadership Radius which consists of five first order factors. The first order factors refer to
five leadership domains or styles that school principals are likely to employ in their work:
1) Instructional Style 2) Structuring Style 3) Participative Style 4) Entrepreneurial Style
and 5) Personnel Development Style (Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011; Pashiardis, 2014;
Pashiardis & Brauckmann, 2008a). Each leadership style consists of specific behaviours or
practices which are likely to be exhibited by school principals. The Instructional Style
entails the practices of defining and enabling the achievement of the instructional
objectives, setting high expectations, monitoring and evaluating students and teachers, and
stimulating instructional innovation. The Structuring Style includes the areas of clarifying
the vision and mission of the school, establishing and following clear rules, dividing
tasks/responsibilities among staff, enabling restructuring and taking risks as well as
managing facilities in an effective manner. Furthermore, the Participative Style is
conceptualized as adopting a participative approach to formal and informal decision
making, fostering staff cooperation, brokering and mediating conflicting situations and
promoting staff commitment. Next, the Entrepreneurial Style comprises the practices of
involving the parents and other external actors in the school processes, acquiring resources
for the school’s smooth operation, building coalitions with external agents as well as
engaging in a market approach to leadership. Finally, effective school leaders are likely to
employ a Personnel Development Style in their leadership practices and behaviours. This
style involves effective teacher recruitment, the assessment of teacher professional needs,
the provision of training opportunities to them, the enhancement of their self—efficacy, as
well as the provision of recognition and rewards for their exemplary performance.

The framework of this study acknowledges that school leaders do not operate in a
vacuum (Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011; Pashiardis, 2014). On the contrary, their actions
and likely effects are hypothesized to be influenced by the particular context in which they
work. The context framework, is divided into two main levels: 1) School Level Variables
which include items relating to the school size and location, as well as the characteristics of
school leaders, that is their years of experience in principalship, their education
background in school leadership and their gender, and 2) Student Level Variables which
consist of items relating to their initial achievement, socioeconomic status, ethnicity,
gender, home environment and participation in student councils. The first set of variables
is likely to have a moderating effect on leadership effects while the second set of variables

is likely to affect directly the dependent variables and therefore should be controlled for.
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Furthermore, we are interested in investigating through which intermediate variables
school leaders affect the final school outcomes. A number of variables suggested by the
literature are identified at this mediating level. At the school level, a new construct labeled
as Academic Optimism of Schools (Hoy, 2012; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006) was used.
Academic Optimism encompasses three distinct dimensions: academic emphasis, faculty
trust in parents and students, and collective teacher efficacy. In addition, classroom level
variables were examined and specifically the Instructional Quality of teachers. The
variables which were defined at this level emanate from the Dynamic Model of
Educational Effectiveness of Creemers and Kyriakides (2008): Structuring, Orientation,
Teaching Modelling, Application, Questioning, Assessment, Management of time and
Classroom as a learning environment. The aforementioned school and classroom level
variables are hypothesized to be influenced by the Pashiardis-Brauckmann leadership
styles and in turn to affect citizenship outcomes. Therefore, apart from the direct effect of
school leadership on citizenship outcomes, the framework purports that leadership may
influence student learning in an indirect way.

Student Citizenship Outcomes lie at the end of the leadership effects chain.
Citizenship outcomes entail three types of student learning: Cognitive, Affective and
Behavioural, thus capturing a comprehensive range of educational effectiveness criteria.
These student achievement criteria are curriculum-based and are measured across three
content domains: Fundamental Civic Concepts and Principles, The Individual as Citizen of
the Country, The Individual as Citizen of the World. According to the proposed
framework, Student Citizenship Outcomes are hypothesized to be influenced directly by
student, classroom and school variables. School variables may also influence Citizenship

Outcomes in an indirect way.

2.3 Operational Definitions

Leadership Radius

A comprehensive set of school leadership styles adopted by principals in order to influence
the behaviour of others and accomplish the school goals. Five leadership styles are
involved as conceptualized by Pashiardis and Brauckmann (2008a): the Instructional,

Structuring, Entrepreneurial, Personnel Development, and Participative Styles.
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School leadership style
The set of those behaviours and practices school principals employ in order to influence
the behavior of others and accomplish the school goals.

Instructional Style
The set of leadership behaviours and practices which focus on the improvement of the

quality of teaching and learning.

Structuring Style
The set of leadership behaviours and practices which provide direction and coordination to

the school unit.

Entrepreneurial Style
The set of leadership behaviours and practices which promote the involvement of external

actors and resources in the school affairs.

Personnel Development Style
The set of leadership behaviours and practices which promote the professional
development of teachers.

Participative Style
The set of leadership behaviours and practices which promote the participation of school

members in decision making and provide opportunities for cooperation.

Academic Optimism of Schools

A school-wide belief that students will succeed academically. It comprises three distinct
dimensions: Academic Emphasis, Faculty trust in parents and students and, Collective
Teacher Efficacy. School Academic Optimism is also used interchangeably with Academic

Optimism of Schools.

Academic Emphasis

A shared belief of the faculty that academic achievement is important.
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Faculty trust in parents and students
The faculty’s willingness to be vulnerable to parents and students based on the confidence

that both parents and students are benevolent, reliable, competent, honest and open.

Collective teacher efficacy
The faculty’s collective belief that they have the capability to produce a positive effect on

students’ learning.

Instructional Quality

All those practices and behaviours that teachers adopt at the classroom level in order to
influence student learning. It involves eight teacher effectiveness factors: Orientation,
Structuring, Questioning, Teaching Modelling, Application, Classroom as a Learning

Environment, Management of Time, and Assessment.

Orientation
Orientation refers to a teacher’s behaviour of explicating the reason for which an activity, a
lesson or a unit takes place. It also refers to the ability of instigating students to recognize

the purpose and utility of the learning activities which are conducted.

Structuring
Structuring refers to a teacher’s competence of illustrating the connections which exist

within the same lesson, between lessons, within a thematic unit or among different units.

Questioning

Questioning refers to those techniques that teachers use to prompt students to answer to a

query.

Teaching Modelling
Modelling concerns the way a teacher assists students to develop skills which will render

them capable of regulating learning on their own.

Application
Application concerns the opportunities a teacher provides to students to exercise on the

taught content.
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Classroom as a learning environment
Classroom as a learning environment refers to a teacher’s contribution in creating a

positive classroom environment conducive to learning.

Management of time
Management of time refers to a teacher’s behavior of maximizing student engagement

rates in learning.

Assessment
Assessment refers to all those activities that enable teachers to judge the progress of

student learning.

Student Citizenship Outcomes
The cognitive, affective and behavioural components of student learning in the subject of
Citizenship Education.

Cognitive Outcomes

The knowledge, reasoning and analysis of students in relation to the taught subject matter.

Affective Outcomes

The attitudes and value beliefs of students in relation to the taught subject matter.

Behavioural Outcomes

The actual student behaviours and actions related to the taught subject matter.

2.4 Review of the Main Variables

Based on the conceptual framework already presented, it is important to provide a review
of the theoretical and empirical underpinnings of the variables and relationships depicted in
the framework. Specifically, a review of the literature is provided in relation to the four
main variables included in the framework: School Leadership, Student Citizenship

Outcomes, Academic Optimism of Schools, and Instructional Quality.
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FIGURE 2.1 THE PASHIARDIS-BRAUCKMANN MODIFIED HOLISTIC LEADERSHIP FRAMEWORK
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2.4.1 School Leadership

School leadership has attracted a great share of the attention of researchers, policy-makers
and practitioners. Firstly, researchers seek to explore the nature and effects of successful
school leadership and especially how principals influence student learning outcomes.
Moreover, policy-makers are interested in reforming the current state of school leadership
as a way to enhance the organisational capacity of schools whereas principals themselves
seem to be eager about implementing those practices that indeed make a difference to their
schools. In this section, a definition of the concept of leadership is provided as well as a
brief review of major theories which marked the evolution of leadership through time. In
addition, a review of the literature on school leadership effects on student achievement is
made followed by empirical evidence in relation to the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership

Radius Framework.

2.4.1.1 Definition of Leadership

The concept of “leadership” holds a core position in the various theories of management as
well as in the daily operation of contemporary organizations. Many researchers have
attempted to define the concept so that the phenomenon of leadership can be better
understood. Although providing rich insights into the concept, there is no unique definition
of leadership, which is broadly accepted (Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Kythreotis et al.,
2010; Witziers et al., 2003). On the contrary, there is little consensus about what leadership
is and what it comprises (Kriiger & Scheerens, 2012).

To start with, Chemers (1997) maintains that leadership is a social influence process
during which an individual manages to secure the assistance of others in order to
accomplish a common goal. Pashiardis (2004, p. 209) also defines leadership as “the nexus
of those behaviours used with others when trying to influence their own behaviours”. That
is, a leader is the individual, who influences through his/her behaviour, the behaviour of
the people in his group. In this way, he/she activates the members of the organization
towards the accomplishment of a common vision. According to Hoy and Miskel (2008),
what is common in most definitions is the enactment of “intentional influence over others
to structure activities and relationships in a group or organization” (p. 419).

Debate however remains as to whether leadership is position-based or diffused
throughout the organization. One view supports the distinction between the responsibilities
and functions of leaders and their followers (Yukl, 2012), thus attaching a formal, position-
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based approach to the meaning of leadership. An alternative view is that leadership is a
property of the organization rather than the individual which can be shared among other
members as well (Harris, 2006, 2013; Spillane, 2012). This view gave rise to a distributed
perspective of leadership, that is examining how leadership is spread over both leaders and
followers, given key aspects of their situation. In any case, both approaches can benefit the
efforts made to shed light on the complex concept of leadership.

Another fuzzy issue found in the literature concerns the relationship between the
concepts of leadership, management and administration. Indeed, the issue of distinguishing
between the terms management and leadership and even administration has attracted the
attention of researchers in the area of management. As mentioned by Mullins (1995,
p. 247) «formerly, these concepts were synonymous...nowadays though, some differences
have been identified with respect to the behaviour of the leader or manager towards the
other parts of the organization». According to Hoy and Miskel (2008), some view
leadership as being fundamentally different from administration. On the one hand,
administrators focus on stability and efficiency while, on the other hand, leaders stress
adaptive change and influence. In addition, Cuban (1988) views management as a function
of maintenance of current organizational arrangements and leadership as a function of
change. In both of the aforementioned cases, administration and management are treated as
identical constructs.

A distinction between administration, management and leadership has also been made
by Pashiardis (2004, 2014) (see Figure 2.2). In his opinion, the term administration has to
do with the daily, administrative execution of the everyday tasks in order to assist the
bureaucratic functioning of the organization. That is why, he has coined the term
‘administrivia’ (Pashiardis, 2001), which reflects the daily routine and mostly operational
tasks performed by managerial officers. The term administrivio. combines administration
with trivial. The concept of management has to do with the daily administration of the
organization, but at the same time the manager provides direction to the organization
within a time frame of a few months. Moreover, leadership is viewed as an overarching
concept which encompasses both management and administration. Leadership entails a
vision and long term direction of the organization, within the next three to five years or
even ten years, thus providing strategic orientation to the organization. Through this
reflection, Pashiardis considers the term leadership as being superior to the other two, but

at the same time, he deems that a good leader has to be a good administrator and a good
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manager as well. The terms are complementary to each other, but none can reflect by itself

what a contemporary leader ought to be doing.

Figure 2.2 The relationships between the terms leadership, management and
administration
(Source: Pashiardis, P. (2004). Exraidevtikp Hyeoio: Amé v Emoyn tne Evuevoig

Adwapopias oty Xoyypovy Emoyn. [Educational Leadership: From the Era of Benevolent
Neglect to the Current Era]. Athens: Metaichmio Publications.)

Leadership

Management

Administration

2.4.1.2 The Evolution of Leadership - Review of Major Leadership Theories

Trait Theory

Early research on leadership focused on the personal characteristics and traits of leaders.
Trait theory is rooted in Aristotle, who believed that leadership is a gift that a person is
born with. In this sense, the dimension of inheritance is attached to the concept of
leadership. According to the theory, leaders are superior people with special traits which
distinguish them from the rest of the population. Stogdill (1948) clustered these special

characteristics into the following categories:

Capacity: intelligence, verbal facility, originality, judgment
Achievement: knowledge, athletic accomplishments

Responsibility: initiative, persistence, aggressiveness, self-confidence
Participation: activity, sociability, cooperation, adaptability, humour
Status: socioeconomic position, popularity

vV V.V V V VY

Situational Components: characteristics of followers, goals to be achieved

25



Generally, Stogdill’s research has not been fruitful since no group of such
characteristics has been found to determine who can become a leader or not. That is, he did
not find the “right” bodily size or the “right” intelligence quotient etc., so as to conclude
with certainty that the person who was born with these traits could become a leader or that

he/she holds greater potential to take over the leadership of an organization.

Fiedler’s Least Preferred Co-Worker Theory

Fiedler (1967) proposed that the study of leadership should be conducted on the basis of
specific contingency relationships. Specifically, the least preferred co-worker theory is
premised on the relationships between the leader style as a trait, situational control and
effectiveness. The main assumption is that certain types of leaders are more effective in
specific situations and therefore leaders should be placed in contexts which are favourable
to their style.

To begin with, leadership style was determined by the motivational system which
drives the leader to specific behaviours. To measure a person’s leadership style, Fiedler
used an instrument called the Least-Preferred Co-worker (LPC) scale. This scale asks
respondents to describe the person with whom they have been able to work least well using
a series of adjectives such as friendly or pleasant. Fiedler argues that high LPC leaders
have a relationship-motivated style whereas low LPC leaders have a task-motivated style.
In addition, situational control is determined by the task structure, the position power of
the leader and the leader-member relations. More specifically, Fiedler defined high control
situations as cases where we have clearly structured tasks to be achieved, a strong position
power, and positive relations between the leader and the group members. Finally,
effectiveness refers to the extent to which the group achieves its primary goals.

The LPC theory holds that group effectiveness is contingent upon the leadership
style and situational control. According to Fiedler, in high and low control situations
effectiveness is most likely to be achieved through a task-oriented leadership style. In
moderate control situations effectiveness is most likely to be achieved through a relations-
oriented leadership style. Fiedler also argued that leadership style is a rather stable
characteristic which cannot be adapted to the situation. Instead, he suggested trying to alter

the situational control indicators until a match with the leader is achieved.
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Life Cycle Theory

The “Life Cycle” theory by Hersey and Blanchard (1988) is based on situational leadership
theories. In essence, situational theories support that there is no “perfect” style of
leadership, which anyone can employ at anytime or anywhere, but that there are various
leadership styles from which leaders can select according to the situation they have to face.
In contrast to Fiedler’s contingency theory, this theory posits that leadership styles are not
enduring characteristics and that leaders are more flexible in moving from one style to
another. An ordinary model of situational leadership (Figure 2.3) entails two axes (X and
Y). On the X axis, we can identify the leader’s orientation for tasks, while on the Y axis we

can trace the leader’s orientation for human, interpersonal relations.

Figure 2.3. Model of Situational Leadership

Relationship Behaviour

Task Behaviour

According to the Life Cycle Theory, the degree of the leader’s orientation towards
tasks or interpersonal relations has to be examined in conjunction with the readiness
(maturity) of the follower. The term readiness (maturity) does not imply the emotional,
physical or psychological maturity but the willingness, ability and confidence of the
follower to carry out a specific task. The main idea behind this concept is that the greater
the level of maturity of the follower the less directive an effective leader will be. In
essence, as the followers become more “professional” and more aware of the task that
needs to be accomplished, they need less guidance, while at the same time they do not need

much praise in order to be able to work efficiently.
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Figure 2.4 Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational Model of Leadership

(Source: Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. (1988). Management of Organizational Behaviour:
Utilizing Human Resources (5™ edition). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.)
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Based on this theory, Hersey and Blanchard (1988) support that there is no best
“leadership style” under any conditions. On the contrary, good leaders adapt their
leadership style to their followers’ maturity. In particular, their theory describes four basic

leadership styles (figure 2.4):

Telling: When followers are unable, unwilling or insecure to carry out a specific task, the
leader provides specific instructions and closely supervises performance. This style has a

high task-low relationship focus and is referred to as the telling style.

Selling: When followers are unable but willing and confident to perform the task, the
leader explains decisions and provides opportunity for clarification. This style has a high
task-high relationship focus and is referred to as the selling style.
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Participating: When followers are able but unwilling or insecure to perform the task, the
leader shares ideas and facilitates in decision making. This style has a low task-high
relationship focus and is referred to as the participating style.

Delegating: When followers are able, willing and confident to perform the task, the leader
delegates responsibility for decisions and implementation to the followers. This style has a

low task-low relationship focus and is referred to as the delegating style.

Transactional and Transformational Leadership

The study of leadership has also been influenced by the emergence of the transactional and
transformational leadership theories. On the whole, transactional leaders motivate the
members of the organization by exchanging rewards for work (Burns, 1978). These leaders
identify the needs of the members of the organization and try to satisfy them in return for
services rendered by their subordinates. According to Bass (1985), this is a form of a cost-
benefit, economic approach to meet the followers’ needs in return for their services.

On the contrary, transformational leadership promotes a strong emotional attachment
of the followers to the leader (Bass, 1985). Transformational leaders talk about change,
build a vision for the organization and inspire followers to achieve unusually high
performance outcomes. Four factors characterize transformational leaders referred to as the

41’s of transformational leadership:

1. Idealized influence
Idealized influence builds trust and respect in followers and provides the basis for
profound changes in ways of working (Hoy & Miskel, 2008). Transformational leaders act

as role models for their followers who want to emulate them.

2. Inspirational motivation

Inspirational motivation changes the expectations of the leaders’ followers in order to
make them believe that the problems of the organization can be solved (Atwater & Bass,
1994). This aspect is central in developing an appealing vision for the development of the

organization.
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3. Intellectual stimulation

Transformational leaders utilize intellectual stimulation to prompt their followers to be
innovative and creative, reframe problems and approach old situations in new ways
(Atwater & Bass, 1994).

4. Individualized consideration

Individualized consideration means that transformational leaders assess the needs and
strengths of each individual member of the organization and create learning opportunities
to assist their growth and development (Atwater & Bass, 1994; Avolio, 1994; Hoy &
Miskel, 2008).

2.4.1.3 School Leadership and Student Achievement

Researchers in the area of educational administration have attempted to identify links
between leadership and educational effectiveness. This phenomenon is mainly due to the
perception that school leaders, especially school principals, affect organizational
performance. However, the empirical literature shows that both the nature and the degree
of leadership effects constitute a subject of debate (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Kythreotis et
al., 2010; Nettles & Herrington, 2007; Pitner, 1988). Previous research on the effects of
school leadership on students’ academic achievement has produced contradictory findings.
On the one hand a number of studies found some effects (Cheng, 1994; Edmonds, 1979;
Kythreotis et al., 2010; Levine & Lezotte 1990; Mortimore, Sammons, Ecob & Stoll, 1988;
Reynolds & Cuttance, 1992). On the other hand, other studies found no statistically
significant effects (e.g. Shin & Slater, 2010; van de Grift, 1990) or even negative effects
(e.g. Bruggencate et al., 2012).

According to a number of researchers, the way in which the effect of school
leadership on achievement is conceptualized bears an autonomous influence on the
findings (De Maeyer, Rymenans, Van Petegem, van den Bergh & Rijlaarsdam, 2007;
Scheerens 2012). Based on the main research trends of leadership effects, three main
causal models of leadership effects on student outcomes can be discerned (Pitner, 1988;
Hallinger & Heck, 1998, 2011; Levacic, 2005): the direct effects, the indirect effects and
the reciprocal effects models. An explanation of each of the three models is provided in

conjunction with supporting evidence for their potential validation.
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Model A: Direct Effects Model

The first model supports that leadership has a direct impact on student outcomes, adjusting
for prior attainment. An extended model A includes antecedent variables, i.e. school
context variables, which may affect student outcomes directly or affect leadership as well.
Direct effects models do not provide consistent evidence of leadership effects on student
learning. According to Hallinger and Heck’s (1998) review, direct effect studies mainly
reported insignificant effects of leadership on student outcomes. More recent studies also
failed to identify significant leadership effects (Kriiger et al., 2007; Shin & Slater, 2010)
whereas other studies report small but significant effects (Kythreotis et al., 2010).

The direct effects model has been criticized for failing to consider the complex
processes by which principals influence school effectiveness and thus revealing very little
about how leadership operates (Huber & Muijs, 2010). Given the conceptual limitations of
this model, it was asserted that it cannot make a substantial contribution to understanding
school leadership effects on student learning (De Maeyer et al., 2007; Hallinger & Heck,
1998). On the other hand, Nettles and Herrington (2007) maintain that the intense
performance requirements and accountability initiatives necessitate that the direct effects

of principals-however small- should be understood and exploited.

Model B: Indirect Effects Model

The indirect or mediated effects model asserts that leadership affects student outcomes
through intervening variables such as school culture, organization, teacher norms, and
practices in the classroom. These models are often expanded by adding antecedent
variables. According to Leithwood (2012), school leaders’ indirect effects depend on the
extent and nature of their influence on key mediating variables that are alterable through
their direct intervention. Such effects are dampened or enhanced by moderators such as
students’ socioeconomic status.

Indirect effects models have shown more promise in capturing the complex
organizational dynamics of schools. Scheerens (2012) argues that these models have
intuitive appeal since principals are expected to function at a certain distance from teaching
and learning. Moreover, they are expected to facilitate these core processes via a range of
school conditions. Hallinger and Heck’s (1998) review of fourty studies published between
1980 and 1995 concludes that principals exercise a measurable, though indirect effect on
school effectiveness and student achievement. They also reveal the paths through which

principals influence student learning. These paths included school goals, school structure
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and social networks, people, and organizational culture. In more recent reviews of
leadership effects research (Day, Sammons, Hopkins, Harris, Leithwood, Gu & Brown,
2010; Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Harris & Hopkins, 2006), it was highlighted that school
leaders improve teaching and learning indirectly and most powerfully through their

influence on staff motivation, commitment, and working conditions.

Model C: Reciprocal Effects Model

This is a dynamic model in which leadership affects mediating variables and student
outcomes but it is in turn affected by them. It can only be investigated by observing the
long-term interactions between leadership, mediating variables and student outcomes. The
specific model suggests that leaders adapt their thinking and behaviour to the organization
they work (Witziers et al., 2003). According to Hallinger and Heck (2011) this model
“may provide a complementary and, perhaps, more comprehensive picture of the processes
at work in leadership for learning” (p.167).

The reciprocal effects model is more rare to find in leadership effect studies. In fact,
Hallinger and Heck (1998) found no studies modelling reciprocal effects. Progress in
testing reciprocal effects models has been hindered by methodological challenges
(Hallinger & Heck, 2010, 2011). Specifically, more complex longitudinal designs are
required so as to identify the causal ordering of the variables. Nevertheless, suitable and
comparable longitudinal data are difficult to obtain. Moreover, it was not until recently that
researchers had access to analytical tools to model complex mutual influences over time.

A recent study (Heck & Hallinger, 2010) attempted to conceptualise leadership as a
process of reciprocal interaction. Longitudinal data of collaborative leadership, school
improvement capacity and student achievement in 198 US primary schools were collected
over a period of four years. Latent change analysis, a type of structural equation modeling,
was used to analyze the data and test the proposed models. The findings provided support
to a reciprocal effects model where mutually reinforcing relationships among the variables
were identified. Specifically, initial achievement was positively associated with changes in
both collaborative leadership and school improvement capacity. In addition, initial school
improvement capacity positively affected changes in collaborative leadership and initial
collaborative leadership positively affected changes in school improvement capacity.
Finally, the analysis confirmed the existence of an indirect feedback loop between
leadership and student achievement. Specifically, changes in collaborative leadership were

positively related to changes in school improvement capacity and changes in school
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improvement capacity were positively related to growth in student learning. Conversely,
growth in student learning was positively related to changes in school improvement
capacity and changes in school improvement capacity were positively related to changes in

collaborative leadership.

In the last decade, a number of meta-analyses have been conducted in an attempt to
estimate the average effect size of school leadership on student achievement. Overall, the
findings ranged from very weak effects to strong effects. Firstly, Witziers et al. (2003)
conducted a quantitative meta-analysis of direct effects studies between 1986 and 1996
across a variety of countries. According to their results, overall school leadership had a
positive and significant impact on student achievement although a very small one.
Specifically, the average effect size of leadership was found to be 0.02, which is
interpreted as indicating none or very weak impact. However, a more refined analysis
showed that contextual differences in the studies had an impact on this finding. For
example, no evidence of leadership effects was found in Dutch research or in secondary
schools. Moreover, when looking into specific leadership behaviours, it was found that
“defining and communicating mission” had an average effect size of 0.19.

Negligible school leadership effects were also found by Creemers and Kyriakides
(2008) in their meta-analysis of school effectiveness studies conducted between 1988 and
2008. Specifically, their study showed that leadership has an average direct effect of 0.07
on student outcomes. A sensitivity analysis also showed that when removing the outliers
from the sample the effect size is considerably reduced. In congruence with Witziers et al.
(2003), Creemers and Kyriakides (2008) also found that studies conducted in The
Netherlands and in secondary education had a negative interaction with the reported effect
size. Furthermore, the effect size of school leadership was found to be reduced in
multilevel as compared to unilevel studies.

More recent meta-analyses reached similar findings to the aforementioned studies.
One of these meta-analyses (Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Sun & Leithwood, 2012) showed
significant but weak direct effects of transformational school leadership on student
achievement (average effect size=0.09) on the basis of 20 unpublished direct effects
studies. Analyses of leadership effects on separate achievement measures yielded slightly
larger effects, that is, 0.15 for reading and 0.18 for maths. Moreover, two separate

dimensions of transformational school leadership — building collaborative structures
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(average effect size= 0.17) and providing individualized support (average effect size=0.15)
- had also slightly larger direct effects on achievement. The researchers also inquired into
indirect leadership effects yet the variety of variables involved and the different types of
effect sizes reported reduced the sample to a small number of studies. This analysis
showed no significant effects on student achievement when controlling for both
socioeconomic status and students’ cognitive abilities.

Another meta-analysis investigated both the direct and indirect impact of school
leadership on student achievement synthesizing 25 studies conducted between 2005 and
2010 (Hendriks & Steen, 2012). The direct effects analysis was performed using a vote-
counting procedure due to the fact that not all studies reported standardized effects for all
relevant effects. The vote-count indicated that in 74% of all direct relationships no
significant school leadership effect was found. In 20% of the relationships examined a
significant positive effect was identified whereas in 4% of the relationships a negative
significant effect was found. In the case of indirect effects, 15 publications were used. The
mean effect size was found to be 0.031 which does not deviate significantly from O.
However, when removing a publication with highly negative effects the mean effect size
equals 0.06 which deviates significantly from 0. Even in this case though, the effect size is
deemed to be negligible.

In contrast to the aforementioned meta-analyses, other synthesis attempts found larger
effects of leadership on student outcomes, such as the meta-analysis of Marzano et al.
(2005) and Robinson et al. (2008). The first meta-analysis, which included 70 studies
conducted between 1970 and 2001, revealed 21 responsibilities of school leaders which
affect student achievement. The average correlation between the principals’ behaviour and
achievement reached the size of 0.25, which is much higher than those reported by the
previously mentioned meta-analyses. This difference might be attributed to a number of
factors. Specifically, this meta-analysis included only studies conducted in the USA which
are typically found to have larger effect sizes. Moreover, the correlation coefficient
included both direct and indirect effects. In addition, Marzano et al. (2005) did not use a
multilevel design and their analysis was based largely on unpublished studies.

Similar findings to the study of Marzano et al. (2005) were reached by Robinson et al.
(2008). This meta-analysis included 27 studies on the direct and indirect leadership effects
on student outcomes. In the case of Robinson et al. (2008), the meta-analysis captured the
practices and behaviours of both the principal and other school leaders thus attaching a

distributed perspective to the conceptualization of school leadership. The first analysis,
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which included 22 out of the 27 studies, examined the relative impact of two types of
school leadership, i.e. Instructional and Transformational Leadership. The findings showed
that the mean effect sizes of Instructional and Transformational Leadership were 0.42 and
0.11 respectively. Although the effect size for Transformational leadership was similar to
the one found by Leithwood and Sun (2012), it is noteworthy that Instructional leadership
had a three to four times larger effect size. Reflecting on this finding, the researchers
maintain that the “closer educational leaders get to the core business of teaching and
learning, the more likely they are to have a positive impact on students’ outcomes” (p.664).
However, they also note that the outcome measures used in the transformational leadership
studies were mostly social outcomes, whereas instructional leadership studies focused
mainly on academic ones. Robinson et al. (2008) also examined the relative impact of five
leadership dimensions utilizing 12 of the 22 studies which were included in the first
analysis. This analysis indicated moderate to strong leadership effects with the strongest
average effect size being that of “promoting and participating in teacher learning and
development” (Effect Size= 0.84 standard deviations). However, we must note here as well
that no multilevel design was adopted whereas effect sizes resulted from different

conceptual models (Leithwood & Sun, 2012).

2.4.1.4 The Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius Framework

Based on the existing literature on school leadership, it is possible to discern a number of
leadership practices or behaviours which are deemed critical for raising student outcomes,
either directly or indirectly. These leadership practices and behaviours were used in order
to formulate the Pashiardis-Brauckmann theoretical framework. These practices may be
clustered around five domains or leadership styles (Instructional, Structuring, Participative,
Entrepreneurial, Personnel Development) which constitute the Leadership Radius, the
effects of which were investigated. Thus, instead of adopting a single measure for
leadership, an integrated construct (Scheerens, 2012) was proposed in order to examine the
effects of each separate style on school processes and outcomes. Next, a review of each
leadership style is provided as conceptualized in the specific Pashiardis-Brauckmann

framework.
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Instructional Style

Instructional leadership has been derived from the effective schools research during the
1980s (Hallinger, 2010; 2011; Kriiger & Scheerens, 2012). This body of research pointed
to instructional leadership as one of the factors which distinguished effective from less
effective schools. The instructional leadership style has a strong focus on the improvement
of the quality of teaching and learning. Within the framework of this generic notion,
different conceptualizations with regard to the construct have been developed. The
Pashiardis-Brauckmann conceptualization of instructional leadership entails the following
actions and behaviours that a school leader ought to exhibit: defining instructional
objectives, setting high expectations, monitoring/evaluating students and teachers, enabling
the achievement of instructional objectives and stimulating instructional innovation.

There is a vast body of evidence with regards to the effectiveness of the foregoing
instructional leadership dimensions. To begin with, Dinham (2005) investigated the
principal’s role in producing outstanding educational outcomes in Years 7 to 10 in 38
secondary, government schools in New South Wales, Australia. One of the findings of the
case studies was that effective principals clarify the core purpose of schooling, that is
teaching and learning. This is also supported by Hallinger and Heck’s (1998) review which
showed that the “definition of the school mission” (and consequently the definition of the
instructional objectives) is one of the main components of instructional leadership. This
initial review has been corroborated by findings from another more recent review, where
Hallinger (2005) concludes that instructional leadership in practice places the greatest
focus on the dimensions of shaping the school’s mission and creating a positive learning
environment. Findings revealed that effective school principals lead through building a
learning mission and aligning teaching and learning activities with the defined purposes.

In addition, effective school leaders seem to hold high expectations from teachers
and students (Hallinger, 2005; 2011). In a review of the direct effects of leadership on
student achievement, Nettles and Herrington (2007) identify high expectations for student
performance as a primary constituent of effective schools. Mulford and Silins (2003) also
conclude that high expectations from students and staff (under the concept of
transformational leadership) affect student outcomes through organizational learning and
the teachers’ work. The specific result has emerged from a longitudinal project in Australia
named LOLSO, (Leadership for Organizational Learning and Student Outcomes) which

combined both quantitative and qualitative research methods.
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A number of researchers also maintain that monitoring and evaluation are primary
constituents of an effective instructional leader. Southworth (2002), in a qualitative study
of successful leadership in small primary schools in England found that monitoring teacher
and student performance were one of the primary strategies utilized by the heads in order
to improve the quality of teaching and learning. In addition, in a qualitative study of 49
Cypriot primary school principals nominated as effective by school inspectors it was
revealed that effective principals seem to be knowledgeable about learning and
instructional problems around the school and well informed about the students’ progress
(Pashiardis, 1998). They all possessed a personal feeling of responsibility for school results
and were aware of the impact the school could have on their students. Most of these
principals were keen on evaluating their staff constantly through a formative and
developmental process. In addition, Marzano et al. (2005) found in their meta-analysis that
monitoring and evaluation of the effectiveness of school practices and their impact on
student learning constitutes one of the responsibilities of principals which are positively
correlated with higher student achievement. Similarly, in another meta-analysis it was
shown that planning, coordinating and evaluating teaching and the curriculum bears a
strong impact on student outcomes (Robinson et al., 2008). This leadership dimension
involves the support and evaluation of teaching through regular classroom observations
and the provision of relevant feedback to teachers as well as the direct coordination and
review of the curriculum so that it is aligned to school goals.

The principal’s role in enabling the achievement of instructional objectives is also of
great importance. One of the practices adopted by instructional school leaders entails the
dialogue with teachers in order to promote reflection on teaching and learning. In an
exploratory study, conducted by Blase and Blase (2002), an open questionnaire was sent to
890 teachers in order to investigate their perception of the characteristics and effects of
instructional school leadership. The inductive analysis of the data identified that talking to
teachers to promote reflection constitutes a major area of instructional leadership. To this

effect, five primary strategies were adopted:

Making suggestions
Giving feedback
Modelling

Using inquiry and soliciting advice and opinions about instructional matters

o B~ w0 DD

Giving praise
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The effects of these behaviours were to enhance teacher self-reflection,
innovation/creativity, risk taking, motivation, satisfaction, self-esteem, efficacy and sense
of security.

The principal may also enable the fulfilment of instructional objectives by protecting
the teachers from external interruptions, in a sense acting as a “buffer zone”. This aspect of
school leadership has been shown to be positively associated with student achievement
(Hallinger, 2003; Marzano et al., 2005; Robinson et al., 2008). Furthermore, Dinham
(2005) found student support to hold an important part in enabling the achievement of
instructional objectives. In this study, student support was facilitated through the initiation
of student welfare programs and procedures. The main idea was that students will learn
better when the school responds to their welfare needs. Overall, the principals recognized
that they had to create an environment where each student would be assisted to succeed
academically.

Furthermore, effective leaders are constant stimulators of instructional innovation.
According to Marzano et al. (2005), the “optimizer role” adopted by school leaders
contributes to an increase in student achievement. This dimension refers to the principal
inspiring and leading new and challenging innovations in the teaching strategies they
employ. Other researchers also point to the effectiveness of this domain of leadership
practices (e.g. Barnett & McCormick, 2004; Blase & Blase, 2002; Leithwood & Jantzi,
2005).

Instructional leadership remains a dominant paradigm for conceptualising effective
school leadership. The strong advocacy for adopting an instructional leadership style has
been corroborated by a recent meta-analysis investigating this style as a holistic construct
(Robinson et al., 2008). Specifically, Robinson et al. (2008) reached the conclusion that the
highest impact function of school principals is related to instructional leadership. In fact, it
is reported that the effect of instructional leadership on student learning is notably greater
than that of transformational leadership.

Structuring Style

The structuring style of leadership concerns the aspects of providing direction and
coordination to the school unit. A first dimension of this leadership style concerns the
creation and communication of a clear vision and mission for the school. Kouzes and

Posner (2007, p.65) posit that exemplary leaders have a clear picture of the future which
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pulls them forward. In a sense, they “live their lives backwards” seeing pictures of the
outcomes before even starting their project.

Research has shown that defining a clear vision and mission affects the processes and
outcomes of effective schools. Barnett and McCormick (2004), in a combined multilevel
and structural modelling analysis concluded that the principals’ vision has a direct effect
on task focus goals and excellence in teaching. This vision provided direction and purpose
to the school and instigated teachers to adopt innovative and professional teaching
practices. With regard to student learning, Witziers, et al. (2003) concluded that the
leadership behaviour of defining and communicating the school’s mission is positively
related to student outcomes. Mulford and Silins (2003), also found that the communication
of a vision and relevant goals to students and staff (within the framework of
transformational leadership) affects student outcomes through organizational learning and
the teachers’ work. In a similar line of inquiry, Dinham’s (2005) findings showed that
effective school leaders build a long-term agenda and vision rather than short-term goals.
These principals see the “big picture” and communicate this to the staff through high and
clear expectations.

The establishment of an orderly environment is another important facet of effective
structuring leaders. A piece of research which investigated the greatest needs of
improvement of Cypriot elementary school principals (Pashiardis, 1995) showed that the
management of facilities is considered by principals to be the third most important area of
effective leadership. According to this area, an effective leader should manage all school
facilities effectively as well as efficiently supervise their maintenance to ensure clean,
orderly, and safe buildings and grounds. In congruence with these findings, Dinham (2005)
found that effective principals place high emphasis on the creation of a pleasant physical
environment in the school. The principals relate school cleanliness with the school’s pride
and reputation within the community. In a similar manner, students and staff speak very
positively with regard to this aspect of their school.

Beyond the physical environment, effective structuring leaders ensure that an orderly
environment is created by establishing and following clear rules and procedures.
Pashiardis’ (1995) findings indicate that the fifth most important areca of leadership
effectiveness related to ensuring that school rules are uniformly observed and that
consequences of misconduct are applied equitably to all students. Similarly, Dinham’s
findings (2005) suggest that effective principals apply policy and guidelines in a consistent

manner. Moreover, they initiate clear structures and well-understood responsibilities.
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However, this does not imply rigidity on behalf of the principal but it is a way to ensure the
enforcement of the simple and standard issues that the school members have to deal with.
According to Brauckmann and Pashiardis (2011) effective principals personalize the
enforcement of universal rules and regulations or use them creatively depending on the
situation and the specific circumstances.

Meta-analyses of school leadership effects are also consistent with the
aforementioned findings. Specifically, the study of Marzano et al. (2005) indicates that the
leadership responsibility of establishing standard procedures and routines, in order to
secure order and discipline is positively associated with an increase in student
achievement. In a more recent meta-analysis by Robinson et al. (2008), it was shown that
the establishment of an orderly and supportive environment by school principals had a
moderate effect on student achievement.

The establishment and execution of a clear school policy is complemented by a move
towards enabling restructuring and risk taking. According to Dimmock (1999), the
challenges school leaders have to face within the context of restructuring produce deep
tensions in their work. Nevertheless, effective principals enable restructuring by utilizing
appropriate strategies. To this effect, principals are open to change and seek to adapt to the
new requirements. According to Dinham’s (2005) findings, effective principals perceive
threats as opportunities and find ways to benefit from change. Effective leaders utilize the
rules and boundaries of the system in a creative manner and use their available discretion
to manage efficiently administrative constraints. They often act as “ground breakers”,
support new approaches and encourage staff to leave their “comfort zones”. In this
context, they welcome new ideas, experiment and risk time, money and failure in order to
give a try to the proposed initiatives (Dinham, 2005). Other studies also indicated that
principals were willing to take risks if they felt that it was for the improvement of their
school, the teachers and the students. They all had ideas which differed from those of the
Ministry but went ahead and implemented some of them (Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011;
Pashiardis, 1998). Similarly, Marzano et al.’s (2005) meta-analysis showed that principals
affect student achievement by adopting a change agent role, that is, being willing to
challenge the status quo.

Recent quantitative studies indicate that structuring leadership as an integrated
concept is positively related to student learning. The study of Kythreotis et al. (2010)
showed that Greek language achievement is influenced by the interaction between the

principal’s structural frame and master goal orientation in classroom. Moreover,
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Brauckmann and Pashiardis (2011) found that the structuring style predicted to a greater
extent than the rest of the leadership styles whether a teacher worked in a high-performing
school.

Participative Style
The participative style of school leadership is considered to bear an impact on school
processes and outcomes. For this major theme of educational leadership, Pashiardis,
Thoddy, Papanaoum and Johansson (2003) use the term, “mediated”. This term recognizes
that leaders can organize their management activities through others in many different
ways according to their own preferences, the types of people with whom they are working
and the culture of the organizations in which they work. The term “mediated” includes
concepts which can be found in other Education Management texts described as distributed
leadership, team leadership, delegation, followership and servant leadership. In the current
study, the term Participative Leadership is used.

School principals who adopt a participative approach to leadership need to extend
their power to involve all members of the staff (Bezzina, 2001; Harris, 2013). A
participative style of leadership “implies the relinquishing of some authority and power,
which is not an easy task, and a repositioning of the role from exclusive leadership to a
form of leadership that is more concerned with brokering, facilitating and supporting
others in leading innovation and change. It will require a different conception of the
organization, one that moves away from the bureaucratic to the collaborative” (Harris,
2012, p.8). According to Pashiardis (1994), teachers need to feel they have more to offer to
the school than just teaching autonomously within their classroom. Principals should be
ready to allow room for more initiatives and invite staff to participate in the formulation of
educational policy. They should be flexible enough to allow teachers to participate in
problem solving and be responsible for widely shared decision-making (Georgiou et al.,
2001; Moos, 2010). Similarly, Riley and MacBeath (1998) claim that effective leaders are
those who share their leadership and utilize their staff’s specialization and leading skills. In
this way, they develop a professional community where all stakeholders take an active part
in school life. This domain of leadership behaviours is especially important since,
“principals who share leadership responsibilities with others would be less subject to
burnout than principal ‘heroes’ who attempt the challenges and complexities of leadership
alone” (Hallinger, 2003, p. 345).
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Much empirical evidence points to the importance of participative decision making.
Specifically, Pashiardis (1995) found that elementary school principals in Cyprus consider
their active involvement in decision making and team building as the most important
component of leadership effectiveness. Furthermore, Bogler’s (2001) study, revealed that
the participative style of decision making adopted by school leaders has a positive, indirect
effect on the teachers’ satisfaction through their occupation perceptions. This has been the
result of a quantitative piece of research conducted in Israeli schools with a number of 745
teachers as respondents. Another study in Israel elementary school (Somech, 2005)
indicated that participative decision making is positively and directly related to teacher
empowerment and school-staff team innovation. Teacher empowerment also functioned as
a mediator in the participative decision making-innovation relationship. In a more recent
study (Hulpia, Devos, Rossel & Vlerick, 2012; Hulpia, Devos & van Keer, 2011) in 46
large secondary schools in Belgium, multilevel modeling analysis revealed that teachers
who believed that they had more opportunities to participate in school decision making
reported feeling more committed to the school.

Fostering staff cooperation is also considered as an important aspect of participative
leadership behaviour. According to elementary school principals in Cyprus, the most
important area of leadership effectiveness is fostering collegiality and team building
among staff and encouraging their active involvement in decision making (Pashiardis,
1995). Indeed, in a qualitative study of 49 primary school principals nominated as
effective by school inspectors, Pashiardis (1998) found that the principals built
collaboration with teachers in planning school activities. Southworth (2002) also found that
principals who were in the lead of school success orchestrated teacher and staff
collaboration. The improvement of performance heavily relied on the teamwork of teachers
who shared common goals and functioned in a climate of professional openness.
Moreover, within the context of the International Successful School Principalship Project,
collaboration building was found to be an important aspect of successful school leadership.
Moos (2010) investigated principals in 6 Danish schools to find that relations between
school leaders and the rest of school stakeholders was based on collaboration, participation
and dialogue that took place within an intricate web of groups and teams. Pashiardis et al.
(2011b) also found that successful leaders in Cyprus elementary rural schools create a
positive climate for collaboration by developing meaningful interpersonal relationships
with all school members. This inquiry was expanded within the context of Cyprus

secondary schools (Pashiardis, Kafas & Marmara, 2012) reaching the conclusion that
42



successful principals promote the creation of a collaborative learning environment by
equally distributing responsibilities as well as fostering team spirit among not only teachers
and students but also secretaries and support staff.

Effective school leaders are expected to foster teacher participation and collaboration
by developing their commitment towards school improvement. Teacher commitment has
been identified as a major aspect of a school’s capacity for reform and renewal (Geijsel,
Sleegers, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2003; Hulpia et al., 2011) In a piece of research utilizing
multilevel modelling, in a sample of 22 primary schools in Cyprus, teacher commitment
was found to affect academic emphasis in the classroom while both variables were found
to be positively associated with student achievement in mathematics and Greek language
(Kythreotis et al. 2010). With regard to this aspect of participative leadership, Yu,
Leithwood, and Jantzi (2002) inquired about the effects of transformational leadership on
teachers’ commitment to change using a sample of 107 primary schools in Hong Kong.
Linear regression analyses indicated that transformational leadership explains about 11 per
cent of the variance in teachers’ commitment, with the greatest effect being on teachers’
context beliefs. Most of the variation in teacher commitment was explained by the
dimensions of developing a widely shared vision for the school, and building consensus
about school goals and priorities. Research reported by Geijsel et al. (2003) also
investigated the effects of transformational leadership on teachers’ commitment and effort
towards school reform using two comparable sets of data from samples of Canadian and
Dutch teachers. Structural equation modelling was used to test the model of
transformational leadership effects. The findings showed modest effects of
transformational leadership on teachers’ commitment to change, the greatest of which were
on teachers’ context beliefs. The study conducted by Hulpia et al. (2011; 2012) also
indicated the teachers’ organizational commitment was related to the quality of leadership
support, cooperation within the leadership team and participative decision making.

Further studies also indicate the importance of participative leadership as a holistic
construct. For example, Leithwood and Mascall (2008) attempted to identify the impact of
collective leadership on student achievement through the mediating effect of key teacher
variables, that is teacher motivation, capacity and work setting. Evidence was provided by
2, 570 teachers from 90 elementary and secondary schools while student achievement data
in language and maths were averaged over 3 years. The subsequent path analysis showed
that collective leadership had modest but significant indirect effect on student achievement

through teacher motivation and work setting. Moreover, in a study of 362 academically
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improved secondary schools in England (Sammons, Gu, Day & Ko, 2011) distributed
leadership was found to have a small but significant indirect effect on change in student
outcomes through the mediating effect of staff leadership. A higher effect size of
collaborative leadership was found in a four year longitudinal study by Hallinger and Heck
(2010). This study revealed that collaborative leadership was positively related to growth
in student learning indirectly through building the school’s capacity for academic
improvement. Hallinger and Heck (2010; 2011) also provided evidence of a reciprocal
effects leadership model where the initial student achievement and the school’s academic
capacity are also related to changes in collaborative leadership. This reciprocity suggests
that the aforementioned constructs are part of “a mutually reinforcing relationship” which
strengthens the influence of leadership effects over time. Finally, Brauckmann and
Pashiardis (2011) research revealed that the participative style of leadership predict in a
negative way the odds that a teacher works in a high performing school. A possible
interpretation provided was that participative leadership is required to a greater extent in
schools where performance is low and needs to be raised.

In conclusion, all these findings suggest that we need to adopt a new content for
school leadership, one that will be able to replace hierarchical structures (Camburn, Rowan
& Taylor, 2003) and involve more lateral forms of leadership, where teachers and other
stakeholders will possess a central part in school management issues (Harris, 2006; 2012).
According to Mulford and Silins (2003), “success is more likely where people act rather
than always reacting, are empowered, involved in decision making through a transparent,

facilitative and supportive structure, and are trusted, respected and encouraged” (p. 186).

Entrepreneurial Style

External changes such as greater competition between schools, privatization and
accountability for academic results have widened the expectations of the role of the head
(Weindling & Dimmock, 2006). Governments and local stakeholders exert greater
pressures upon school leaders. Communities are questioning school programmes, policies
and procedures. Parents are demanding greater participation in school programmes and
even in school administration and the day to day running of the schools. Legislators are
demanding more widespread results and higher student achievement and performance
standards. Within this context, it is important that principals incorporate an entrepreneurial

dimension to the set of their adopted practices. As Leithwood (2001) points out, “school
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leaders implementing market solutions in truly competitive environments need marketing
and entrepreneurial skills” (p. 222). According to Hentschke (2010), entrepreneurial
leaders utilize financial, material and human resources in new and innovative ways.
Brauckmann and Pashiardis (2011) define entrepreneurial leadership as “the creative
utilization of external networks and resources in order to aid the implementation of the
school mission” (p.16).

The entrepreneurial style of leadership-as defined in the Pashiardis-Brauckmann
framework- primarily concerns the involvement of the community and, especially the
parents in the school affairs. Taking into account the complex nature of a school’s mission
it is an imperative that schools form alliances with external agents to support their work
(Hentschke, 2010). According to Sanders (2001), when schools, families and communities
work collaboratively as partners, the students reap most of the benefits. These partnerships
may create a safe school environment, enhance parenting skills, encourage the provision of
welfare services, improve academic achievement as well as contribute to the
accomplishment of a number of other school goals (Sanders 1996; Sanders, 2001; Sheldon,
Epstein & Galindon, 2010).

A number of studies point to the importance of principals fostering effective
partnerships with the external environment of the school. In the study of Pashiardis (1998),
effective principals created a positive climate between parents and the school which was
conducive to learning. The principals stressed the fact that children improved their
behaviour in school once they sensed that their parents had a close interaction with their
teachers and the principal. In addition, Harris and Chapman (2002) conclude that schools
which have strong ties to the local community are more likely to gain their support in
difficult times. In their piece of research, headteachers who had implemented successful
school improvement programmes had broken down the barriers between the school and the
community and sought to engage parents in school life. Also, Dinham’s (2005) case
studies of secondary schools in Australia revealed that one of the components of effective
leadership related to the external awareness and engagement of the wider environment of
the school. The external environment included other schools and systems, the community,
society, business and government. Principals utilized external networks to facilitate change
and keep the school improving. A more recent study across the Commonwealth (Australia,
Canada and Kenya) showed that principals forged productive partnerships with the
community as a strategy to solve problems creatively and support students (Scott, Scott,

Dixon, Okoko & Dixon, 2013). This approach required leaders to adopt an entrepreneurial
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approach, to think and act innovatively rather than simply managing their school. Within
the context of the International Successful School Principalship Project (ISSPP), building
external relations and alliances with important community actors has been repeatedly
highlighted across a diverse range of educational settings (Leithwood & Day, 2007,
Pashiardis et al., 2011b; Pashiardis et al., 2012). These aspects of leadership behaviour led
to a trusting learning environment, improved student behaviour and higher student
achievement.

Acquiring material and human resources for the improvement of the personnel and
student performance constitutes another area of entrepreneurial leadership. Indeed,
Dinham’s (2005) findings show that effective principals utilize external resources to
initiate change and improvement at the school place. In a meta-analysis of 19 studies
strategic resourcing was also identified as having a moderate indirect effect on students
(Robinson et al., 2008). Strategic resourcing, in this case involved acquiring and allocating
material and staff resources in alignment to priority teaching goals. Finally, within the
framework of the Cooperative Research Project in Victoria, Australia, Caldwell (1998)
reports that the school principals showed concern about the overall levels of resources
acquired for their schools. The Cooperative Research Project, which began in 1993 and
lasted until 1998, investigated the processes and outcomes of the Schools of the Future
reform, including the impact of leadership on the student outcomes. The structural equation
modelling analysis which was conducted showed that the expected benefits of better
resource management by principals have an indirect effect on curriculum and learning
benefits (i.e. improved learning outcomes for students) through personnel and professional
benefits and confidence in attainment of the Schools of the Future objectives.

Overall, entrepreneurial leadership as a holistic concept has been quite uncommon in
the educational leadership literature. The concept has been operationalised as a
comprehensive facet of leadership by Pashiardis and Brauckmann providing a new
direction for educational leadership research (Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2001; Pashiardis,
2014). In their study, it was found that in most of the European countries the
entrepreneurial leadership style had acquired the highest score. Moreover, this leadership
style was found to be mostly present in low-performing schools suggesting that there is
more need to employ entrepreneurial practices in cases where performance needs to be

raised.
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Personnel Development Style

Developing the school personnel constitutes a major area through which school leaders can
influence school performance outcomes. Indeed, according to Harris, Day and Hadfield
(2003), effective headteachers develop the school through developing others. Youngs and
King (2002) assert that one of the ways “principals shape school conditions and teaching
practices is through their beliefs and actions regarding teacher professional development”
(p.644). In this effort, they provide intellectual stimulation and individual support to the
staff as well as appropriate models of best practice (Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood & Sun,
2012).

A first dimension of this leadership style involves the provision of opportunities for
teacher professional development. Researchers point to the above direction based on
empirical evidence that their studies have yielded. In a qualitative research in two suburban
Flemish elementary schools, one group of teachers maintained that the school leader
created a culture of professional development “by passing through relevant information, by
allowing teachers to participate in in-service training, by buying relevant professional
journals, by discussing interesting innovations at meetings” (Clement & Vandenberghe,
2001, p.47). Personnel development strategies which emerged from other studies included
support for external training (Harris et al., 2003), developing coaching relationships among
educators and implementing action research (Blase & Blase, 2002), as well as utilizing
self-reflection as a tool for professional growth (Notman & Henry, 2011). The interaction
between the school leader and teachers was dominated by the creation of learning
opportunities and learning space for teachers which foster a collegial climate for the
development of learning experiences.

Staff development also entails practices of acknowledging and rewarding exemplary
performance. According to Kouzes and Posner (2007), recognition of performance builds
“a strong sense of collective identity and community spirit that can carry a group through
extraordinarily tough times” (p.69). In the study of Harris et al. (2003), the teachers viewed
staff development as “a means of rewarding staff, re-motivating others and at times
keeping busy those who need to be occupied” (p.74). Moreover, according to Pashiardis’
findings (1998), effective leaders find innovative ways to reward teachers because they
believe that rewards are an important motivator for people to act. This has also been a
result of the meta-analysis of Marzano et al. (2005). According to their meta-analysis, the
leadership responsibility which related to the acknowledgment and rewarding of individual

accomplishments was positively correlated to an increase in student achievement.
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School leaders should always take into account the importance of the beliefs of the
teachers in any attempt for improvement. According to Bandura (1986; 1997) such system
of beliefs is likely to have an impact on the regulation of their thinking, emotions and
behaviour. Central to this form of self-regulation is the sense of self-efficacy of teachers.
Self-efficacy is defined as “an individual’s overall judgment of his or her perceived
capacity for performing a task” (Hoy & Miskel, 2008, p. 157). Teacher efficacy or self-
efficacy is positively related to their instructional practice (Harnett, 1995), the use of
democratic processes in classroom management (Hoy, Tarter & Bliss, 1990), student
achievement in literacy and maths (Schunk, 1991) as well as student efficacy and
motivation (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Midgley, Feldlaufer & Eccles, 1989).

In previous studies, the school principal’s behaviour was deemed important in
enhancing the self-efficacy of teachers. For example, Hipp (1996) investigated in 10
middle schools, the relationship between the leading behaviour of principals and the
teachers’ efficacy, utilizing a mixed—methods approach. The conclusion of the first
quantitative phase was that school principals influence teacher efficacy by employing some
forms of transformational leadership behaviours (i.e. modelling behaviour, providing
contingent rewards, inspiring group purpose). The qualitative phase which followed
identified eight additional leadership behaviours which influence teacher efficacy:
providing personal and professional support, promoting teacher empowerment and
decision making, managing student behaviour, promoting a positive climate for success,
fostering teamwork and collaboration, encouraging innovation and continuous growth,
believing in staff and students, inspiring caring and respectful relationships. Also,
Coladarci and Breton (1997) found that special education teachers who appreciated
supervision more highly stated higher levels of self-efficacy. On the other hand,
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007), in a survey of 225 teachers found no empirical support
of leadership influences on their self efficacy beliefs. Thus, further research still needs to
be conducted on the impact of this specific source of self efficacy.

Finally, site-based management approaches require school principals to be in a
position to effectively recruit, select and retain teachers. According to Baker and Cooper
(2005) principals do matter in selecting high calibre teachers. In particular, they maintain
that “the most important actions a principal can take toward improving schooling quality,
especially in poor urban schools, are to recruit and retain high-quality teachers” (p. 450).
With regard to teacher retention, an analysis of the Schools and Staffing data of the U.S.

showed that the most important factor of novice teacher retention was job satisfaction
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(Stockard & Lehman, 2004). Nevertheless, school management was among the most
important factors in job satisfaction. In addition, Guarino, Santibanez and Daley (2006),
conducted a review of the empirical research which focused on information from the
Schools and Staffing Surveys. One of their conclusions was that mentoring and induction
programs, the level of autonomy granted to teachers, and the degree of administrative
support received were positively related to reduced teacher attrition. Despite the findings
from these studies, research on the leadership effects on recruitment and retention is still
scarce.

Overall, developing people is strongly asserted to form one of the core sets of
successful leadership practices (Leithwood et al., 2006; Day et al., 2010). In their work,
Leithwood and colleagues use the specific terminology to describe the leadership
behaviours of providing individualized support, offering intellectual stimulation, and
providing an appropriate model to teachers. Based on previous evidence, they maintain that
these aspects of leadership are important in building organizational capacity for improved
student achievement. Moreover, Brauckmann and Pashiardis (2011) provide evidence of a
positive association between personnel development and high school performance across
Europe. The strongest effect of this set of leadership practices was reported in the meta-
analysis of Robinson et al. (2008). Specifically, promoting and participating in teacher
learning and development was found to be the leadership dimension which was most

relevant to high student outcomes.

2.4.2 Student Citizenship Outcomes

2.4.2.1 The Concept of Citizenship in Education

In a world of rapid change and increasing diversity, the need for an active, informed and
responsible body of citizens is almost universally acknowledged (Pashiardis et al., 2009).
The concept of citizenship, however, is not a novel one. The relationship between the
citizen and the state formed a significant issue of debate in ancient Athens. In fact,
Aristotle called for citizens to participate actively in public institutions and to be governed
by them. Currently, the terms Politiotita (from the Greek word Politeia: state) and
especially Politotita (from the word Polis= city) appear in the language of the Greek-
Cypriot educational system. Both terms are deemed to be the Greek equivalent of the

English term “citizenship”.
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Although the concept of citizenship can be traced back to Ancient Greece, to date
there is no academic nor policy-related consensus on its main constituents (Evans, 2008;
Keating, 2009; Schulz, Ainley, Fraillon, Kerr & Losito, 2010). In fact, citizenship may be
defined by a number of primary elements such as rights and duties, democracy, culture and
identity, and active participation in state affairs. Citizenship may also be seen as
multilayered operating both at the local, national and supranational levels (Delanty, 1997,
Osler & Starkey, 2006).

Early modern political thought focused on the rights and responsibilities of citizens
to the state. The rights model assumes a formal understanding of citizenship and is closely
associated with the work of T.H. Marshall. Marshall (1964) distinguished rights into civic
rights, political rights and social rights. The civic aspects of citizenship provide citizens
with individual rights such as freedom of speech, the right to own property and equality
before the law. The political aspect of citizenship provides citizens the opportunity to
participate in the political process and thus exercise political power whereas the social
aspect provides citizens with the health, education and welfare needed to participate in
their communities and civic culture. Those rights have a formal status and are connected to
corresponding duties since they result from the citizens’ contribution to the state in the
form of work, military service and parenting.

The Marshallian understanding of citizenship is related to the concept of the welfare
state. Marshall viewed citizenship as an institution that would guarantee the working class
a minimum of civilized existence by protecting them from accident, sickness and
unemployment. However, one criticism of Marshall’s ideas was that he neglected gender,
race and ethnicity. Overall, Marshall took the definition of citizenship for granted unlike
contemporary theories which contest the citizen’s identity (Isin & Turner, 2007). Delanty
(1997) also contests that Marshall’s model excludes to notion of active citizenship.

A balance between rights and duties is best achieved within a democratic political
context. In fact, citizenship remains important as an active domain of democracy
(Isin & Turner, 2007). According to Crick (2008, p.13)

“democracy is both a sacred and a promiscuous word. We all love her but we see her
differently. She is hard to pin down. Everyone claims her but no one can possess or
even name her fully. To give any definition for a class to learn would not be particularly
democratic. To have any open-ended discussion about possible meanings could be
reasonably democratic”.
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Under the light of the aforementioned assumption, a number of conceptions regarding
democracy need to be provided.

First of all, democracy can refer to the prevailing of the majority’s will. In fact, the
word derives from the Greek constituents of demos (people) and cracy (rule), meaning the
rule of the people. It could also refer to the good or just governance through the democratic
behavior of certain institutions and authorities (Crick, 2008). In this case, a well-
functioning democracy needs to embrace elements such as belief in the rule of law,
freedom of the press and fair elections. Democratic behaviour may also allude to the equal
treatment and respect of everyone even when they are unequal in talent or status.

Crick (2008) reports four broad usages of the concept of democracy. Firstly,
democracy was used in Ancient Greece by Plato and Aristotle. Plato attacked democracy
as being the rule of the poor and uneducated over the educated and knowledgeable.
Aristotle modified Plato’s view to support that good governance can emerge from the rule
of the few educated with the consent of the many. The second historical usage is identified
in the Roman Republic, in Machiavelli’s Discourses, in 17th century English and Dutch
republicans and in the early American republic. According to this contextual interpretation
of democracy good government is mixed government just as in Aristotle’s theory but under
constitutional law. The third usage of democracy is identified in the events of the French
Revolution and the writings of Jean Jacques Rousseau. Everyone regardless of education
or property has a right to express his or her will about state affairs. The fourth usage of
democracy is traced in the contemporary American and European constitutions and reflects
the notion that all people can be active citizens but should respect the equal rights of other
citizens within a regulatory legal order that guarantees those rights.

Citizenship is not only viewed as a legal status or merely a relationship between the
citizen and the state. Fraillon and Schulz (2008) define citizenship as “the fact of
individuals’ participation or lack of participation in their communities” (p.10) The concept
of citizenship is also considered to be a competence or lifestyle requiring the capacity to
engage in dialogue, respect, solidarity, tolerance, and a sense of responsibility towards the
society (Naval, Print & Veldhuis, 2002). However, in order to be in a position to actively
participate in society citizens should acquire basic knowledge and understanding about
democratic principles and processes. According to Maiello, Oser and Biedermann, (2003)
“people must necessarily obtain basic civic knowledge and enough civic skills to correctly
understand political information in order to work out suitable political judgments and,

consequently, positively contribute to decisions on public issues” (p.385).
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More recent theorists view citizenship as a concept in which culture and identity
issues are deeply embedded. This aspect of citizenship has resulted mainly from the
growing globalization and migration movements. An assimilationist conception of
citizenship requires citizens to give up their cultures in order to participate fully in the
country’s civic society (Banks, 2008; 2012). However, according to cultural democracy,
citizens should have the right to maintain important aspects of their identity, as long as
these aspects do not clash with the shared democratic ideals of the country while exercising
full citizenship rights.

In this vein, Banks (2008) argues that Marshall’s conception of citizenship should be
expanded to include cultural citizenship and cultural rights. According to Banks (2008)
group differences should be taken into account in order to help marginalized groups attain
civic equality. Marginalized groups in this case might involve migrants as well as other
vulnerable groups such as women or people of colour. Thus, a differentiated conception of
citizenship ensures that the principle of equal treatment is strictly applied and that there are
no second-class citizens in society.

Despite many efforts that seek to instill acceptance and tolerance towards migrants,
they are often seen as a threat to the welfare system and the cohesion of society. In fact,
countries are retreating from their commitment to multiculturism concentrating instead on
stability and homogeneity. Some governments might even require applicants of citizenship
to pass a test about the host country (Isin & Turner, 2007, 2010). Contrary to this approach,
Osler & Starkey (2005, 2006) argue for learning cosmopolitan citizenship which enables
young people to perceive themselves as citizens with human rights on a global level. To
this effect, countries should enhance their democratic credentials and become more
inclusive (Starkey, 2008).

Finally, according to the European Commission (2005, 2012), the concept of
citizenship in all European countries embodies issues concerning knowledge and the
exercise of civic rights and responsibilities. Moreover, all countries connect the concept to
specific values, such as freedom, equality and solidarity. These values are closely
associated with the concept of active citizenship and the way it materializes in practice.
Countries use terms such as “responsible citizenship”, “civic participation”, “civic
attitudes”, “civic awareness”, “civic rights and duties”. In the current study, “civic” and
“citizenship” outcomes will be used interchangeably since no clear distinction seems to

appear in the literature so far.
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2.4.2.2 The Context of Citizenship Education

During the past few years we have witnessed a growing interest in civic and citizenship
education both in Europe and worldwide. This strong impetus for citizenship education
may be attributed to a number of phenomena such as globalisation, the rapid movement of
populations, an increasing democratic deficit, racism and xenophobia, and rising levels of
ethnic and social tension (Isac, Maslowski & van der Werf, 2011; Kerr, & Lopes, 2008;
Naval et al., 2002; Osler & Starkey, 2006; Philippou, 2007; Torney-Purta, 2002). All of
these complex political and social issues have advanced the role of citizenship on the
agendas of many countries rendering this domain a pressing need that cannot be left to
chance (Kerr & Lopes, 2008; Naval et al., 2002).

In this context, European countries became much concerned about the nature and
measurement of citizenship outcomes (Kerr & Lopes, 2008; Schulz et al., 2010). Currently,
European countries seek to develop effective policies and practices which are based on up-
to-date evidence in civic and citizenship education. According to Naval et al. (2002) “the
European goal has been to encourage autonomous, critical, participatory and responsible
citizens who are perceived as the central requirement for any society that respects the
principles of democracy, human rights, peace, freedom, and equality” (pp.111-112).

At the Lisbon European Council in March 2000, a strategic goal was set that until
2010 the European Union is “to become the most competitive market and dynamic
knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with
more and better jobs and greater social cohesion”. Active citizenship and social inclusion
were also linked to the 2000 Lisbon Objectives for Education and Training (Commission
of the European Communities, 2006; Kerr & Lopes, 2008). Lisbon identified social and
civic competence as one of the key competences required by Europeans to acquire by 2010
in order to respond to globalization and the knowledge-based economies. Specifically, a
broad range of experts developed the document referred to as the “Key Competences for
Lifelong Learning - European Reference Framework” where competences were defined as
the “combination of knowledge, skills and attitudes appropriate to the context.” According
to this document, social and civic competences include

“personal, interpersonal and intercultural competence and cover all forms of behavior
that equip individuals to participate in an effective and constructive way in social and
working life, and particularly in increasingly diverse societies, and to resolve conflict

where necessary. Civic competence equips individuals to participate in civic life,
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based on knowledge of social and political concepts and structures and a commitment
to active and democratic participation.”
(European Commission, 2007, p.9)
More recently, the Council of the European Union developed a strategic framework for
European cooperation in education and training referred to as “Education and Training
2020” (Council of the European Union, 2009). One of the strategic objectives set in this
framework was to promote equity, social cohesion and active citizenship. Specifically, it is
highlighted that education and training should promote active citizenship, democratic
values and intercultural competences.

At the local level, the Ministry of Education and Culture of Cyprus, placed a strong
emphasis on the promotion of democratic and justice values. Citizenship Education in
middle schools aims at the spiritual, moral and cultural development of students so that
they act for the benefit of individuals and the wider society (Ministry of Education and
Culture, 2004a; Ministry of Education and Culture, 2008a). The school is a democratic
place where all children are accepted with their strengths and weaknesses and are treated as
individual personalities with different needs and inclinations. The democratic school
emphasizes the rights and obligations of citizens within a democratic environment in which
all students participate in curricular and extra-curricular activities such as visits to local
authorities and student council elections (Pashiardis et al., 2009).

In lower secondary education, two textbooks are available for use by third grade
teachers: “Civic Education”, and “Social and Civic Education”. The former textbook has
been produced in Cyprus whereas the latter originates from Greece. However, due to the
contextual differences which exist between the two countries, the Greek book is rarely
used by teachers. In the introduction of the local textbook, it is stated that the book is
intended to introduce students to fundamental civic concepts and institutions and provide
them with information about the civic organization of society (Ministry of Education and
Culture, 2004a). Moreover, the book aims at rendering students capable of acquiring a
critical stance against issues which concern them as active citizens within their natural and
social environment.

It is also important to note that most of the attention on civic education is placed in
secondary schools, a practice which is ubiquitous across European and other countries.
Civic education is underconceptualized at the primary level whereas limited attention is
paid to a developmental approach to civic education that extends from lower grades (Chi,

Jastrzab & Melchior, 2006). However, even in middle schools in Cyprus, the subject is
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taught for only a few months, which is deemed to provide insufficient opportunities for
student learning. This practice is also incongruent with the general aims of education
emphasizing the importance of acquiring citizenship competences at school.

Recently, education in Cyprus was under comprehensive reform with the curriculum
receiving the greatest share of attention. According to the report of the Reform Committee
of 2004, special attention should be paid to the upgrading of citizenship education at all
levels of education underlining the need to include education for rapprochement with
Turkish Cypriots (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2004b). The philosophy of the new
curriculum of Citizenship Education stipulates that students should receive democratic and
humanistic education that will prepare them to become active citizens in the social,
political, cultural and economic life of Cyprus (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2008a,
p.2). Special emphasis is also placed on the current condition of an occupied Cyprus and
the need for students to keep a high morale. What markedly differentiates between the
existing and the newly developed curriculum is the strong focus placed on issues of

diversity, multiculturism and social justice.

2.4.2.3 Major Studies Addressing Student Citizenship Outcomes

The increasing importance attached to civics is reflected in a number of large-scale,
comparative studies which are concerned with students’ performance in the specific
learning domain. Two of these studies, CIVED (Civic Education Study) and ICCS
(International Civic and Citizenship Education Study) were monitored by the International
Association for the Evaluation of Student Achievement (IEA) and involve a number of
countries across the world. CIVED, adopts a mixed methods approach whereas ICCS is
mainly quantitative. However, ICCS employs a similar framework to CIVED since it aims
to build on the findings of the formerly conducted study. In addition, INFCIV (Informal
Learning of Active Citizenship at School), a comparative study across Europe which was
funded by the European Commission, adopted mainly a qualitative case study approach.
Next, a brief description of these studies is provided in order to gain a comprehensive
picture of how studies with different designs approach the issue of student citizenship

outcomes.
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2.4.2.3.1 Civic Education Study (CIVED)

The IEA Civic Education (CIVED) Study intended “to examine in a comparative
framework the ways in which young people are prepared to undertake their role as citizens
in democracy” (Nikolova & Lehmann, 2003, p.372). The study addressed 14 year old
students and consisted of two phases: a qualitative phase with a set of case studies and a
quantitative survey administered to about 90,000 students in 28 countries (Torney-Purta,
Rischardson & Barber, 2005).

The first phase (conducted in 1996 and 1997) included the development of
qualitative case studies which inquired about the context and meaning of civic education in
different countries and provided the basis for the development of test instruments
(Nikolova & Lehmann, 2003, p.372). In fact, the case studies helped to build a core set of
expectations about civic education outcomes.

The second phase (conducted in 1999), consisted of a cognitive test measuring
students’ knowledge and skills and a survey which assessed their attitudes and
engagement. The content domains which were investigated concerned democracy,
democratic institutions and citizenship; national identity and international relations; social
cohesion and diversity. In a second round of phase 2 (conducted in 2000/2001), the
cognitive test and the survey were administered to upper secondary students in 16
countries in an effort to examine in more detail the dimensionality and quality of the test.
Another domain was added in this round pertaining to economic literacy items. In this
phase a teacher survey was also conducted in order to collect information about the school

background and school environment.

2.4.2.3.2 International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS)

New challenges which have emerged in the 21* century revived interest in improving
policy and practice in civic and citizenship education (Schulz, 2007). Changed contexts of
democracy and participation called for new forms of citizenship and as a result a new
effort was launched to assess student outcomes in the specific area. The main purpose of
the new IEA International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) was to
investigate the extent to which young people are prepared to undertake their roles as
citizens across a range of countries in the 21% century.
The assessment framework builds on the previous civic and citizenship IEA study as
well as incorporates recent trends in civic and citizenship education assessment (Schulz,
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2007; Schulz et al., 2010). The framework “accepts the pivotal assertion of the CIVED
model that the individual student exists as the central agent in their civic world, with both
an influence on and being influenced by their multiple connections with their civic
communities” (Fraillon & Schulz, 2008, p.5). However, active participation of students in
their schools and communities as well as expectations for political action as adults are
given much more emphasis in this study (Schulz, 2007).

More specifically, the ICCS framework comprises a Civics and Citizenship
Framework and a Contextual Framework (Schulz, 2007; Schulz et al., 2010). The former
has guided the development of the student outcomes instruments whereas the latter
provided a reference point for the development of student background, school and national
context questionnaires.

Firstly, the Civics and Citizenship Framework comprises three dimensions: a content
dimension addressing the subject matter to be assessed; a cognitive dimension that outlines
the thinking processes to be assessed; and the affective-behavioural dimension that
describes the types of student perceptions and activities to be measured. With regards to
the content dimension, four domains are included: Civic Society and Systems, Civic
Principles, Civic Participation and Civic Identities. The cognitive processes to be assessed
consist of two domains: knowing, and reasoning and analyzing. Four affective-behavioural
domains are also identified in the framework relating to Value Beliefs, Attitudes,
Behavioural Intentions, and Behaviours.

The Contextual Framework is based on the understanding that young people’s
knowledge, competencies and dispositions are influenced by variables located at different
levels in a multilevel structure. For the contextual framework, the following levels are

distinguished:

- Context of the wider community. This level consists of the wider context within
which schools and home environments operate. This context may be located at the
local, regional, national or even supra-national level in some cases (e.g. EU
member countries).

- Context of schools and classrooms. This level includes factors relating to student
instruction, school culture and the general school environment.

- Context of home environments. This level comprises factors concerning the home

background and the social out-of-school activities of students.
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- Context of the individual. This level comprises factors related to the individual

characteristics of students.

According to the design of the ICCS study, outcomes data would be obtained from eighth
grade students and context data from students, teachers and school principals.

A field trial was undertaken between October 2007 and January 2008 where data
from about 20,000 students from 32 countries were collected. The main survey instruments
were finalized based on the field trial analysis and a review with experts and national
centres. The main survey was conducted from the end of 2008 to early 2009. Data
compilation and analysis were completed by the end 2009 and reports were drafted during
2010.

2.4.2.3.3 Informal Learning of Active Citizenship at School (INFCIV)

The general aims of this study, which was funded by the European Commission, were to
provide conceptual clarity about citizenship as a concern for schooling and to study
informal learning of citizenship at school (Scheerens, 2009). More specifically, the study
sought to investigate empirical relationships between school culture and citizenship
outcomes, possibly mediated by reflective teaching practices. Relevant constraints and
stimulants regarding school composition were also examined.

Seven countries participated in this comparative study, namely Cyprus, Denmark,
England, Germany, Italy, Romania and the Netherlands (Scheerens, 2009; 2011). Each
country had to complete a conceptual and an empirical part. The conceptual analysis
concerned aspects of the national context of citizenship education in each country. The
empirical part consisted of case studies conducted in six lower secondary schools in each
country. These schools varied in their school composition with respect to the proportion of
cultural minority students. Data were collected through site visits and observations, school
documents, focus groups, interviews and questionnaires. The sources of information
included students, parents, teachers and the principals.

The conceptual framework of the study included three types of factors: a) Citizenship
competencies and values b) Informal student activities and experiences and c) the School
context (Maslowski, Breit, Eckensberger & Scheerens, 2009; Scheerens, 2011). The
dimensions of competencies identified related to Action Competencies, Normative

Competencies and Values. Action Competencies were conceptualized in terms of
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communicative, and instrumental and strategic actions. The first set of actions entails
attempts to “listen to the arguments of others, discuss arguments with others and judge the
value of these arguments and the willingness to reach consensus or to reach compromises”
(Maslowski et al., 2009, p.15). The second set involves “persuasive and coercive strategies
students develop to convince others of their arguments, and the willingness and ability to
express their thoughts”(Maslowski et al., 2009, p.14). In addition to these, normative
competencies concerned issues of morality, tolerance and trust whereas citizenship values
were related to self-efficacy, human dignity and sustainability. With respect to the second
factor, student informal learning experiences entailed critical incidents in a) dealing with
conflict situations in school, b) dealing with differences between cultures and multi-
culturality, and c) dealing with peers and issues of collaboration in student work, or in
structural bodies within school. Finally, the school context consisted of the dimensions of
school culture, classroom climate, school leadership and structures for student involvement

in school.

2.4.2.4 Domains of Student Learning

In educational effectiveness research, different indicators of student success have been
used at different points in time (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008). Early research used the
number of referrals for special education or grade repetition as indicators of effectiveness.
Later on, other criteria, such as achievement in school subjects were adopted whereas the
majority of current studies collect data from national tests in areas such as mathematics and
languages.

However, the immense emphasis placed on literacy and numeracy tends to
undermine other important goals of education, such as the ones related to societal and
democratic learning (Torney-Purta & Vermeer, 2004). Measuring civic and citizenship
outcomes seems to be an effective way to respond to an international plea for broadening
the learning domains in which students are assessed (Cranston, Mulford, Keating & Reid,
2010; Mulford, 2008, 2012). Moreover, this area seems to be quite appropriate for
measuring a number of dimensions involving cognitive, affective and behavioural

outcomes of students.
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2.4.2.4.1 Cognitive Outcomes

According to Creemers and Kyriakides (2008), schools should be primarily concerned with
cognitive outcomes since the specific domain is determined less by other actors in society.
This does not mean that education should be restricted to the cognitive domain since only a
partial relationship between cognitive and non-cognitive achievement exists. What is
highlighted here is that schools are in a better position to influence cognitive outcomes
which in turn form the basis for non-cognitive ones. Moreover, it is asserted that cognitive
outcomes should not be operationalized only in a traditional sense of acquiring basic
knowledge. Although taking into account the knowledge dimension, the cognitive domain
should also include a deeper understanding of concepts, critical thinking skills and
evaluative judgments. This also applies in relation to the area of our interest, that is civic
and citizenship outcomes.

More specifically, cognitive outcomes in Citizenship Education involve students’
knowledge about social, political and civic institutions, as well as knowledge about human
rights and cultural and historical heritage (Scheerens, 2009, 2011). This is often
accompanied by knowledge about ongoing social problems and the recognition of the
cultural diversity of society (European Commission, 2005). Furthermore, cognitive
outcomes involve those cognitive skills that students use in order to interprete political
information, understand complex sets of factors influencing civic actions and plan for and
evaluate strategic solutions and outcomes (Losito & D’ Aspice, 2003; Schulz & Brese,
2008; Schulz et al., 2010). This cognitive component is very similar to the domain of
reasoning and analyzing used in the latest IEA study.

Rasch analysis was conducted with the ICCS field trial data in order to define levels
of student achievement in the cognitive domain (Schulz et al., 2010). Students at level 1 of
the scale were found to engage with the basic principles and broad concepts of civic and
citizenship learning. What differentiated level 1 from higher levels of achievement was the
degree of specificity of students’ knowledge and understanding. Students operating at level
2 demonstrated some specific knowledge and understanding of the most pervasive
institutions, systems and concepts related to civic and citizenship learning. Level 2
differed from higher level scales in the degree students utilized their knowledge and
understandings for evaluating and justifying policies and practices. Level 3 students
demonstrated a comprehensive rather than fragmented knowledge and understanding of

civic and citizenship concepts. They were able to make evaluative judgments about
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policies as well as justify positions based on their understanding of systems and practices.
Moreover, students at level 3 were able to evaluate active citizenship practice in terms of
the desired outcomes.

Civic cognitive outcomes are influenced by a number of variables located at various
levels of the school structure (e.g. Isac et al., 2013; Torney-Purta, 2002). According to
Kyriakides (2006), higher levels provide the conditions for factors at lower levels. This is
in line with educational effectiveness research investigating traditional outcomes of
students such as literacy and numeracy (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008).

At the classroom level, the strongest positive predictor of civic knowledge is the
development of an open classroom climate (Schulz et al., 2010; Torney-Purta, 2002). An
open classroom climate is characterized by dialogue, discussion and exchange of
arguments (Fjeldstad & Mikkelsen, 2003). In such an environment, students are active
participants explaining their ideas and thoughts rather than just being passive recipients of
information (Larson, 2000). Here, we must note that the specific variable was sometimes
treated as a school level variable due to the fact that only one classroom was sampled from
each school.

Teacher experience and confidence were then found to influence students’ civic
knowledge outcomes (Torney-Purta, Rischardson & Barber, 2005). The researchers used
the CIVED data set to find that teachers’ educational experience is positively related to
students’ civic knowledge both at the between-country level and within the United States.
Moreover, in Hungary, teachers’ confidence in teaching political topics resulted in higher
civic achievement scores.

At the individual level, student background was found to play an important role in
the acquisition of cognitive outcomes. Firstly, previous research showed that civic
knowledge is influenced by socioeconomic background factors (Schulz et al., 2010;
Torney-Purta, 2002). Specifically, students whose parents had a higher status occupation
and higher educational attainment performed better in the cognitive domain of Citizenship
Education. Moreover, home literacy resources predicted civic knowledge and civic skills
equally well (Isac, Maslowski & van der Werf, 2011; Maiello, Oser & Biedermann, 2003;
Torney-Purta, 2002). It seems that the more books students have at home the higher their
level of civic knowledge and skills in interpreting political messages.

The IEA CIVED data showed that being female is a negative but small predictor of
civic knowledge in about a third of the countries (Torney-Purta, 2002). According to

Torney-Purta (2002), gender differences were smaller than those observed in the past.
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Interestingly, there were higher gender differences in the follow-up study of upper
secondary students (Nikolova & Lehmann, 2003). Specifically, male upper secondary
students scored higher than girls in the cognitive test with the most pronounced gender
differences being related to economic literacy. Contrary to these findings, the ICCS more
recent studies showed that girls outperformed boys in their civic knowledge scores (Isac et
al., 2011; 2013; Schulz et al., 2010).

The immigrant status and use of another language at home were also strong
predictors of civic knowledge in most countries (Isac et al.,, 2011; Schulz, 2002).
Specifically, students who are born abroad or do not speak the test language at home
perform lower than other students. These findings are also in congruence with the
sociological perspective of educational effectiveness research which indicates that the
greatest part of variance in student outcomes is explained by the student background
characteristics (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Sirin, 2005).

Finally, the IEA CIVED findings showed that peer interactions such as participation
in school councils and parliaments are positively associated with civic knowledge in about
half the European countries (Torney-Purta, 2002). Moreover, reported participation in
school council had a positive effect on civic skills in a number of countries (Schulz, 2002).
The fact that this was not observed in all of the countries may be attributed to the way
school bodies are constituted and what role they have in each country. The ICCS study
findings also showed that voting for class representative or school parliament results in

higher civic knowledge scores (Schulz et al., 2010).

2.4.2.4.2 Affective and Behavioural Outcomes

An immense emphasis on cognitive outcomes is not adequate to provide appreciation of
democracy and engagement (Mulford & Silins, 2011; Torney-Purta, 2002). According to
the case studies of the IEA CIVED Study, both experts and teachers recognize that civic
education should also be about political participation and value education. Most teachers
believe that teaching civic education “makes a difference for students’ political and civic
development” whereas only a small proportion believed that “schools are irrelevant for the
development of students’ attitudes and opinions about matters of citizenship” (Torney-
Purta, 2002). Moreover, research indicates students’ low political interest (Mellor &
Kennedy, 2003; Mintrop, 2003), and low trust in the media, the politicians and public
institutions (Fjeldstad & Mikkelsen, 2003; Losito & D’ Aspice, 2003). These

62



ascertainments necessitate an increased focus on affective and behavioural citizenship
outcomes by incorporating them as indicators of student achievement in various
assessment frameworks.

Previous research on student affective and behavioural outcomes revealed that
influences are located at multiple levels just as in the case of cognitive outcomes. Firstly,
findings from 52 high schools in Chicago showed that students were more likely to exhibit
higher levels of commitment to civic participation when they felt attended by their
community’s adults (Kahne & Sporte, 2008). In addition, Menezes (2003) examined
participation experiences of 14 year old and upper secondary students in six European
countries: the Czech Republic, Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, Sweden, and Switzerland.
Findings showed that students are involved in voluntary activities in civic related
organizations (such as the Scouts, religious affiliated and environmental organizations).
Overall, there was a positive effect of frequency of participation on civic conceptions,
attitudes and engagement. According to Kahne and Sporte (2008) “when young people
experience their neighbourhood as one that monitors and responds to their needs and when
they engage in discussions with their parents about current events, it seems reasonable to
expect that their sense of agency, of social relatedness, and their sense of political and
moral understanding would grow” (p.756).

Democratic processes modelled at the school level are also capable of influencing
citizenship affective and behavioural outcomes. Firstly, Papanastasiou and Koutselini
(2003), found that the school climate of Cyprus schools participating in CIVED had a
strong and positive direct effect on home political environment and student political
interest and an indirect effect on democratic values and willingness for social participation.
Furthermore, Kahne and Sporte (2008) found that participation in extracurricular activities
other than sports influenced commitment to civic participation though to a lesser extent
than classroom civic learning opportunities. The importance of this kind of activities that
offer opportunities for student participation was also highlighted in the INFCIV findings
from all of the seven participating countries. Specifically, extended school day activities,
environmental programmes, and school celebrations of different cultures were mentioned
as a few examples which contributed to student active citizenship at school (Scheerens,
2009). It is worth noting that in Cyprus, minority students were especially involved in
sports activities (Pashiardis et al., 2009). According to Pashiardis et al. (2009), through
these activities a stronger sense of cohesiveness among students was created than in any

other educational activity. Contrary to these findings, Menezes (2003) found that in the
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case of Sweden, 14 year old students’ greater participation yielded negative effects
regarding attitudes towards foreigners. This shows that action itself is not enough but needs
to involve meaningful involvement, reflection, and interaction with different others.

Principals have a critical role in determining the school learning environment and the
decision making processes (Agrusti & Losito, 2008; Scheerens, 2009). A democratic
learning environment is based on elements such as openness, mutual respect and respect
for diversity, and the opportunity to provide one’s own opinion. Such an environment
allows students to enact a democratic lifestyle, exercise their own autonomy and develop a
sense of self-efficacy. In the case of the INFCIV project, the Cyprus findings showed that,
especially in schools with large numbers of minority students, there was an increased need
for cooperation and participatory approaches in decision making which in itself created a
culture of democracy and participatory governance structures (Pashiardis et al., 2009). The
principals invited all stakeholders to contribute to the establishment of the rules and
regulations or even consulted the teachers for decisions that should have been taken only
by them. Moreover, the students were asked to participate in the decision making process
for issues that involved them directly such as the edition of the school newspaper.

At the classroom level, the strongest influence on student affective and behavioural
outcomes seems to be exerted by an open classroom climate, just as was the case with the
cognitive dimension of citizenship. More specifically, an open classroom climate was
found to be strongly associated in a positive way with student political trust (Syvertsen,
Flanagan & Stout, 2007), commitment to civic participation (Kahne & Sporte, 2008;
Schulz, Ainley & Fraillon, 2013), political interest and citizenship efficacy (Hahn; 1999;
Schulz, Ainley & Fraillon, 2013; Syvertsen, Flanagan & Stout, 2007). In particular,
discussion of international issues made students more likely to be concerned about their
economic future whereas discussion of controversial issues such as the war in Iraq
predicted students’ concerns about the unfair treatment of others (Syvertsen, Flanagan &
Stout, 2007). Moreover, the Cyprus findings from INFCIV showed that teachers discuss
important issues with students and are convinced of an open exchange with cultural
minority students (Pashiardis et al., 2009). According to Fjeldstad and Mikkelsen (2003),
“if the dialogue between the teacher and the students is characterized by openness and
recognition, it stimulates curiosity, wondering, investigation and learning” (p.626).

The influence of student background factors was also consistently examined in
relation to attitudinal and behavioural measures of student achievement. These factors

related mostly to gender, socioeconomic and immigrant status of students. Initially,
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research findings showed that attitudes towards female political rights are more positive on
the part of females (Torney-Purta, 2002). Female students were also found to engage
themselves with charity activities and the collection of signatures whereas male students
were found to prefer to participate in protest marches. More recent research shows that
being female is a negative predictor of expected active political participation (Schulz et al.,
2010, 2013). In addition, the socioeconomic status of students was found to have
inconsistent effects on student engagement and expected participation (Schulz et al., 2010,
2013). Finally, whereas students with an immigrant background were found to have lower
civic knowledge they were more likely to report intentions to participate in formal and
informal political activities than other students (Friedman, Schulz, Fraillon & Ainley,
2013).

2.4.3 Academic Optimism of Schools

The Coleman report of 1966 concluded that schools have a negligible effect on student
achievement and that most of the variance in student learning can be explained by family
background factors (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood & Weinfeld, 1966).
Policy makers and practitioners were reluctant to accept that schools make no difference to
student achievement (Hoy, Tarter & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006). Instead, they committed
themselves to identify school characteristics that make a difference in student achievement
inspite of SES.

Further research showed that family background is indeed a strong predictor of
student achievement. However, certain school characteristics were also found to be
associated with student achievement. Edmonds (1979) was one of the first to refute
Coleman with a list of effective school characteristics, i.e. strong leadership, high
expectations for student achievement, an emphasis on basic skills, an orderly environment
and frequent and systematic evaluation of students. Other factors were later added to this
list such as opportunity to learn, parental support and involvement, collaboration and
interaction among teachers, staff development, provision of sufficient learning resources to
teachers and students (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Scheerens &
Bosker, 1997).

Hoy and colleagues also suggest that three school properties make a difference in
student achievement even after controlling for socioeconomic factors: the academic

emphasis of the school, the collective efficacy of the faculty, and the faculty’s trust in
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parents and students (e.g. Hoy, 2012; Hoy, Tarter & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006; Smith & Hoy,
2007). These three variables were found to be constituents of a general latent construct
labeled as School Academic Optimism. Next, a review is provided with respect to each one
of the three aforementioned dimensions as well as School Academic Optimism as a single

variable.

2.4.3.1 Academic Emphasis of Schools

Academic emphasis may be defined as “the extent to which a school is driven by a quest
for academic excellence - a press for academic achievement” (Hoy, Tarter & Woolfolk
Hoy, 2006, p.427). Academic emphasis is measured at the school level and reflects the
extent to which the school as a whole values academic achievement. More specifically,
high but achievable academic goals are set for students, the learning environment is orderly
and serious, teachers believe in the ability of their students to achieve, students work hard
and respect academic achievement (Hoy, 2012; Hoy & Miskel, 2008).

Hoy and colleagues (Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy & Tarter, 1997) described academic
emphasis as a constituent of a healthy school climate. The organizational climate of a
school was defined as “the set of internal characteristics that distinguishes one school from
another” (Hoy & Tarter, 1997). School climate was measured by the Organizational Health
Inventory (OHI), an instrument that measures six dimensions of school climate, including
academic emphasis. As such, academic emphasis was seen as an organizational level
variable that depicts the degree to which an organization is seriously committed to
students’ academic success.

Educational researchers have consistently found a strong and positive association
between academic emphasis and student achievement. Early research showed that effective
schools exhibited high expectations for student achievement and a healthy climate focused
on teaching and learning (Edmonds, 1979; Purkey & Smith, 1983). More recent studies
also demonstrated that an achievement orientation (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008;
Marzano, 2003; Scheerens & Bosker, 1997) was a common characteristic of effective
schools.

Research conducted by Hoy and colleagues contributed significantly to the existing
body of knowledge over the relationship between academic emphasis and student
achievement. Firstly, Hoy and Sabo (1998) demonstrated that most of the dimensions of a

healthy school climate, including academic emphasis were positively associated with
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student achievement in middle schools even after controlling for socioeconomic factors. In
fact, academic emphasis had the strongest correlation with student achievement in reading,
mathematics and writing. Subsequent findings in urban elementary schools also showed
that academic emphasis was a strong predictor of both mathematics and reading
achievement controlling for SES, school size, student race and gender (Goddard,
Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). In a similar vein, Hoy, Sweetland and Smith (2002), examined
the relationship between academic emphasis, collective efficacy and student mathematics
achievement in high schools. In this study, Hoy et al. (2002) concluded that academic
emphasis works mainly through collective efficacy rather than directly influencing student
achievement.

The aforementioned findings are consistent irrespective of school levels and
methodological approaches (Hoy, 2012; Hoy, Tarter & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006). Whether the
level is elementary or secondary, or whether multiple regression, structural equation
modeling or hierarchical linear modeling is used, academic emphasis is an important
variable in explaining student achievement even after controlling for socioeconomic
factors.

With regards to school leadership, Alig-Mielcarek and Hoy (2005) examined the
relationship between instructional leadership, academic emphasis and student achievement.
Using structural equation modeling, the researchers found that academic emphasis
predicted student achievement even controlling for SES. Instructional leadership was only

found to have an indirect influence on student achievement through academic emphasis.

2.4.3.2 Collective Efficacy

The concept of collective efficacy is derived from Bandura’s (1986; 1997) social cognitive
theory which is concerned with human agency, or the ways people exercise control over
their lives through agentive actions. Central to human agency is self-efficacy, a concept
which refers to an individual’s belief about his or her capacity to perform well. A primary
assumption to social cognitive theory is that the exercise of agency is influenced by the
strength of efficacy beliefs. When individuals believe that they are capable of reaching
given attainments, they are more likely to set higher expectations, exert greater effort and
persist in the face of difficulties (Goddard & Skrla, 2006).

According to social cognitive theory, the mechanisms of human agency also extend
to collective agency. Analogous to self-efficacy, collective efficacy is associated with the
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collective capability of a social system as a whole and as such it may be defined as “a
group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute the courses of
action required to produce given levels of attainment” (Bandura, 1997, p.477). In the
educational context, collective teacher efficacy concerns the shared perception of teachers
in a school that their efforts as a whole will have a positive effect on students (Hoy, 2012;
Hoy & Miskel, 2008).

Collective efficacy constitutes an organizational rather than an individual property.
According to Goddard, Hoy and Woolfolk Hoy (2000), collective efficacy emerges from
the dynamics of the group members and as such it is more than the sum of the individual
attributes. As in the case of self-efficacy, it is associated with the acceptance of challenging
goals, strong organizational effort and persistence to high school performance (Goddard et
al., 2000; Goddard & Skrla, 2006). According to Bevel and Mitchell (2012), teachers with
high collective efficacy are resilient in the face of difficulties, reach out to students who are
struggling academically and seek innovative ways to address complex problems. On the
other hand, teachers with low collective efficacy tend to blame students, parents and the
community for their lack of success and give up in the face of challenges.

Collective efficacy is believed to arise from four sources of information (Bandura,
1997; Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard & Skrla, 2006). The most important of these sources
is mastery experience which refers to the faculty’s direct experience of success or mastery.
In his study of urban elementary schools, Goddard (2001) found that mastery experiences
arising from past successful experiences explained about two thirds of the variation across
schools in collective efficacy outweighing the effects of student prior achievement and
SES. A second source of collective efficacy relates to vicarious experience which concerns
the modeling of success and achievement either by other colleagues or other schools
(Bandura, 1997; Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard & Skrla, 2006). School principals, in this
case, may arrange visits to model schools or perform model lessons themselves. Thirdly,
social persuasion is another means of enhancing collective efficacy. For example,
colleagues or leaders may persuade teachers that they are capable of addressing the
challenges they face at school. Finally, the affective state of an organization pertains to the
ways teachers react to negative events and cope with the challenges they encounter. An
efficacious organization can tolerate pressure and react in a functional way to cope with
negative consequences.

Central to the creation of collective efficacy beliefs is the cognitive processing and

interpretations of the information associated with the aforementioned sources of efficacy
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(Goddard et al., 2000). Teachers give meaning to this information in relation to the two
key elements which determine efficacy, that is the analysis of the teaching task and the
assessment of the teaching competence. At the school level, the analysis of the teaching
task entails inferences about what constitutes successful teaching, what constraints or
limitations must be overcome, and what resources are available to succeed. The assessment
of the teaching competence entails explicit judgment of the teaching competence of the
faculty in light of an analysis of the teaching task in their school. These judgments may
include the faculty’s teaching skills, methods, training and expertise or even the faculty’s
positive beliefs in the ability of all students to succeed. Overall, collective efficacy beliefs
result “when teachers consider the level of difficulty of the teaching task (in relation) to
their perceptions of the group competence” (Goddard et al., 2000, p.485). The analyses of
the task and competence occur simultaneously and interact with each other to shape
collective efficacy beliefs. Goddard et al. (2000), in an empirical analysis of collective
efficacy in urban elementary schools, found that the specific construct forms a single factor
consisting of items that assess both the analysis of the task and the group competence.

A number of studies revealed a link between collective teacher efficacy and student
achievement. Bandura (1993) was the first to find that the faculty’s sense of collective
efficacy contributed significantly to the aggregate academic performance of schools even
after controlling for socioeconomic and other demographic characteristics. Similarly,
Goddard, Hoy and Woolfolk Hoy (2000) demonstrated that collective efficacy of urban
elementary schools predicted student achievement in mathematics and reading and
outweighed the effects of SES, African-American status and gender. In this line of inquiry,
Hoy, Sweetland and Smith (2002), found that collective efficacy of high schools explained
student achievement in mathematics and in fact it was more important than either SES or
academic emphasis. Goddard, LoGerfo and Hoy (2004) tested a more comprehensive
model of collective efficacy and student achievement. They found that collective efficacy
predicted student achievement in reading, writing and social studies irrespective of
minority student enrollment, urbanicity, SES, school size, or prior achievement.

Like academic emphasis, the findings on collective efficacy seem to hold irrespective
of school level and methodological approach (Smith & Hoy, 2007). Whether the level was
elementary, middle or secondary, or whether multiple regression, structural equation
modeling or hierarchical linear modeling was used collective efficacy was found to be a
key variable in explaining student achievement even after controlling for socioeconomic

factors.
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Researchers also point to the importance of school leadership in influencing
collective teacher efficacy. For example, Tschannen-Moran and Barr’s (2004) review of
evidence suggested that collective efficacy is promoted by principals who are strong
instructional leaders, listen to teachers, engage teachers in school improvement decisions,
create a positive and supportive school climate, empower teachers and are influential with
superiors. Likewise, Ross, Hogaboam-Gray and Gray (2004), in a study of 141 elementary
schools, found that empowering leadership had a significant and positive effect on
teachers’ collective efficacy. Finally, in another study of 218 elementary schools, it was
shown that transformational leadership had an indirect effect on student achievement
mediated by collective teacher efficacy and teacher commitment to professional values
(Ross & Gray, 2006).

2.4.3.3 Faculty Trust in Parents and Students

Trust may be defined as “one’s vulnerability to another in terms of the belief that the other
will act in one’s best interests” (Hoy, Tarter & Woolfolk Hoy, 2006, p.429). Hoy and
Tschannen-Moran (2003) conducted a review of the literature on trust and concluded that
there are multiple facets of trust — vulnerability, benevolence, reliability, competence,
honesty and openness- which vary together to form an integrated construct of faculty trust.
Initially, vulnerability stems from interdependence. When we must rely on others for a
specific end, we then become vulnerable to them. Benevolence refers to confidence that
the trusted party will not harm one’s well-being (Hoy, 2012; Hoy & Tarter, 2004). For
example, teachers who trust parents and students believe that neither party will harm the
teaching and learning process. In addition, reliability refers to confidence that the other
party will act in a consistent way to ensure the benefit of the trustee. Another critical
ingredient of trust is competence, that is the ability to perform in accordance to set
expectations and standards appropriate to task. Furthermore, honesty alludes to the
truthfulness, integrity and authenticity of a person or group whereas openness concerns the
extent to which relevant information is shared. Taking into account the aforementioned
facets of trust, the specific concept may be redefined as “the group’s willingness to be
vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter is benevolent, reliable,
competent, honest and open” (Smith & Hoy, 2007, p.559).

The concept of trust is an increasingly vital dimension of well-functioning

organizations. Empirical evidence shows that trust is related to a positive school climate,

70



open communication, participative decision making processes and organizational
citizenship behavior (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). In fact, trust “functions as a
lubricant for cooperative activity among interdependent individuals and groups, facilitating
productivity” (Forsyth, Barnes & Adams, 2006, p.128). Nevertheless, according to
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (1998), studying trust is like studying a moving target because
it can easily be altered over the course of a relationship as the level of interdependence
Increases or decreases.

In schools, trust can be viewed in relation to a number of reference groups-students,
parents, teachers, principals. In this study, the third school property that academic
optimism encompasses is faculty trust in parents and students. Factor analyses
demonstrated that faculty trust in parents and students constitutes an integrated dimension
of trust (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). In
fact, Bryk and Schneider (2002) argued that teacher-student trust works mainly through
teacher-parent trust. This means that when teachers trust parents they also trust students.
Moreover, both parents and teachers belong to a single category of stakeholders, that is
they are both school clients with common interests and expectations from the school.

Research in faculty trust in clients (parents and students) demonstrated a powerful
influence on student achievement regardless of SES. Goddard et al. (2001) showed that
faculty trust in parents and students explains student math and reading achievement in
urban elementary schools. The researchers also concluded that trust depends on the social
context with teachers’ trust being greater in schools with a larger proportion of poor
students. In a more recent study, Goddard, Salloum and Berebitsky (2009), found that
collective trust in clients was a strong, significant predictor of math and reading
achievement controlling for SES and proportion of minority students in elementary
schools. Similar findings were also reached with regards to high schools (Hoy, 2002). It
seems that as in the case of academic emphasis and collective efficacy, faculty trust in
parents and students was consistently related to student achievement regardless of SES,
school level or methodological approach.

Other studies found that, apart from student outcomes, trust bears effects on
important organizational properties and conditions. For example, Bryk and Schneider
(2002), in a longitudinal study of 12 elementary schools concluded that trust “fosters a set
of organizational conditions, some structural and some socio-psychological, that make it
more conducive for individuals to initiate and sustain the kinds of activities necessary to

affect productivity improvements” (p.116). Trust was found to encourage cooperative
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problem solving, faculty experimentation with new practices, and a positive environment
that put students’ interests first.

Furthermore, faculty trust in clients was found to be negatively associated with
student bullying (Smith & Birney, 2005). The findings of this study in elementary schools,
demonstrated that trust in parents and students can make a strong contribution to the

explanation of bullying. According to the researchers (Smith & Birney, 2005, p.478):

“faculty trust in clients promotes greater teacher sensitivity and connectedness to
school stakeholder issues. Hence, teachers who trust parents and students to engage in
behaviours that support the school reciprocate by nurturing a safe and orderly
academic environment. Thus, salient school groups (teachers, students and parents)
seek to reduce problems such as student bullying that might inhibit the quest for
school achievement. In fact, trust in clients may be an integral moderator of student
bullying; that is faculty who have dedicated time and effort to developing trusting
relationships with school clients are likely to be more aware of student issues and
incidents of school aggression.”

It is therefore expected that trust may be indirectly related to student achievement by

working towards the establishment of an orderly and safe climate at the school place.

2.4.3.4 Academic Optimism of Schools - A New Construct

Academic optimism of schools manifests itself through the organizational properties of
academic emphasis, collective efficacy and faculty trust in parents and students. These
three aspects are mutually dependent and form ““a single powerful force explaining school
performance” (Hoy et al., 2006, p.4). According to McGuigan and Hoy (2006, p. 204),
academic optimism is “a shared belief among faculty that academic achievement is
important, that the faculty has the capacity to help students achieve, and that students and
parents can be trusted to cooperate with them in this endeavour-in brief a schoolwide
confidence that students will succeed academically.”

The construct of academic optimism is grounded on the tradition of the positive
psychology movement. Positive psychology evolved as a response to a call for enhancing
competence and capacity rather than focusing on the treatment of pathology (Seligman,
2002). This field of psychology acknowledges the wealth of experiences and personal

strengths that shape the interpretation of events. In line with positive psychology
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assumptions, teacher optimistic beliefs are expected to emphasize school positive traits and
enhance student strengths.

The beliefs which constitute school academic optimism are organizational properties
representing the shared perceptions of the group rather than the individual (Hoy, 2012,
Hoy et al., 2006). The three dimensions work together to shape the normative environment
of a school and enforce a strong organizational focus on student achievement. For
example, all members of the faculty are expected to be committed to academic
performance. In the case that a teacher does not persist in raising student achievement the
rest of the faculty will sanction his or her behavior. Likewise, social sanctions will follow
for those who lack efficacy and have no trusting relationships with parents and students.
According to Hoy et al., (2006), “the power of the school culture and its values and norms
sets in large part on the social persuasion exerted on teachers to constrain certain actions
and encourage others” (p.431).

These three collective properties work together in a unified manner to enhance
student achievement (Hoy, 2012; Hoy et al., 2006; Smith & Hoy, 2007). In fact, they are
theorized to have reciprocal causal relationships with each other, that is “a triadic set of
interactions with the components functionally dependent on each other” (Hoy, 2012, p.
85). Specifically, faculty trust in clients enhances the sense of collective efficacy, and
collective efficacy promotes trust relationships with clients. Further, when teachers trust
clients, they set higher academic standards, and in turn high academic standards encourage
faculty trust. Similarly, when the faculty is characterized by a strong sense of collective
efficacy, academic achievement is emphasized, and in turn academic emphasis enhances
the collective efficacy of the faculty.

Academic optimism also provides a rich picture of collective behavior in terms of a
cognitive, an affective and a behavioural dimension (Hoy, 2012; Hoy et al., 2006; Smith &
Hoy, 2007). Collective efficacy is a group belief or expectations that entail a cognitive
process, faculty trust in clients reflects an affective response whereas academic emphasis is
the push for achievement-oriented behaviours at school.

A number of studies explored the construct validity of school academic optimism.
Confirmatory factor analyses supported the hypothesized structure of the construct in
elementary (Smith & Hoy, 2007; Wu, Hoy & Tarter, 2013) as well as high schools (Hoy et
al., 2006). Specifically, it was found that school academic optimism is a latent second
order factor consisting of the first order factors of academic emphasis, collective teacher

efficacy and faculty trust in parents and students.
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Research findings also indicated school academic optimism effects on student
achievement. For example, Smith and Hoy (2007) utilized multiple regression to study the
effectiveness of academic optimism in elementary schools in the USA. According to the
findings, the construct explained student achievement in mathematics even after
controlling for SES and school size. The study conducted in high schools (Hoy et al.,
2006) also indicated, through structural equation modeling, that academic optimism has a
positive and direct effect on student achievement even after controlling for SES and other
demographic variables. In this case, maths and science constituted one component of
achievement whereas the second component consisted of the areas of reading, writing and
social studies. A more recent study conducted in Taiwan (Wu et al., 2013), confirmed
through a path model that academic optimism can predict maths and Chinese verbal
achievement of elementary school students.

The relationship between leadership and school academic optimism has been the
subject of a minimal body of research. Specifically, one of these studies examined the
influence of enabling school structures on the academic optimism of secondary schools
(McGuigan & Hoy, 2006). The findings showed that principals who developed an enabling
school structure had cultures of academic optimism embedded in their school. Overall, it
was found that enabling school structures enhanced academic optimism which in turn
raised levels of achievement even accounting for SES. In the study conducted in Taiwan
(Wu et al., 2013), academic optimism of elementary schools was also influenced by

enabling school structures.

2.4.4 Instructional Quality

Early and more recent educational effectiveness research highlights the critical role of
teachers in student learning (Creemers, 1996; Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Teddlie &
Reynolds, 2000; Teodorovic, 2011). In fact, research findings indicate that the effects on
student achievement at the classroom level are far greater than those at the school level
(Muijs & Reynolds, 2000; Wright, Horn & Sanders, 1997). Creemers (1994) maintains that
student learning is more dependent on the learning processes and activities which take
place in the classroom rather than any processes which occur at the school level. Although
school leaders are responsible for securing the conditions which are necessary for effective
teaching, it is the quality of the interactions in the classroom which determines students’
progress.
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2.4.4.1 The Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness - Classroom Level Factors

The Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008)
constitutes an extension of the Comprehensive Model of Educational Effectiveness
(Creemers, 1994). It is a complex model which attempts to explain student achievement at
different levels (i.e. student level, classroom level, school level and context level). It is
based on the assumption that influences on student achievement are multilevel in nature
and that higher level factors provide the conditions for lower level factors to occur. An
important principle upon which the model rests is that schools are expected to focus on the
improvement of student learning, which is the main reason of their existence and
functioning. Student learning in this case is defined in a more broad way incorporating the
new goals of teaching and learning.

The specific model emphasizes the classroom processes and belongs to the process-
product models which investigate teacher behavior in class. According to Creemers and
Kyriakides (2008, 2011), the emphasis is on instruction and teacher behavior in class and
his or her contribution to student learning. Teachers are the primary agents of learning and
therefore it is them that hold the most important role in the learning process. The classroom
level factors of the dynamic model emanate from teacher effectiveness research. However,
the model uses a number of measurement dimensions unlike many models used in the past.
This addition permits the collection of more information on how the factors work and
address criticisms of process-product models in relation to weaknesses in describing the
complexity of effective teaching and explaining variation in student achievement
(Kyriakides & Creemers, 2009).

The model also supports that there are no specific instructional methods which are
more effective than others (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008, 2011). On the contrary, what is
important for student outcomes is related to the practices that teachers employ at the
classroom level irrespective of method used. For example, the model encompasses skills
which are related to direct teaching like structuring and questioning skills but also skills
related to new theories of instruction like orientation and modelling. According to Good
and Brophy (1997), instructional approaches are only a means and not an end themselves.
They also point out that teachers should not overemphasize transmission or constructivist
models but focus more on effective teaching practices.

Another assumption of the dynamic model is that the relationship between some
effectiveness factors might not be linear (Creemers, Kyriakides & Sammons, 2010).
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However, research conducted in Cyprus showed that curvilinear relationships existed only
with regards to the Greek language (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008). This might be
attributed to the difficulty of establishing variation in the functioning of the factors since
the study was conducted only in one country. That is why there is a need to conduct
international studies so as to have greater amount of variation.

As previously mentioned, the dynamic model refers to eight effectiveness factors at
the classroom level which are hypothesized to be directly related to student achievement
irrespective of the subject taught. These factors describe the instructional role of the
teacher and are based on the main findings of teacher effectiveness research (e.g. Brophy
& Good, 1986; Campbell, Kyriakides, Muijs & Robinson, 2004; Creemers, 1994; Muijs &
Reynolds, 2000). A review of the eight effectiveness factors is provided below.

1. Orientation

Orientation refers to a teacher’s behaviour of explicating the reason for which an activity, a
lesson or a unit takes place. It also refers to the ability of instigating students to recognize
the purpose and utility of the learning activities which are conducted. Creemers and
Kyriakides (2006) argue that orientation tasks might encourage students to actively
participate in the classroom since these tasks are meaningful to them. Driessen and
Sleegers (2000), conducted a secondary analysis of data in 447 primary schools in the
Netherlands using a two-level multilevel analysis. Findings showed that instructional
orientation produced significant positive effects on both language and mathematics test

scores.

2. Structuring

Structuring refers to a teacher’s competence of illustrating the connections which exist
within the same lesson, between lessons, within a thematic unit or among different units
(Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008, 2011). Through structuring, students comprehend the
content and the way it is structured. Specifically, this is achieved with the initial statement
of the goals and content which are expected to be covered, the clarification of the
relationships between the different parts of the lesson or between the different lessons
themselves, the emphasis placed on the main points and their review at the end of the
lesson. Achievement is maximized, when the teacher makes use of the aforementioned

practices.

76



A number of studies point to the effectiveness of structuring activities. For example,
a major school effectiveness study based upon a 4 year cohort study of 50 primary schools
reported structured sessions to have significant positive effects on both academic and
affective outcomes of schooling (Mortimore et al., 1988). Moreover, Scheerens and Bosker
(1997) report in a meta-analysis that structured teaching is one of the variables found to
yield significant effects on student outcomes. A more recent study conducted by de Jong,
Westerhof and Kruiter (2004) used multilevel analysis to examine classroom level effects
on mathematics achievement of students in the first year of secondary education in the
Netherlands. The analysis of the data collected from 28 secondary schools indicated that

task directness was positively associated with mathematics achievement.

3. Questioning techniques

Questioning is another important factor associated with student achievement. According to
Creemers and Kyriakides (2008), there is a need to have frequent questions. The study of
Mortimore et al. (1988) showed that frequent questioning was positively associated with
both academic and affective outcomes. In the same study, effective teachers were also
found to use higher order questions and statements. However, other researchers argue that
the cognitive level of the questions should vary in accordance with the skills to be
mastered (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; 2011; Muijs & Reynolds, 2000). The best
strategy would be to use both low-level and higher order questions increasing the latter as
the level of the subject matter is raised. In addition, an effective teacher is expected to use
both product questions and process questions. Product questions require a single answer
whereas process questions require students to explain their way of thinking. When students
answer correctly teachers should use praise whereas in the case of an incorrect response
they should use a simple negation avoiding criticism. They should also rephrase questions

and encourage students to answer them.

4. Teaching Modelling

Teaching Modelling concerns the way a teacher assists students to develop skills which
will render them capable of regulating learning on their own. Teaching higher order
thinking skills and especially problem solving has gained prominence in the last decade
due to the emphasis placed by policy makers on the achievement of the new goals of
education (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2006). According to Brophy and Good (1986),

modelling should illustrate the cognitive strategies involved as well as demonstrate
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metacognitive awareness that should occur during strategy implementation. This is
important since teacher effectiveness research has shown that effective teachers are those
who teach students how to use strategies or develop strategies that will help them solve

various kinds of problems (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2005).

5. Application

Teachers can use seatwork either individually or in small groups, providing in this way,
opportunities for practical application and mastery experience. This factor is related to
teacher-centred instruction (Rosenshine, 1983), which concerns the direct exercise of the
taught content during a lesson. Once students are left to work independently teachers
circulate to monitor progress and provide necessary feedback (Brophy & Good, 1986).

6. Classroom as a learning environment

According to a number of research studies (Creemers & Reezigt, 1996; Kyriakides,
Campbell & Christofidou, 2002; Muijs & Reynolds, 2000; Pashiardis, 2008; Teodorovic,
2011), classroom climate constitutes an important factor of educational effectivenesss.
Effective teachers are expected to organize classrooms as effective learning environments
in which academic activities run smoothly, transitions are brief and little time is spent on
dealing with classroom disorder. The dynamic model provides a definition which attempts
to combine elements from various studies researching the classroom learning environment.
Specifically, the model refers to the teacher’s contribution in creating a learning
environment in relation to five individual elements: teacher-student interaction, student-
student interaction, students’ treatment by the teacher, competition between students, and
classroom disorder. The model focuses on the teacher’s ability to create the right
conditions that will stimulate teacher-student and student-student interactions. Moreover,
with regards to the last three elements, the teacher is expected to define rules, convince
students to respect and apply these rules so as to create a positive learning environment in

class.

7. Management of time

According to the dynamic model, the management of time by teachers constitutes an
important indicator of the teacher’s competence in managing the classroom in an effective
way. Opportunity to learn and time on task are considered important aspects of teachers’

management of time. Effective teachers are expected to manage the classroom as an
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efficient learning environment and thus maximize student engagement rates. According to
Brophy and Good (1986), high task engagement rates are among the most important
correlates of student achievement. Also, in a study which examined student progress in
mathematics using multilevel modeling, time on task was found to be positively related to

the scores of year 1 and year 5 students (Muijs & Reynolds, 2000).

8. Assessment

Assessment is viewed as an inseparable part of teaching. The specific factor involves those
classroom activities that enable teachers to judge progress toward learning goals (Seidel &
Shavelson, 2007). The information collected through the assessment of students assist
teachers in identifying students’ learning needs and appraising their own instructional
behavior. Reezigt, Guldemond and Creemers (1999) conducted a reanalysis of a large scale
longitudinal dataset containing data on 270 elementary schools. Student achievement in
Dutch language, and mathematics was measured for grades 4, 6 and 8. Findings showed
that evaluation at the classroom level was positively associated with the dependent
outcomes. Similarly, Driessen and Sleegers (2000) found that checking students’ work to

assign a grade produced significant effects on mathematics achievement.

A study conducted by Creemers and Kyriakides (2008) examined whether the
aforementioned classroom level factors were associated with student achievement (i.e.
knowledge in mathematics, Greek language and religious instruction, and attitudes towards
religious education). Specifically, all fifth grade students from 50 Greek Cypriot primary
schools participated in the study. Multilevel analysis revealed that all factors of the
dynamic model at the classroom level were associated with student achievement on
different outcomes of schooling, both cognitive and affective. Another study (Kyriakides
& Creemers, 2009) investigated the extent to which the teacher factors can predict
achievement in language and mathematics at the end of pre-primary and at the end of
primary education. Specifically, 52 primary and 76 pre-primary schools participated in the
study. Multilevel analysis showed that almost all effectiveness factors could predict
achievement in both domains at both phases of schooling. Teaching modelling and
orientation were found to be associated only with achievement of primary students.
Overall, it can be argued that the factors of the dynamic model belong to a generic model

of educational effectiveness.
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The dynamic model also postulates that the aforementioned factors represent
multidimensional constructs. This can be explained by the effort to describe in detail the
complex nature of educational effectiveness (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008, 2011).
Specifically, it is assumed that each effectiveness factor can be defined and measured using
a number of dimensions, namely frequency, focus, stage, quality and differentiation
(Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Kyriakides & Creemers, 2008).

Frequency is a quantitative way to measure the functioning of each factor, whereas
the other four dimensions look at the qualitative characteristics of the functioning of each
factor. This is a major contribution to research in that no previous model of educational
effectiveness explicitly referred to the measurement of each effectiveness factor. In one
study Reezigt, Guldemond and Creemers (1999) found that the frequency of school
evaluation policy had both negative and positive effects on student achievement whereas
Kyriakides (2005) who was looking at the formative aspect of evaluation found a positive
effect. The aforementioned findings point to the importance of including other dimensions
to the measurement of each effectiveness factor. Each of the five measurement dimensions

is discussed in more detail below.

A. Frequency

Frequency refers to how often a task associated with a factor is present in the classroom
(Kyriakides & Creemers, 2008). This is an easy way to measure the effect of a factor on
student achievement and thus most effectiveness studies use this dimension to define
effectiveness factors. For example, structuring can be measured in terms of frequency by
taking into account the number of structuring tasks that take place in a lesson as well as
how long each structuring task lasts. Another example of the measurement of the
frequency dimension of student assessment concerns the number of evaluative tasks a
teacher initiates. However, the relationship between this dimension and student outcomes
may not always be linear. For example, it can be assumed that after an optimal level

teacher evaluation activities may have a negative effect on student outcomes.

B. Focus
The effectiveness factors are also measured by considering the focus of the activities which
reveals the function of each factor. Two aspects of the dimension of focus can be

measured. The first aspect addresses the purpose for which an activity takes place. An
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activity is expected to achieve single or multiple purposes. For example, in the case of
orientation, focus is measured by examining the extent to which an activity aims to find a
single reason or multiple reasons for doing a task. The second aspect of this dimension
concerns the specificity of the activities which can range from specific to general.
Orientation, in terms of the specificity aspect, can be measured by considering a part of the

lesson or a whole lesson or even a lesson unit.

C. Stage

Activities associated with a factor can also be measured by considering the stage at which
they take place. The main assumption here is that the factors need to take place over a long
period of time so as to have a continuous effect on student learning. However, activities
need not be the same over this period of time. Therefore, using the stage dimension we can
identify the extent to which there is constancy and flexibility of the functioning of the
factor during the period that the investigation takes place. In the case of orientation, it is
expected that orientation tasks may take place in different parts of a lesson or a lesson unit.
The importance of this dimension arises from previous research findings which have
shown that the impact of a factor on student achievement partly depends on the extent to
which relevant activities are provided throughout the school career of the student
(Creemers, 1994, Slater & Teddlie, 1992).

D. Quality

The dimension of quality refers to the properties of the specific factor itself. This is
important in that the functioning of an effectiveness factor may vary. For example, teacher
assessment can be measured by looking at the properties of evaluation instruments such as
the validity, the reliability and the practicality of the instruments used. Moreover, we can
also examine the extent to which teachers use the formative or summative type of

evaluation.

E. Differentiation

Differentiation refers to the extent to which activities associated with a specific factor are
implemented in the same way for all the subjects involved with it. This dimension is
important in that it takes into account research into differential educational effectiveness
(Campbell et al., 2004). Although the factors are generic in nature, it is recognized that

their influence on different subjects or groups of subjects may vary. It is expected that
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addressing the specific needs of each group of students will maximize their learning
outcomes. For example, in the case of orientation, differentiation can be measured by
examining the extent to which teachers provide different types of orientation tasks to

students in relation to their learning needs or their personal and background characteristics.

Research findings reveal the added value of using different dimensions to measure
teacher factors. The study conducted by Creemers and Kyriakides (2008), examined
whether each of the aforementioned dimensions at the classroom level were associated
with student achievement. Findings from multilevel modeling analysis revealed that
variables measuring the five dimensions of the classroom level factors had significant
effects on student achievement in all of the four dependent variables. Overall, combining
all five dimensions explained most of the variance at the classroom level in student
achievement and was found to have a better fit than any alternative model. Similarly, in
the study comparing pre-primary and primary education (Kyriakides & Creemers, 2009),
all five dimensions could be used to identify effects on student achievement in both
language and mathematics and at both phases of schooling. Moreover, by taking into
account the combination of the frequency dimension with other dimensions the explained
variance in student outcomes was increased. In both studies, there are factors which were
found to have no statistically significant effect on student achievement when taking into
account the frequency dimension. For example, although the frequency dimension of
teaching modelling in primary education was not associated with student achievement the
quality dimension was found to have an impact on achievement. This shows that emphasis
should also be placed on the qualitative characteristics of the activities associated with
each effectiveness factor.

Another main assumption of the dynamic model is that the eight teacher factors and
their dimensions are interrelated and therefore can be grouped into various types of teacher
behaviour (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008, 2011). In particular, a longitudinal study
revealed that the factors can be grouped into five developmental stages of teaching skills
(Kyriakides, Creemers & Antoniou, 2009), which move from relatively easy to more

advanced:
Stage 1: Basic elements of direct teaching

Stage 2: Putting aspects of quality in direct teaching and touching on active teaching
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Stage 3: Acquiring quality in active/direct teaching
Stage 4: Differentiation of teaching
Stage 5: Achieving quality and differentiation in teaching using different approaches.

Multilevel modeling analysis was also used to examine whether these stages were
associated with student achievement. Findings showed that students with better outcomes
(both cognitive and affective) had teachers who exhibited more advanced stages of
teaching skills. The results of this study demonstrate the added value of searching for
groupings of factors and their dimensions and provide support to the attempt of the

dynamic model to describe effective teaching in an integrated approach.

245 Summary

Extensive research on school leadership has produced multiple findings on those sets of
behaviours that effective leaders need to exhibit. The Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership
Radius Framework captures those behaviours in a comprehensive model which is
constituted by five leadership styles: Instructional, Participative, Personnel Development,
Entrepreneurial, and Structuring. Moreover, research on school leadership effects on
student outcomes has so far yielded inconsistent findings with most of the evidence
pointing to the indirect effects model. This means that appropriate mediating variables
need to be incorporated in any framework investigating school leadership effects on
student outcomes.

The conceptual framework of the current study incorporates mediating variables both
at the school and classroom levels. At the school level, Academic Optimism of Schools
was found to have a strong influence on student outcomes irrespective of student SES and
background characteristics. This construct consists of three variables, namely academic
emphasis, faculty trust in parents and students, and collective teacher efficacy. At the
classroom level, Instructional Quality as operationalized by the Dynamic Model of
Creemers and Kyriakides was found to have significant effects on student outcomes
irrespective of the subject taught. This classroom level factor consists of eight variables,
namely structuring, orientation, teaching-modeling, questioning, application, classroom as

a learning environment, management of time, assessment. Moreover, each of these
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variables is measured through five measurement dimensions: frequency, stage, focus,
quality, and differentiation.

To date, there is limited evidence that school leadership affects student citizenship
outcomes. This evidence mostly derives from a qualitative European study on the Informal
Learning of Active Citizenship at School. The conceptual framework of this study tries to
build on the existing body of knowledge by investigating both direct and indirect
relationships between School Leadership and Student Citizenship Outcomes (cognitive,
affective and behavioural). School Academic Optimism and Instructional Quality are

hypothesized to have a mediating role in leadership indirect effects.
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CHAPTER 11l

METHODOLOGY

In the previous chapters of this study the research topic and objectives were presented
whereas the theoretical underpinnings of the research were also discussed. The current
chapter is intended to describe the methodology that was used to conduct this research
undertaking. Initially, the research design and sampling procedure are presented followed
by a description of the data collection instruments and the research implementation
procedure. Then, the statistical analysis techniques are discussed and the main assumptions

of the study are outlined.

3.1 Research Design

The current study adopts a quantitative value-added design (Gustaffson, 2010; OECD,
2008). Firstly, a quantitative design was selected since the purpose of the study is to
explore direct and indirect relationships between school leadership and student citizenship
outcomes. These relationships need to be established on the basis of quantitative links
between independent, mediating, and dependent variables. According to Morrison (2007),
quantitative research is seen as a rational, linear process which has been influenced by the
scientific method and positivism. Quantitative researchers try to establish relationships
between variables which can be generalized beyond the location of the project. Towards
this direction, mathematical models and statistical techniques are utilized.

Furthermore, the current study is value-added in that the achievement of a specific
panel of students was followed at two time points in a school year. The term is used to
refer to “a quantitative measure of the relative progress made by pupils in a school over a
particular period of time...in comparison to pupils in other schools in the same sample
after adjusting for varying intake achievement and other background information” (Peng,
Thomas, Yang & Li, 2006, p.137). It is a more valid and a fairer measure of a school’s
performance than raw assessment scores. When students’ prior attainment and background
factors are controlled for in the analysis the schools’ value added contribution can be

estimated (Thomas, Peng & Gray, 2007).
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Value added assessment is more valid in educational effectiveness research since the
final test scores reflect partly the attainment of students when they enter the school (Fitz-
Gibbon, 1995; Kyriakides, 2002). Therefore, there is a need to identify school and
classroom variables which are associated with progress in student achievement rather than
with absolute levels of attainment. Moreover, findings from value added analyses may
provide policy makers with important information that could be utilized to assess the
strengths and weaknesses of the educational system. Nevertheless, it must be pointed out
that sample attrition may occur due to failure on the part of respondents to participate in

the second wave of data collection.

3.2 Sampling Method

The population of this study consists of all middle schools (gymnasia) which are located in
the five cities of the non-occupied part of Cyprus, i.e. Nicosia, Limassol, Larnaca, Paphos,
and Famagusta. The total number of middle schools across Cyprus equals to 65 whereas
the total number of year three classes and students reaches 378 and 8356 respectively.

Multistage sampling was used to select a three-stage sample which would participate
in the main data collection phase. According to this method of sampling, a number of
schools are initially selected, then specific classrooms are chosen within each selected
school and students are finally chosen within each selected classroom (Creemers &
Kyriakides, 2008). Luyten and Sammons (2010) highlight that multistage sampling bears
implications for computing appropriate confidence intervals and performing correct
statistical significance tests. In this case, the interdependence of observations within the
various sampling units is taken into account.

Overall, a multistage sample of 20 middle schools, 114 classes and 1596 students
participated in the current study. For practical reasons, schools across all cities of Cyprus
apart from Paphos were selected. It must also be noted that a number of principals were
reluctant to provide instructional time for the study thus reducing considerably the
available number of schools to be included in the sample. In the case of students, relevant

permission from their parents was secured in order to participate in the study.
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3.3 Data Collection Instruments

The following section presents a description of the instruments which were used in this
study along with existing evidence relating to their validity and reliability. Specifically,
four such instruments were used concerning School Leadership, Student Citizenship

Outcomes, School Academic Optimism and Instructional Quality.

3.3.1 School Leadership Questionnaire

School Leadership was measured using an adaptation of the instrument developed within
the context of the LISA project (Pashiardis, 2014; Pashiardis & Brauckmann, 2008a). The
School Leadership Questionnaire was constructed on the basis of previous research
findings from the Effective Leadership and School Effectiveness literature. The initial
instrument contained 64 items grouped under five leadership styles: the Instructional, the
Participative, the Structuring, the Personnel Development and the Entrepreneurial Styles.

The initial School Leadership Questionnaire was pilot tested within three European
countries, i.e. Hungary, Germany and the UK with a total of 218 teachers participating in
the study. Responses were scored on a numerical scale from 1 to 5, in such a way that a
higher score always represented a higher degree of agreement with a statement. Principal
axis factor analysis resulted in a five factor solution involving 34 items that explained
62.48% of variance. The five factors represented all of the styles that were assumed to be
included in the initial model: a) Instructional Style (with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.78),
b) Participative Style (with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.95), c) Personnel Development Style
(with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.86), d) Entrepreneurial Style (with Cronbach alpha equal
to 0.90), and e) Structuring Style (with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.87). Confirmatory factor
analysis with structural equation modelling was also performed indicating that the model
had a fairly good fit to the data, where y2 (499, N = 218) = 843.58, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.92;
NNFI =0.91; RMSEA = 0.056.

A 48 item version of the school leadership questionnaire was also completed by 1287
teachers in seven European countries (Hungary, Germany, UK, Italy, Slovenia, Norway,
The Netherlands) within the context of the main data collection phase of the LISA project
(Pashiardis, 2014; Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011). Principal axis factor analysis resulted
in a five factor solution involving 35 items that explained 62.43% of variance. The five

factors represented all of the styles that were assumed to be included in the initial model:
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a) Instructional Style (with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.85), b) Participative Style (with
Cronbach alpha equal to 0.92), c) Personnel Development Style (with Cronbach alpha
equal to 0.88), d) Entrepreneurial Style (with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.92), and
e) Structuring Style (with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.89). Confirmatory factor analysis with
structural equation modelling was also performed indicating that leadership constitutes a
second order factor indicated by five first order factors, i.e. the five leadership styles [x2
(532, N =1287) = 2121.47, p <0 .001; CFI = 0.94; NNFI = 0.94; RMSEA =0.049.

Another study provided further support to the validation of the school leadership
questionnaire within the context of Cyprus primary and secondary schools (Pashiardis, et
al., 2011a). Exploratory factor analysis resulted in a five factor solution involving 29 items.
All five leadership styles were represented as follows: a) Instructional Style (Cronbach
alpha equal to 0.91), b) Participative Style (Cronbach alpha equal to 0.86) c) Personnel
Development Style (Cronbach alpha equal to 0.84) d) Entrepreneurial Style (Cronbach
alpha equal to 0.85), and e) Structuring Style (Cronbach alpha equal to 0.82).
Confirmatory factor analysis indicated that leadership is a second order factor indicated by
the five first order leadership styles [x2(370) = 588.6 (p < 0.01), CFI = 0.94, NNFI = 0.94,
RMSEA =0.048].

For the purposes of the current study, a 59 item version of the Pashiardis-
Brauckmann instrument was constructed. Specifically, a number of items were added to
the 48 item version in order to capture aspects of leadership that were not included in the
previous version. For example, a number of items were added representing leadership
behaviours which are likely to enhance student active participation in school affairs.
Overall, all five leadership styles were represented as follows: Instructional Style (items 1
to 10), Participative Style (items 11 to 24), Personnel Development Style (items 25 to 33),
Entrepreneurial Style (items 34 to 45), and Structuring Style (items 46 to 59).

The School Leadership Questionnaire has already been validated in the European and
Cypriot context. Nevertheless, since a more elaborate version was adopted in the current
study a decision was made to test the validity of the questionnaire through a focus group
interview with three middle school teachers. Specifically, the teachers were asked to
complete the questionnaire and mention any difficulties that they encountered in
responding to the statements.

Overall, the teachers seemed to understand the various facets of school leadership
behaviour that the questionnaire was intended to measure. Moreover, they confirmed that

these leadership behaviours are enacted by principals in the context of middle schools.
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However, they also made some recommendations for improving the content of the
instrument. Specifically, they suggested clarifying the meaning of some statements (items
1,5, 8, 39) by including an explanatory addition next to each of these statements.

Firstly, item 1 asks teachers to indicate the extent to which the school principal
“Facilitates and supports programmes and practices which create a positive learning
climate”. It was suggested by teachers to also add “(e.g. European projects or other
activities beyond those offered by the formal curriculum”. This addition seemed to
describe in more detail what “programmes” and “practices” may actually encompass.

With regards to item 5 “Encourages the implementation of instructional methods
which facilitate higher order learning”, it was suggested that an explanation should be
provided as to the meaning of “higher order learning”. To this effect, a decision was made
to add “(that is, the acquisition of skills such as critical thinking and problem solving)”. In
this way, it would be clearer that “higher order learning” alludes to more complex
cognitive processing on behalf of students that goes beyond just remembering facts and
concepts.

The focus group teachers also suggested providing specific examples of what item 8
might entail. This statement referred to what extent the principal “Monitors standards of
teaching and learning throughout the school”. The examples attached to this statement
relate to whether the principal observes lessons or asks teachers to provide him/her with
evidence of their students’ progress.

Finally, it was suggested that item 39 should be amended by including specific
examples. Item 39 referred to what extent the principal “Demonstrates the use of
appropriate and effective techniques for community and parent involvement.” The
examples attached to this statement related to the organisation of parent-teacher meetings
or lectures for parents and the wider community. The final version of the questionnaire
which was used in the main study appears as Appendix A in Greek and Appendix B in
English.

3.3.2 School Academic Optimism Questionnaire

School Academic Optimism was measured using the instrument developed by Hoy and
colleagues (Hoy, Tarter & Hoy, 2006; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Smith & Hoy, 2007; Wu,
Hoy & Tarter, 2013). The specific construct encompasses three variables relating to

academic emphasis, collective efficacy, and faculty trust in parents and students. These
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variables are collective properties of the school and not merely an aggregate of individual
measures. This was also shown using a fully unconditional analysis of variance for the
three variables using hierarchical linear modeling (Hoy, Tarter, & Hoy, 2006). The
analysis indicated that the intraclass correlation coefficients were 0.23 for collective
efficacy, 0.21 for trust in parents and students and 0.24 for academic emphasis. In other
words, the variance which existed between schools was 23% for collective efficacy, 21%
for trust in parent and students and 24% for academic emphasis. The strong intraclass
correlation coefficients suggest a relatively high grouping effect where academic optimism
can be conceived as an important latent school property.

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses demonstrated that academic optimism
constitutes a strong factor consisting of academic emphasis, collective efficacy and faculty
trust in parents and students. For example, Smith and Hoy (2007) used principal axis factor
analysis to find out that academic optimism explained 89.83 percent of the variance.
Moreover, the results showed that collective efficacy loaded on academic optimism at
0.99, faculty trust in clients loaded at 0.94, and academic emphasis loaded at 0.83. Another
study by McGuigan and Hoy (2006) also demonstrated through principal axis factor
analysis that academic optimism is a latent construct composed of three dimensions. The
factor loadings for the construct were 0.96, 0.98 and 0.95 for collective efficacy, academic
emphasis and faculty trust in clients, respectively. Confirmatory factor analysis also
supported the structure of academic optimism (Hoy, Tarter & Hoy, 2006). Specifically,
the chi-square fit statistic was 62.20 (p= 0.135), the root mean square residual (RMSER)
was 0.04 and the comparative fit index (CFI) was equal to 0.99. These indicators suggested
a good fit of the data to the model.

The aforementioned findings indicate that academic optimism is a strong factor
which can be measured by three school properties: academic emphasis, collective efficacy,
and faculty trust in parents and students. The measurement of each of these three properties
will next be addressed. Firstly, academic emphasis of the school was previously assessed
using a subscale of the Organizational Health Inventory (Hoy & Tarter, 1997). The
measure consists of eight Likert items. The items are directed at the group level beliefs of
teachers rather than the individual teacher perceptions. Previous research also
demonstrated the construct validity and reliability of the scale. The reliability of the scale
has been supported with an alpha coefficient of 0.83 (Hoy, Tarter & Hoy, 2006), 0.94
(McGuigan & Hoy, 2006) and 0.89 (Smith & Hoy, 2007).
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Collective efficacy was previously measured using an adaptation of the 12-item short
version of the 21 item collective efficacy scale developed by Goddard et al. (2000).
Goddard (2002) reexamined the initial 21-item collective efficacy scale in order to
construct a more parsimonious version of the scale. Principal axis factor analysis showed
that the 12 item scale explained 64.10% of the total item variance which compared
favourably to the 21 item scale that explained 58.89% of the variance. In addition, the
internal consistency of the 12 item scale (alpha=0.94) was nearly as strong as the 21 item
scale (alpha=0.96). The findings from this study showed that the 12 item scale is more
parsimonious using 43% fewer items than the original. Despite this, the correlation
between the two scales is 0.983 which implies that little has changed from the omission of
43% of the items. Further studies also demonstrate the construct validity and reliability of
the short form of the collective efficacy scale. The scores on the Collective Efficacy Scale
drawn from 41 K-8 schools were used by Goddard and Skrla (2006) to conduct a principal
axis factor analysis. One factor was extracted which explained 59.11% of the total item
variance whereas the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.94. Other studies also showed an alpha
coefficient of 0.91 (Hoy, Tarter & Hoy, 2006), 0.94 (McGuigan & Hoy, 2006) and 0.91
(Smith & Hoy, 2007).

Collective efficacy items are directed at the group level, not the individual level
(Goddard, 2002). For example, the collective efficacy item “Teachers in this school have
what it takes to get the children to learn” is distinct from “I have what it takes to get my
students to learn” in that the former requires a judgment about the whole faculty in contrast
to the latter which requires individual-level judgments. The 12 items included in the
shortened scale refer to the elements of group-teaching competence and task analysis.
Group-teaching competence consists of “judgments about the capabilities that a faculty
brings to a given teaching situation” (Goddard, 2002, p.100) whereas task analysis refers to
“teachers’ beliefs about the level of support provided by the students’ home and the
community” (Goddard, 2002, p.100). Six items from each dimension are included in the
final version of the collective efficacy scale. Three items from each dimension are also
negatively worded.

Faculty trust in parents and students was previously measured using a short version
of the Omnibus Trust Scale (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). The measure consists of ten
Likert items scored on a 6-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

Using a sample of 50 elementary and 97 high schools, Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003),
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found a strong alpha coefficient in both samples, i.e. 0.94. Other studies reconfirmed the
reliability of the scale indicating an alpha coefficient of 0.94 (Hoy, Tarter & Hoy, 2006),
0.96 (McGuigan & Hoy, 2006) and 0.97 (Smith & Hoy, 2007).

Overall, the School Academic Optimism questionnaire consisted of 30 items relating
to the collective beliefs of teachers about student learning. Teachers were asked to indicate
the degree of agreement with the statements provided on a scale of 1 to 5 where 5
represented a higher degree of agreement. The questionnaire items represent all three
dimensions of academic optimism: Collective Teacher Efficacy (items 1-12), Trust in
Students and Parents (items 13-22), and Academic Emphasis (items 23-30). Here, it must
be noted that Item 12 “Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning difficult
for students here” was changed to “The social problems in the community make learning
difficult for students here” in order to suit Cyprus’ context and societal reality.

The specific instrument was also pilot tested in order to assess its quality and make
any likely improvements before using it in the main study. Specifically, the School
Academic Optimism Questionnaire was completed by 211 teachers across a sample of 7
middle schools. In order to test the generalizability of the scale, a one-way analysis of
variance (one-way ANOVA) was conducted. The results of the ANOVA analysis showed
that the data across 29 of the items can be generalized at the school level as for these items
of the questionnaire, the between group variance was higher than the within group variance
(p<0.001). Findings showed that item 1 {F (6,200)=1.885, p=0.085}, was not statistically
significant at the 0.05 level. This item could not be generalized at the school level and
hence was removed from the Academic Optimism scale.

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted in order to examine the inter-correlations
between the academic optimism items. Principal component analysis with a varimax
rotation yielded a two-factor solution involving 26 items with factor loadings above 0.50.
Items 2, 5 and 7 were removed from the analysis due to low communality values. The two—
factor solution (Table 3.1) explained 51.45% of the variance. The first factor comprised 19
items and their Cronbach’s alpha was 0.937 (Table 3.2). The second factor comprised 7
items and the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.875. However, the solution was deemed problematic
since the first factor involved all items that were positively worded whereas the second

factor involved all items that were negatively worded.
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Table 3.1
Exploratory Factor Analysis of School Academic Optimism Pilot Study Data

FACTOR

Items | I Extraction (h?)
Q29 0.829 -0.063 0.515
Q28 0.814 -0.089 0.649
Q30 0.745 0.136 0.437
Q20 0.743 -0.253 0.359
Q19 0.722 0.047 0.663
Q18 0.714 -0.218 0.455
Q14 0.693 -0.139 0.713
Q27 0.683 -0.288 0.480
Ql6 0.682 -0.138 0.429
Q10 0.659 -0.141 0.500
Q15 0.658 -0.207 0.476
Q13 0.652 -0.065 0.485
Q21 0.636 -0.148 0.557
Q24 0.635 0.061 0.524
Q6 0.608 -0.261 0.617
Q25 0.578 -0.465 0.426
Q26 0.553 0.164 0.420
Q23 0.544 -0.373 0.435
Q11 -0.095 0.839 0.407
Q9 -0.056 0.812 0.551
Q4 -0.055 0.804 0.332
Q3 0.081 0.713 0.549
Q12 -0.096 0.686 0.671
Q22 -0.232 0.605 0.691
Q8 -0.156 0.578 0.573
Eigenvalue 9.715 3.662

Variance 33.961 17.493

Cumulative Variance 33.961 51.453




Table 3.2

Reliability Analysis of School Academic Optimism Components

Component Number Items Cronbach’s Alpha
of Items
1 19 6, 10, 13-21, 23-30 0.937
2 7 3,4,8,9,11,12,22 0.875

The aforementioned findings from the exploratory factor analysis suggest that
teachers respond to negative statements in a similar way. It is likely that this negative
wording has resulted in a response bias on behalf of the teachers and a failure to identify
any components related to academic optimism theory. Taking into account these findings,
a decision was made to rephrase these items in a positive way. During this process, it
became obvious that item 12 corresponded to item 10 when it was positively reworded and
thus it was decided to drop the item from the questionnaire.

In addition, item 1 was removed due to lack of generalizability whereas a decision
was made to retain items 2, 5 and 7 in the revised version of the questionnaire.
Specifically, items 2, 5 and 7 involved positive statements of Collective Teacher Efficacy
which had low communality values. However, since most of the negatively worded items
were related to Collective Teacher Efficacy it is likely that they have influenced the
communality values of items 2, 5 and 7. Therefore, in the light of a positive rephrasing of
all questionnaire items it was assumed that their communality values would be increased.
The final version of the questionnaire appears as Appendix C in Greek and as Appendix D
in English.

3.3.3 Instructional Quality Questionnaire

Instructional Quality was measured using a revised version of the student questionnaire
developed by Creemers and Kyriakides (2008). This high—inference instrument consists of
77 items and covers the five dimensions (frequency, stage, focus, quality, differentiation)
of all eight factors (structuring, orientation, questioning, application, teaching-modelling,

management of time, classroom as a learning environment, assessment) of the dynamic
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model at the classroom level. The student questionnaire consists of three parts. Part A
consists of 64 items scored on a five point Likert scale. Students are expected to indicate
the extent to which their teacher behaves in a certain way in the classroom, where option 1
represents “never” and option 5 represents “almost always”. Part B comprises 5 statements
each of which is accompanied by five potential answers. Students in this case are expected
to choose the option which best describes what happens in their classroom. Part C
comprises eight dichotomous statements with a YES/NO option. Specifically, students are
expected to indicate whether a specific situation occurs in their class when their teacher
returns their tests.

The specific questionnaire was chosen to be used for the purposes of this study since
it covers the five dimensions of all eight factors of the dynamic model unlike the two low-
inference instruments also developed by Creemers and Kyriakides (2008) which measure
only a number of these factors. Specifically, one of the aforementioned low-inference
instruments generates data about classroom interaction patterns whereas the second one
refers only to orientation, structuring, teaching-modelling, questioning techniques, and
application. Moreover, the student questionnaire would be more practical and less costly to
use.

Multi-trait multi-method analyses of the data collected in 50 primary schools in
Cyprus supported the use of the student questionnaire as a valid way to measure teacher
behavior in the classroom (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Kyriakides & Creemers, 2008).
Specifically, each of the eight factors was assumed to be measured by the five dimensions
of the dynamic model (traits) and by using four methods of measurement (methods). The
methods involved external observation using the two low-inference and one-high inference
instruments as well as the use of the student high-inference questionnaire. The findings
showed that the proportion of the trait variance was generally high and method variance
quite low. This shows that the methods had a weak influence on the measures. Moreover,
no consistent method bias across traits or within traits was identified. The aforementioned
findings suggest that all measurement methods would be valid and reliable ways to collect
data about instructional quality. Similarly, another study in higher education showed that
students can reliably rate teaching quality of courses taught at the University of Cyprus and
the University of Auckland (Macpherson, Pashiardis & Frielick, 2000).

The validity of the framework used to measure each effectiveness factor of the
dynamic model at the classroom level has been demonstrated by a number of studies. In

the previously mentioned study of Creemers and Kyriakides (2008), support was provided
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for the construct validity of the five measurement dimensions of most effectiveness factors.
Only a few exceptions were noted revealing the difficulty of defining the dimensions of
quality. In the case of “Questioning”, aspects of quality were found to constitute two
separate factors. Also, in the case of “Teaching-Modelling”, the dimensions of quality and
differentiation were found to belong to the same factor. In addition, it was found that
“Classroom as a learning environment” should be treated as two interrelated overarching
factors that concern relations among students and relations between the teacher and
students. The measurement framework of the classroom factors was also affirmed in the
context of pre-primary schools in Cyprus (Kyriakides & Creemers, 2009). Confirmatory
factor analysis with structural equation modelling supported the use of a five factor model
for each classroom factor representing the five measurement dimensions. Findings also
showed that the criteria fit values for a one-factor model fell outside the accepted
guidelines for model fit. This finding indicates that all dimensions of each factor cannot be
treated as a single factor.

In relation to the Instructional Quality questionnaire, no pilot study was conducted
since it was deemed to have been extensively tested in Cyprus in previous studies and
therefore would not need to be subjected to further validation control. However, a number
of items were removed so that the instrument would respond better to the context of Civic
Education teaching in Cyprus. Specifically, the revised Part A comprised 55 items and Part
B comprised 3 items whereas Part 3 was not included at all. The items which were
removed were related to the factors of Teaching-Modelling and Assessment. Firstly, all
items concerning Teaching-Modelling were not retained since the content of the subject of
Citizenship Education — and especially within the short time which is taught — does not
offer any opportunities for teaching specific strategies to students. Moreover, items relating
to formal aspects of Assessment were not retained since students are generally tested
through a single test which is administered towards the end of the term, thus providing no
substantial variation to the functioning of these items. The final Instructional Quality
questionnaire appears as Appendix E in Greek. The English version of the questionnaire
can be found in Creemers and Kyriakides (2012), Appendix 10.1. The Appendix F of this
study presents a table which depicts how the items of the Greek version correspond to the
English version items found in Creemers and Kyriakides (2012). A translation of the items

not found in the previous source is also provided.
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3.3.4 Student Citizenship Outcomes Test

Student citizenship outcomes were measured through a criterion-reference test which had
been specifically constructed for the purposes of this research. According to Kyriakides
(2002, p. 811) “criterion-reference tests are more appropriate than norm-referenced tests
for relating achievement to what a pupil should know and for testing competence rather
than general ability”. In the current section, a description of the test construction is

provided followed by the findings from the pilot test of the instrument.

Construction of the Test

The items included in the test were aligned to the curriculum that is currently operative in
Cyprus middle schools. Some of the items included in CIVED were also utilized for the
construction of this test. Furthermore, the development of the test was informed by
individual interviews with three civic education teachers and the general inspector of the
specific subject. During the interviews they were asked to express their views on the
meaning of citizenship, the objectives of the specific subject, the content domains
emphasized during the actual lessons, and the forms of student assessment used. After the
development of the test, another three civic education teachers and four university tutors
were asked to comment on the language used as well as on the relevance of the items used.
Based on their comments, amendments were made prior to the administration of the test to
students during the pilot study.

Overall, the initial test consisted of 44 items which measured cognitive, affective and
behavioural dimensions of student achievement across three main content domains: i)
fundamental civic concepts and principles, ii) the individual as citizen of the country, and
iii) the individual as citizen of the world (see table 3.3). The number of items across each
content domain and across each dimension of student learning reflected the emphases
placed in the actual practice of teaching Citizenship Education.

The first part of the test consisted of 10 multiple choice questions, 4 completion
statements, 5 true/false statements and 17 short answer questions. The second part of the
test consists of two sections. The first section asked students to indicate their degree of
agreement with 13 statements on a five point Likert scale, where 1 represents “Completely
Disagree” and 5 represents “Completely Agree”. The second section asked students to
indicate how often they engage in 18 specific situations on a five point Likert scale, where

1 represents “Never” and 5 represents “Almost always”.
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Table 3.3

Initial Student Citizenship Outcomes Assessment Framework

STUDENT CITIZENSHIP OUTCOMES
CONTENT Cognitive Affective Behavioural TOTAL
DOMAINS
Fundamental | A.l. A.19. A.20. 20
Civic A2, A.26. A22.
Conceptsand | &-11-A A27. B.2.(1,2,3,4,5,6)
Principles Al2(BA) | A28, B.2.(9,10,11,12,13,14,15)
A.13. B.1.(1,6,9)
A.l4. B.1.(7.8)
A3,
AS.
A.15.
A.18.
The A9. A.23. B.2.(7,8) 15
Individual as | A-11.(A.B) | A.24.
Citizen of the | A1LT- A.29.
Country A12.A. B.1(2,3,4,5)
A.12.T.
A4,
A.10.
A.l6.
A7,
A.21.
The A.6. A.25. B.2. (16,17) 9
Individual as | A-S. B.1.(10,11) B.2. (18)
Citizen of A.12.E. B.1. (12,13)
the World AT
TOTAL 24 13 7 44
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The initial test also consisted of a third part which was intended to collect student
background information. This part comprised 13 questions about Student Gender,
Immigrant Status (i.e. Student’s Place of Birth, Mother’s Place of Birth, Father’s Place of
Birth), Socioeconomic Status (i.e. Mother’s Educational Background, Father’s Educational
Background, Mother’s Occupational Background, Father’s Occupational Background,
Number of Books at Home), Student Council Participation as well as aspects of the
students’ Home Environment (i.e. Buying Newspaper at Home, Watching TV, Going out
at Night) which are likely to have an impact on their achievement. This information is
deemed to be important for controlling individual student effects on their final outcomes.

Finally, six alternate test forms (Table 3.4) were created in order to facilitate the
administration procedure. Since only 40 minutes were available for the administration of
the test it was deemed that this kind of assessment would increase the degree of content
coverage. Each of the test forms involved 20 items with a core of items being in common
with the rest of the test forms. Specifically, the items were distributed across each of the
test forms in such a way so that at each pair of test forms shared at least 10% of the total
number of items. Moreover, at least 10% was common in relation to each content domain,

open questions, closed questions and Likert scale items.

Pilot Study Findings

A number of methods were employed to assess the practicality and validity of the test. For
this purpose, the test was administered to a small sample of year three students followed by
an interview on their answers. Specifically, the sample was constituted by six students each
one of which was asked to complete a different test form. Apart from students, expert
judgment was sought by three Civic Education teachers and the three members of the
Steering Committee of the specific study.

Firstly, the pilot administration of the test to students yielded a number of significant
findings. Students needed an average time of fifty minutes to complete the test. The issue
of time, however, is important in that schools are not very willing to provide instructional
periods for research purposes. For the main study, it seemed to be more feasible to secure
only an instructional period of 40 minutes for the test administration. In total, schools
would be asked for their permission for three instructional periods, two for the pre-test and
post-test administration and one for the completion of the Instructional Quality
Questionnaire. Thus, the test would have to be adjusted so that the completion time would

not exceed a single instructional period.
99



Table 3.4

Distribution of Items Across Alternate Test Forms

TEST FORMS
A B C D E F

Al A2. A.12.B. A2. Al A.12.B.

A12.A. A12.A.
A3, A3, A3, A5, A5, A5,
A9, A12.A. A12A. A9, A12T. A12T.
A4 A4 A10. A10. A10. A4
A.12.E. A6. A.12.E. A6. AS. AS.
AT AT A7 A7 AT AT
A1LA. A.14. A.13. A13. A1LA. A14.
A15. A.15. A. 15. A. 18. A. 18. A. 18.
A.19. A. 28. A27. A. 19. A27. A.26.
A.20. A22. A22. A22. A.20. A.20.
A1LA. A1LT. A1LA. A1LT. A1LA. A1LA.
A.11B. A.11.B. A.11.B. A.11.B.
A.16. A2l A.16. A7 A2l A7
A.24. A.24. A23. A23. A.20. A.20.
A.25. A.25. A25. A25. A.25. A.25.
B.1. (1,6,9) B.1.(7.8) B.1. (1,6,9) B.1. (7.8) B.1. (7,8) B.1. (1,6,9)
B.1(2,3,4,5) B.1(2,3,4,5) B.1(2,3,4,5) B.1(2,3,4,5) B.1(2,3,4,5) B.1(2,3,4,5)
B.1. (10,11) B.1. (10,11) B.1. (12,13) B.1. (12,13) B.1. (10,11) B.1. (12,13)
B.2.(12,3456) | B.2.(9,10,11,12,13,14,15) | B.2.(1,2,345,6) | B.2.(9,10,11,12,13,14,15) | B.2.(1,2,3,456) | B.2.(9,10,11,12,13,14,15)
B.2. (7.8) B.2. (7.8) B.2. (7,8) B.2. (7.8) B.2.(7.8) B.2. (7.8)
B.2. (18) B.2.(16,17) B.2. (18) B.2. (16,17) B.2. (18) B.2. (16,17)
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The issue of time was resolved by the exclusion of a number of items (items Al9,
A20, A22, A23-A29) from the final test. Specifically, these items were intended to
measure affective and behavioural outcomes. Students seemed to have a difficulty in
responding to these items. At first, they skipped the questions providing no answer to most
of them. On further encouragement on behalf of the administrator they completed the
questions, yet the time taken was relatively long. During the interview, all students
mentioned that these items were more difficult to respond to since they include a
dilemmatic situation that takes time to read, think about and write down their answer.
Taking into account the shortage of the time for the test administration, as well as the
difficulty in responding to these scenarios, a decision was made to drop them from the final
test. This decision was corroborated by the Civic Education teachers as well as by one of
the experts of the Steering Committee. The teachers confirmed that these items would be
too challenging for their students whereas the Steering Committee expert supported that
the format of the items might risk the unidimensionality of Affective and Behavioural
Outcomes during the main study analysis.

Furthermore, items A5 and A15 were both intended to measure the same cognitive
criterion however with a different format. Item A5 was a multiple choice question whereas
item A15 was an open ended question. The purpose was to retain the item that would
function in a better way. With respect to students, they tended to answer only part of the
open ended question ignoring the part that asks them to explain their answer. Moreover,
expert opinion favoured the multiple choice item in that a more consistent approach would
be adopted when grading the tests. On the contrary, the open ended item would yield
answers that might make the grading more difficult. As a result, a decision was made to
drop item A15 from the final test.

Item Al was also found to bear specific weaknesses in its function. This item had a
multiple choice format which included the following question: “Which of the following
articulates accurately what laws are?” Four options were provided however none of them
entailed a definition of what laws are. Instead they described the conditions under which
laws are made and their functions. This dysfunction was brought up by one of the teachers
suggesting that the question could be rephrased as follows: “Which of the following
statements is accurate about laws?” This suggestion was incorporated in the final version
of the test. Beyond the question, one of the alternative options seemed to have been

problematic. Specifically, one of the students who completed this item selected the first
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distractor, i.e. “Laws function in favour of the government”. This student explained that
the specific option was selected since laws function in support to the work of the President
and the Ministers. Whereas this distractor was used in a negative way to imply a
democratic deficit in laws, it is very likely that it can be misinterpreted to imply the
positive effects of laws on the government functions. The Civic Education teachers also
agreed that the specific distractor is misleading suggesting that it should be replaced.
A new alternative was thus used as follows: “Laws impede the exercise of critique against
the government”.

Furthermore, item A1l seemed to cause some kind of confusion to two students (out
of the four students) who completed this question. Specifically, the question asked
students to complete the number of Greek Members of the Parliament (A11.A) and the
time period of their tenure (A11.B). According to these students, the “Greek” Members of
the Parliament were taken to imply citizens who live in Greece. Thus, a distinction needed
to be made between Greeks living in Greece and Greeks living in Cyprus replacing the
specific word with “Greek Cypriot”.

During the interviews with the teachers, further suggestions were made to improve a
number of items. Specifically, item 5 included the phrase “A state is constituted by two
smaller states” which could cause confusion to a larger sample of students and was
suggested to become “A state is constituted by two smaller regions”. In addition, the first
distractor of Item 6 “To secure trade between countries” was deemed to be ambiguous
suggesting that it should be made more specific and clear. The aforementioned distractor
was thus revised as follows: “To monitor the commercial deals between countries”.

Moreover, one of the members of the Steering Committee suggested that a better
distractor should be used for option D of Item 10. Option D, i.e. “The Military Court”
seemed to be quite obvious to students that this is not the answer and in fact during the
pilot administration no student selected this alternative. As a result, “The Military Court”
was replaced by “The Commercial Court”. No commercial court exists in Cyprus
nevertheless its label is directly related to the content of the case described in the question.

With respect to Likert scale items, a number of weaknesses were identified in the
behavioural part of the test. This part of the test asked students to indicate on a scale of 1
to 5 how often the statement described occurs. Students identified two items that needed to
be revised, i.e. items B2 and B16. Initially, two out of the three students who completed

B2 made an important comment for its improvement. Item B2 was phrased as follows: “I
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follow the news (either on TV or in the newspaper or on the radio).” These students
mentioned that they also read the news on various internet sites. Thus, this source of news
was added as follows: “I follow the news (either on TV or in the newspaper or on the radio
or on the internet).” Thus, more contemporary trends in following the news were taken
into account. In addition, one out of three students who completed item B16 (“The
European Union is something distant to me”) commented on its ambiguity which led her to
a difficulty in providing an accurate answer. More specifically, the meaning of the word
“distant” seems to involve a number of different interpretations. As a result, a more
specific EU related item was used to replace it as follows: “I keep myself up to date about
the developments concerning the European Union”.

Both groups of experts agreed that the aforementioned revisions should be made.
Moreover, one of the Steering Committee members suggested that two of the behavioural
items, i.e. Items B7 and B8 (“I know the history of my country” and “I would prefer to live
permanently in another country”) should be revised since they seem to measure knowledge
and attitudes rather than behaviours which is the intended purpose of this part of the test.
To this effect, these items were changed as follows: “I seek to learn about the history of my
country” and “I make known through conversations the achievements of my country
(=what my country has achieved)”.

Based on the findings from the pilot study, the initial specification framework was
amended (see table 3.5). Overall, the number of total items was reduced from 44 to 33
whereas improvements were also made to individual items. These items were also
distributed to six alternate forms (table 3.6) so that each pair of test forms shares at least
10% of the total items, as well as at least 10% of the items in relation to each content
domain, open questions, closed questions and Likert scale items.

Finally, the pilot study yielded a significant input with regards to the collection of
student background information. Specifically, one of the members of the Steering
Committee suggested making an addition to the final two questions (i.e. 12 and 13). These
questions asked students to provide the occupation of their mother and father respectively.
The addition concerned a complementary statement inviting students to provide as many
details they are aware of about their parents’ occupations so that these occupations could
be grouped more accurately into the appropriate categories and therefore aid the analyses
that were to follow. The final Citizenship Education test is provided as Appendix G in

Greek and as Appendix H in English.
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Table 3.5

Final Student Citizenship Outcomes Assessment Framework

STUDENT CITIZENSHIP OUTCOMES

CONTENT Cognitive Affective Behavioural TOTAL
DOMAINS
Fundamental Al B.1.(1,6,9) B.2.(1,2,3,4,5,6) 13
Civic A2. B.1.(7,8) B.2.(9,10,11,12,13,14,15)
Concepts and A3.
Principles AS.
A.11.A.
A.12.(B,A)
A.13.
A.14.
A.17.
The A4, B.1(2,3,4,5) B.2. (7,8) 12

Individual as A9.
Citizen of the | 410

Country A1L(A.B)
Al1l1T.
A.12.A.
A.12T.
A.15.
A.16.
A.18.
The A6, B.1. (10.11) B.2. (16.17) 8
Individual as | A.7. B.1. (12,13) B.2. (18)
Citizen of A8.
the World A12E.
TOTAL 23 5 5 33
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Table 3.6

Final Distribution of Items Across Alternate Test Forms

TEST FORMS

A B C D E F
Al A2. A2 Al Al A2.
A12.B. A12.B. A12.B. A12.B. A12.B. A.12.B.
A12.A. A12.A. A12.A. A12.A. A12.A. A12.A.
A3. A3. A3, A5, AS. AS.
AD. A.12.A. A12.A. A9, A12T. A.12T.
A4 A4 A.10. A.10. A.10. A4
A.12.E. A6, A12E. A6, AS. AS.
AT AT AT AT A7 A7
A1LA. A.l4. A13. A13. A1LA. A.14.
A7 A7 A 17 A 17 A7 A 17
A1LA. AILT. A1LA. AL, AlLA. A1LA.
A.11.B. A.11.B. A.11.B. A.11.B.
A.15. A.18. A.16. A.15. A.18. A.16.
B.1. (1,6,9) B.1. (7.8) B.1. (1,6,9) B.1. (7,8) B.1. (7,8) B.1. (1,6,9)
B.1(2,3,45) B.1(2,3,45) B.1(2,345) B.1(2,345) B.1(2,345) B.1(2,3,45)
B.1. (10,11) B.1. (10,11) B.1. (12,13) B.1. (12,13) B.1. (10,11) B.1. (12,13)
B.2.(123456) | B2.(9,10,11,12,13,14,15) | B.2.(1,2,3456) | B.2.(9,10,11,12,13,14,15) | B.2.(1,2,3,456) | B.2.(9,10,11,12,13,14,15)
B.2. (7,8) B.2. (7,8) B.2. (7,8) B.2. (7,8) B.2. (7,8) B.2. (7,8)
B.2. (18) B.2. (16,17) B.2. (18) B.2. (16,17) B.2. (18) B.2. (16,17)
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3.4 Data Collection Procedure

The collection of the data of the main study was completed in three phases (table 3.7). In

the first phase, the main aim was to collect data on Student Citizenship Outcomes by

administering the constructed test to the selected sample of students. The initial measure of

student achievement was important in providing a baseline score against which student

gains would be estimated. Data relating to Student Background were also collected. The

data collection was carried out at the beginning of the second term (i.e. in January 2011) of

the school year 2010-2011 since the subject of Citizenship Education is taught during the

specific period. A letter was sent to parents prior to the collection of the data so as to

obtain their written consent for the participation of their children in the study. Students

were provided with an instructional period of fourty minutes to complete the test.

Table 3.7

Main Phases of the Data Collection Procedure

PHASE ACTIVITIES TIME PERIOD
1 Initial administration of Citizenship Education Test | January 2011
(including the Student Background Information part)
2 1. Administration of School Leadership and School | March 2011
Academic Optimism Questionnaires
2. Administration ~ of  Instructional Quality
Questionnaire
3. Collection of Contextual School Level Data
3 Final administration of Citizenship Education Test | May 2011

(including the Student Background Information part)

In phase 2, data were collected with respect to the other three main variables that this

study was intended to measure, i.e. Instructional Quality, School leadership, and School

Academic Optimism. The data collection was carried out in the middle of the second term,
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i.e. during March 2011. Specifically, students were administered and asked to complete the
Instructional Quality Questionnaire. For this purpose a teaching period of fourty minutes
was provided by the school administration. Moreover, teachers were asked to complete the
School Leadership and School Academic Optimism Questionnaires. At this stage,
contextual school level data were also collected during a short meeting with the principal.
These data concerned the school size (i.e. number of students), as well as the principals’
experience in the specific post and their educational background in school leadership.

In phase 3, Citizenship Education tests were readministered to the initial sample of
students. The data collection was conducted at the end of the school year 2010-2011 (i.e.
May 2011) in order to measure the final achievement of students in Citizenship Education.
The part concerning Student Background Information was also readministered to students
in order to assess the reliability of their initial answers as well as acquire information on

variables that were missing during the first administration.

3.5  Statistical Analysis Techniques

The analysis of the data which were collected involved a number of statistical techniques
that were deemed appropriate to use at various stages. Firstly, a generalizability test was
conducted in relation to the individual items of Instructional Quality, School Leadership
and School Academic Optimism in order to assess whether item scores can be aggregated
at the classroom or school level respectively. To this effect, a one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) (Field, 2013) was conducted using the statistical package SPSS 18.0. All those
items that had a between group variance which was higher than the within group variance
and at a statistically significant level (p<0.05) were retained and aggregated at the
appropriate level of analysis.

Further analyses involved the conduct of exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses. Exploratory factor analysis is generally conducted in order to uncover the
underlying structure of the investigated variables as well as reduce the number of items
into a more manageable size while retaining as much of the original information (Field,
2013). The specific technique is conducted in the early stages of research in order to
consolidate variables and produce hypotheses about underlying processes (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013). In the case of the current study, exploratory factor analysis was utilized to
identify the inter-correlations between the various items of each of the three scales (i.e.

Instructional Quality, School Leadership, and School Academic Optimism scales) and drop
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any irrelevant items. It was mainly used to clarify the initial structure of the main variables
of the study and assist in the subsequent process of confirming this structure. For the
purposes of exploratory factor analysis SPSS 18.0 was used. The Kaiser rule to drop all
components with eigenvalues under 1.0 was used. However, the whole process was also
driven by the criterion of comprehensibility emerging from existing theory.

Confirmatory factor analysis was then conducted in order to confirm the factor
structure which emerged from the exploratory factor analysis. According to Tabachnick
and Fidell (2013), confirmatory factor analysis is used in the advanced stages of research
in order to test a theory about latent processes. To this effect, Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM) was performed using the statistical package EQS 6.1. A number of goodness of fit
indices were used to assess the extent to which the data fit the models tested. Specifically,
the Scaled and Normed Chi-Square, Bentler’s (1990) Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Brown & Mels, 1990; Kline, 2005)
were estimated.

The Chi-Square value is an inferential index used to assess the magnitude of
discrepancy between the observed and model covariance matrices (Kline, 2005;
Marcoulides & Kyriakides, 2010). A good model fit would provide an insignificant result
at the 0.05 probability level. This index, however, is sensitive to large sample sizes and
there is a tendency to reject the proposed models even though the differences between the
observed and predicted models are slight. To reduce this sensitivity of the chi-square to
sample size, researchers divide its value by the degrees of freedom (Normed Chi-Square).
However, there are no clear guidelines regarding acceptable values of this ratio with values
of 2.0, 3.0 or even 5.0 being recommended as indicating reasonable fit (Bollen, 1989). In
this study, values less than 2.0 were considered to be acceptable. However, even this ratio
does not correct completely for the influence of sample size that is why further fit indices
have been described to assess model fit. The CFl is an incremental index which is used to
assess the improvement in fit of the researchers’s model compared to the baseline model,
also called the null model. CFI values greater than 0.90 and close to 1 are considered to
indicate a reasonably well-fitting model (Kline, 2005). The RMSEA considers the error of
approximation in the population with values less than 0.05 indicating a good model fit.
Confidence intervals are also used to assess the precision of the RMSEA estimates.
Specifically, a 90% confidence interval is used where the left endpoint should be smaller

than 0.05 and with the interval not being excessively wide (Kline, 2005; Marcoulides &
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Kyriakides, 2010).

Rasch modelling (Rasch, 1960) was also used to validate the Civic Education test.
This is the simplest form of Item Response Theory (IRT) models and it is sometimes
referred to as a one-parameter IRT model. Rasch analysis provide estimates of person
ability and item difficulty along the same continuum. These estimates are expressed on a
common interval scale called the logit scale (Andrich, 1978). According to Andrich (2002,
p. 119),

“the model can be used to locate items empirically on a continuum of achievement to
produce evidence as to where there might be problems in operating tasks, clues as to
where to focus in understanding students’ problems with concepts, and clues for
constructing and improving marking key for both dichotomously and polytomously
scored items”.
A fundamental assumption underlying Rasch modeling is unidimensionality. This means
that a single construct is underlying the items that form a hierarchical continuum (Bond &
Fox, 2007). In the current study, it was assumed that cognitive, affective, and behavioural
student outcomes constituted three distinct dimensions of citizenship outcomes. Thus,
Rasch analysis was used with Quest 2.1 (Adams & Khoo, 1996) to assess the validity of
this assumption using item and person fit statistics.

Two types of fit statistics were used to test whether the data fit the model: the infit and
outfit mean square and standardized statistics (Linacre, 2002). The infit statistic is an
information-weighted sum. It is inlier sensitive in that it is dominated by unexpected
inlying patterns among informative, targeted observations. Outfit is outlier sensitive since
it is dominated by unexpected outlying, off-target observations. Mean square fit statistics
show the amount of distortion of the measurement system with expected values being close
to 1.0. Values less than 1.0 indicate that observations are too predictable whereas values
more than 1.0 indicate unpredictability. The standardized fit statistics are derived from the
conversion of the mean square statistics to the normally distributed z-standardized ones.
Their expected values are close to 0. Values less than 0 indicate that observations are too
predictable whereas values more than 0 indicate lack of predictability. Generally, outfit
problems are less of a threat to the validity of measurement but are easier to manage than
infit problems.

The SEM and Rasch analyses enabled the estimation of descriptive statistics for the
variables of the study at the student, classroom and school levels. Descriptive statistics
involved frequencies, central tendencies, standard deviations and measures of skewness
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and kurtosis (Field, 2013). These statistics allow us to acquire a picture of the level and
variability of each of the variables as well as assess the degree of normality of the data.
The statistical package SPSS 18.0 was used to calculate the aforementioned descriptive
statistics.

At a next stage, inferential statistical techniques were used in order to explore the
relationships among the study variables. Firstly, the analysis of the data involved the
development and assessment of a variety of different models using multilevel modeling
techniques (Godlstein, 2010; Luyten & Sammons, 2010; Paterson & Goldstein, 1991). This
choice has been based on the acknowledgment of the hierarchical structure of the data
observations included in the specific study. In other words, it is recognized that student
observations are nested within students, students are nested within classrooms and that
classrooms are nested within schools.

According to Creemers and Kyriakides (2008, p.32), “single-level analyses require
the researcher to assume incorrectly that individuals within similar subunits share no
common characteristics. Such an approach leads to the possibility of biased regression
coefficients and associated standard errors.” On the contrary, multilevel modeling enables
the partitioning of the outcome variables’ variance into different levels and thus produces
more accurate explanations and results. In addition, aggregated data to the group level
yield unreliable estimates and high collinearity among predictors (Paterson, & Goldstein,
1991; Goldstein, 2010). On the contrary, if regression relationships are allowed to vary
among groups then we can see where effects occur and understand how they occur. On the
whole, multilevel modeling “allows statistical analysis to be more flexible in that it can
respect the multiple groupings of society-incorporating both explanatory processes and
random variation at several levels” (Paterson, & Goldstein, 1991, p. 391).

Beyond multilevel analysis, multiple linear regression (Field, 2013) was used to
identify the relationship between school level variables. Specifically, the main purpose was
to identify the relationship between a set of explanatory variables (i.e. School Leadership
and Contextual School Level variables) and a dependent variable (i.e. School Academic
Optimism). The specific analysis is carried out at a single level and therefore it was
deemed to be appropriate to use in this case. In fact, both the dependent and explanatory
variables lie at the school level. Although not directly related to how school leadership
affects student achievement, the analysis was considered to be important in identifying the

extent to which leadership influence can spread.
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3.6 Assumptions

A number of theoretical and methodological assumptions permeate the design of this

study:

a)

b)

d)

School Leadership effects on Student Citizenship Outcomes can be depicted in a
tangible, quantifiable manner. This assumption is mainly reflected in the quantitative
nature of this study.

School Leadership is an attribute which is dependent on teachers’ perceptions. Other
measures of school leadership could have been obtained through the perceptions of
other school stakeholders, such as students and parents, or even the principals
themselves. However, teachers are more likely to have a complete picture of the
principal’s actions and behaviours in comparison to students and parents whereas self-
reports by the principals would probably lead to an overestimation of their ability and
thus produce unreliable findings.

Student Citizenship Outcomes represent in this case a measure of school effectiveness.
The specific indicator has been chosen due to the growing importance attached to the
concept of citizenship at an international level. Even so, it is acknowledged that the
subject of Citizenship Education as a separate discipline is still underemphasized when
compared to primary subjects such as Language and Mathematics.

Cognitive, Affective, and Behavioural Outcomes represent three distinct,
unidimensional components of Student Citizenship Outcomes.

The school is viewed as a place structured in multiple levels. Units within similar
levels are considered to share similar characteristics, such as students within a specific
classroom or classrooms within specific schools. This assumption has implications on
the use of multistage sampling and multilevel analysis for conducting the specific

study.

3.7 Summary

The current study seeks to identify direct and indirect relationships between School

Leadership and Student Citizenship Outcomes. A quantitative value-added design was

deemed to be most appropriate for addressing the main purpose of the study. A quantitative

design is founded on the positivist tradition and permits researchers to quantify the

relationships between independent, mediating and dependent variables. Moreover, the
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value-added dimension enables the assessment of student progress rather than relying on
absolute achievement and thus constitutes a more valid and fairer measure of school
effectiveness.

The population of the current study is constituted by all middle schools located in the
free areas of Cyprus. Multistage sampling was conducted in order to select a three stage
sample of 20 middle schools, 114 year three classes and 1596 year three students. Four
instruments were used to carry out the collection of the data. Firstly, a revised version of
the Pashiardis and Brauckmann (2008a) questionnaire was used to measure School
Leadership styles. Furthermore, School Academic Optimism was measured through the
instrument developed by Hoy et al. (2006, 2007) whereas Instructional quality was
assessed through the student questionnaire developed by Creemers and Kyriakides (2008).
Finally, Student Citizenship Outcomes were measured through a test which was
specifically developed for the purposes of this study. All instruments were validated
through a small scale pilot study apart from the Instructional Quality questionnaire which
has been extensively used and validated in the Cypriot context.

The data collection procedure included three main phases. During the first phase, the
first wave of student achievement data was collected through the administration of the
Citizenship Education test. The second phase involved the collection of the data relating to
the other three main variables (i.e. School Leadership, School Academic Optimism, and
Instructional Quality) as well as to contextual school level data. The third phase involved
the collection of the second wave data on Student Citizenship Outcomes through the
readministration of the Civic Education test. The analysis of the data collected was
conducted through statistical techniques such as exploratory and confirmatory factor

analyses, Rasch analysis, multilevel modeling and multiple linear regression.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

This chapter aims to present the findings of the study and address the research questions
that were set. The study sought to identify direct and indirect effects of middle school
leadership on student citizenship outcomes (cognitive, affective, behavioural). In the case
of indirect effects, the mediating role of instructional quality and school academic
optimism was investigated. A series of statistical analyses was conducted in order to
provide an answer to the aforementioned research questions.

Firstly, there was a need to proceed with the validation of the main instruments used
to collect the data. To this effect, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to
determine the generalizability of the items of the questionnaires measuring the independent
variables whereas structural equation modeling was used to examine their construct
validity. Moreover, the face validity findings for each of these questionnaires are
discussed. Rasch measurement models were used to determine the psychometric properties
of the Citizenship Education test. The aforementioned analyses enabled the calculation of
the descriptive statistics for all variables of the study. Finally, multilevel modeling and
single level multiple regression analysis were conducted in order to shed light on the
relationships between the variables and thus provide an answer to the research questions
that were set. The findings that were derived from the aforementioned analyses are

presented in the following sections of this chapter.

4.1 Validation of the Instruments used to Measure the Main Variables of the Study

4.1.1 Validation of the School Leadership Questionnaire and the Pashiardis-
Brauckmann Leadership Radius Framework

The School Leadership Questionnaire was completed by 455 teachers across the whole

sample of the 20 middle schools. Overall, the questionnaire consisted of 59 items

regarding the behavior and practices of their principals at school. Teachers were asked to

indicate the degree of agreement with the statements provided on a scale of 1 to 5 where 5

represented a higher degree of agreement. The content of the items related to the five

leadership styles proposed in the Pashiardis-Brauckmann theoretical framework: the
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Instructional (items 1-10), Participative (items 11-24), Personnel Development (items 25-
33), Entrepreneurial (items 34-45) and Structuring Styles (items 46-59).

Face Validity

After the pilot study, the School Leadership Questionnaire was revised. The revised form
of the questionnaire was reviewed by the three members of the Steering Committee as well
as three middle school teachers in order to assess its face validity. Overall, both groups of
experts and practitioners showed a satisfactory understanding of what the questionnaire

appears to measure.

Generalizability Test

In order to test the generalizability of the Likert scale, a one-way analysis of variance (one-
way ANOVA) was conducted. The results of the ANOVA analysis showed that the data
can be generalized at the school level as for all the items of the questionnaire, the between
group variance was higher than the within group variance (p<0.001). This finding is

important in that it allows us to aggregate scores of all items at the school level.

Construct Validity

The construct validity of the School Leadership Questionnaire was examined by
conducting exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. The exploratory factor analysis
constituted a first step in determining the factor structure of school leadership. Specifically,
the exploratory approach was used to assess which items were inter-correlated and to
establish internal reliability. Then, confirmatory factor analysis was used to confirm that
the items load as predicted on the expected number of factors.

With regards to the exploratory factor analysis, principal components analysis with a
varimax rotation yielded a five-factor solution involving 47 items with factor loadings
above 0.45. The five—factor solution explained 73.73% of the variance. The factor solution
is presented in table 4.1. The five factors extracted were labelled as: (i) Entrepreneurial
Style, (ii) Participative Style, (iii) Instructional Style, (iv) Structuring Style, and (v)
Personnel Development Style. The first factor named Entrepreneurial Style comprised 12
items (with Cronbach’s alpha equal to 0.97) representing leadership practices that promote

the involvement of external actors.
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The second factor named Participative Style comprised 10 items (with Cronbach’s
alpha equal to 0.96) representing leadership practices that promote cooperation and
commitment. It must be noted that items 21 to 24 did not load highly on the Participative
Style and therefore they were removed from the final analysis. Specifically, item 21 is
related to the creation of opportunities for cooperation between teachers. The content of
the item may have been perceived in terms of a separate factor related to the promotion of
teacher collaboration. Items 22 to 24 seem to involve a participative dimension of
leadership mostly related to students.

The third factor named Instructional Style comprised 10 items (with Cronbach’s
alpha equal to 0.95) representing leadership practices that enable the achievement of
instructional objectives. The fourth factor named Structuring Style comprised 7 items
(with Cronbach’s alpha equal to 0.95) representing leadership practices that promote the
establishment and implementation of clear rules. With regards to this factor, items 46-51
and item 59 were removed from the final analysis. Firstly, item 59 had a low communality
value which might be related to the specific wording that was used. This item inquired
whether the principal takes risks for improvement even against the Ministry’s directives.
The specific wording seems to have prevented teachers from indicating a true response
since a matter of obeying the law or relevant regulations is involved. Then, items 46 to 50
refer to what their principal does to create and implement a vision for the school. These
items, however, loaded on the Instructional and Entrepreneurial Styles as well indicating
that other aspects of leadership are also involved. Moreover, item 51 seems to involve
aspects of Instructional leadership as well. This item relates to the principal’s practice of
defining the role and responsibilities of the staff, possibly attaching an additional meaning
of “instruction-related” roles and responsibilities.

Finally, the fifth factor named Personnel Development Style comprised 8 items (with
Cronbach’s alpha equal to 0.94) representing leadership practices that promote the training
and development of teachers. Here, item 25 loaded on the Instructional and Participative
Styles as well. This item is about recognizing exceptional performance of the staff. On the
one hand, this aspect might have been perceived by teachers as a behavior aiming at their
instructional improvement, hence the relation with the Instructional Style. On the other
hand, teachers might have also perceived this aspect as part of a Participative Style

targeting teachers’ commitment. Table 4.2 presents the reliability of items per factor.
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Table 4.1

Exploratory Factor Analysis of School Leadership

FACTOR
Extraction
| I I \Y \Y (h?)

1 0.218 0.375 0.608 0.349 0.100 0.690
2 0.262 0.386 0.646 0.346 0.080 0.761
3 0.244 0.237 0.706 0.163 0.230 0.694
4 0.181 0.388 0.562 0.310 0.100 0.606
5 0.274 0.264 0.683 0.333 0.257 0.788
6 0.304 0.264 0.686 0.214 0.261 0.747
7 0.357 0.325 0.649 0.187 0.148 0.711
8 0.261 0.236 0.640 0.269 0.282 0.686
9 0.319 0.184 0.656 0.228 0.344 0.737
10 0.306 0.324 0.588 0.145 0.364 0.699
11 0.254 0.663 0.388 0.239 0.192 0.749
12 0.185 0.656 0.215 0.185 0.144 0.566
13 0.324 0.614 0.411 0.283 0.160 0.757
14 0.325 0.618 0.399 0.241 0.213 0.750
15 0.349 0.700 0.271 0.229 0.226 0.789
16 0.292 0.690 0.269 0.195 0.292 0.756
17 0.276 0.702 0.287 0.287 0.263 0.804
18 0.291 0.652 0.311 0.225 0.282 0.736
19 0.289 0.653 0.255 0.303 0.337 0.781
20 0.272 0.625 0.207 0.383 0.235 0.710
26 0.289 0.182 0.446 0.227 0.561 0.681
27 0.280 0.382 0.234 0.301 0.632 0.769
28 0.365 0.357 0.341 0.226 0.570 0.752
29 0.381 0.380 0.318 0.258 0.503 0.711
30 0.355 0.192 0.297 0.190 0.653 0.714
31 0.278 0.411 0.140 0.345 0.596 0.740
32 0.411 0.336 0.365 0.140 0.542 0.728
33 0.431 0.263 0.171 0.180 0.484 0.551
34 0.658 0.389 0.205 0.250 0.269 0.761
35 0.674 0.256 0.335 0.188 0.291 0.752
36 0.694 0.230 0.161 0.275 0.210 0.680
37 0.682 0.332 0.249 0.234 0.227 0.744
38 0.661 0.377 0.273 0.227 0.205 0.748
39 0.660 0.228 0.332 0.323 0.204 0.744
40 0.688 0.259 0.378 0.248 0.220 0.794
41 0.656 0.183 0.299 0.206 0.324 0.701
42 0.713 0.183 0.297 0.230 0.284 0.763
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FACTOR

Extraction
| I 1 v V (h?)

43 0.559 0.341 0.311 0.435 0.207 0.758
44 0.614 0.396 0.261 0.360 0.198 0.771
45 0.564 0.437 0.299 0.377 0.190 0.776
52 0.335 0.297 0.409 0.585 0.235 0.765
53 0.284 0.203 0.350 0.671 0.223 0.743
54 0.305 0.264 0.317 0.618 0.325 0.751
55 0.352 0.342 0.247 0.685 0.173 0.801
56 0.335 0.344 0.281 0.675 0.166 0.793
57 0.285 0.385 0.255 0.686 0.233 0.819
58 0.333 0.306 0.320 0.676 0.258 0.830

Eigenvalues 29.070 1.719 1.525 1.319 1.021

Percentage 61.851 3.658 3.245 2.807 2.171

of VVariance

Explained

Cumulative  61.851 65.508 68.753 71.560 73.732

Percentage

of Variance

Explained

Table 4.2

Reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of Items per Factor of School Leadership

FACTOR ITEMS CRONBACH’S ALPHA

Entrepreneurial Style 34-45 0.966

Participative Style 11-20 0.960

Instructional Style 1-10 0.949

Structuring Style 52-58 0.952

Personnel Development Style 26-33 0.936

According to the Exploratory Factor Analysis, the first factor (Entrepreneurial Style)
seems to explain most of the variance in School Leadership. This highlights the increasing
importance of adopting an entrepreneurial dimension in leadership when compared with

other aspects of leadership. One could therefore argue that leadership constitutes a
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unidimensional construct. However, the other leadership styles could not be neglected
since they altogether seem to explain over 10% of the variance. Instead, a decision was
made to examine the case of a single leadership factor when conducting the confirmatory
factor analysis in the next steps of establishing the construct validity of School Leadership.

Therefore, based on the findings of the Exploratory Factor Analysis, structural
equation modeling was used to examine the construct validity of three alternative models.
The analyses were conducted using the EQS program (Bentler, 1995) with maximum
likelihood methods (ML) being used to estimate each model. Moreover, multiple fit
indices were used to assess the extent of data fit to the models tested. Specifically, the
scaled and normed chi-square, the Comparative Fit Index (CFl), and the Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were examined.

The first model (Model 1) hypothesized that: 1) the 47 school leadership variables
could be explained by five first order factors representing each of the five leadership styles,
i.e. the Instructional, Participative, Personnel Development, Entrepreneurial, and
Structuring styles 2) each variable would have a nonzero loading on the factor it was
supposed to measure and zero loadings on all other factors 3) the five factors would be
correlated 4) measurement errors would be uncorrelated.

The findings of the CFA analysis showed that although the scaled chi-square was
statistically significant (X?=2211, df=991, p<0.001) and the X?/df ratio was over 2, the
RMSEA (0.052) and CFI (0.946) met the criteria for acceptable level of fit. However, it
must be noted that pairs of error variances were allowed to covary in order to improve the
fit of the model. In addition, the correlations between the five leadership styles were high
(over 0.8) suggesting the need to examine a second order factor structure for school
leadership or even a simpler one factor model.

According to Model 2, the five first order factors regressed on a second order factor,
representing the general construct of School Leadership. The findings of the CFA showed
that although the scaled chi-square was statistically significant (X? =2230, df=996,
p<0.001) and the X?/df ratio was over 2, the RMSEA (0.052) and CFI (0.945) met the
criteria for acceptable level of fit. However, as in Model 2, a number of error variances
were allowed to covary in order to improve the fit of the model.

A simpler, one-factor model (Model 3) was also tested and compared to Models 1
and 2. The model hypothesized that all observed variables could be explained by a single
factor representing School Leadership. A number of error variances were also allowed to

covary in order to improve the fit of the model. The CFA analysis showed a reasonable
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level of fit. In this case, the scaled chi-square was statistically significant (X* =3001,
df=990, p<0.001), the X?/df ratio reached the value of 3, and the RMSEA (0.067) and CFlI
(0.911) had a fairly satisfactory level of fit.

Comparing the alternative models (see Table 4.3), a decision was made to drop
Model 3 since the fit indices of RMSEA and CFI were less satisfactory than those of
Model 1 and Model 2. According to the SEM findings, models 1 and 2 are the models that
best fit the data. The fit indices of both models are very similar yet a decision was made
to retain model 2. This is mainly due to the fact that model 2 captures more accurately the
proposed Pashiardis-Brauckmann model which supports the existence of a School
Leadership construct composed of five leadership styles. Moreover, the validation of this
model provides support to the use of a more parsimonious measure of school leadership
through the use of the respective second order factor.

Figure 4.1 depicts the second order factor model and presents the parameter
estimates. All parameter estimates were statistically significant (p<0.001). Moreover, it is
important to note that all standardized factor loadings were positive and high. In fact, all
of the standardized values were higher than 0.65. In addition, the factor loadings of all five
first order factors were greater than 0.9. Taking into account the standardized loadings, the
weighted factor scores were generated for each of the five leadership styles and the
Leadership Radius construct. This was done for each school by aggregating at the school
level the factor scores that emerged from the teacher responses to the school leadership

guestionnaire.

Table 4.3
Goodness-of-Fit Indices for School Leadership Structural Equation Models
X ? df X *[df P CFI RMSEA  Range
RMSEA
Model 1 2211 991 2.2 0.001  0.946 0.052 0.049-
(five first order 0.055
factors)
Model 2 2230 996 2.2 0.001  0.945 0.052 0.049-
(one second order 0.055
factor, five first
order factors)
Model 3 3001 990 3 0.001 0.911 0.067 0.064-
(one first order 0.070

factor)
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Figure 4.1 Structural Equation Model for Leadership Radius Framework
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4.1.2 Validation of the School Academic Optimism Questionnaire and the respective
Theoretical Framework

The School Academic Optimism Questionnaire was completed by 455 teachers across the
whole sample of the 20 middle schools. Overall, the questionnaire consisted of 28 items
relating to the collective beliefs of teachers about student learning. Teachers were asked to
indicate the degree of agreement with the statements provided on a scale of 1 to 5 where 5
represented a higher degree of agreement. The questionnaire items represent three
dimensions of academic optimism: Collective Teacher Efficacy (items 1-10), Trust in
Students and Parents (items 11-20), and Academic Emphasis (items 21-28).

Face Validity

After the pilot study, the School Academic Optimism Questionnaire was revised. The
revised form of the questionnaire was reviewed by the three members of the Steering
Committee as well as three middle school teachers in order to assess its face validity.
Overall, both groups of experts and practitioners showed a satisfactory understanding of

what the questionnaire appears to measure.

Generalizability Test

In order to test the generalizability of the Likert scale, a one-way analysis of variance (one-
way ANOVA) was conducted. The results of the ANOVA analysis showed that the data
across 24 of the items can be generalized at the school level as for these items of the
questionnaire, the between group variance was higher than the within group variance
(p<0.05). Findings showed that items 16 {F (19,423)=1.437, p=0.105}, 17 {F(19,421)=
1.562, p=0.062}, 20 {F(19,420)=1.543, p=0.067} and 21 {F(19,419)=1.567, p= 0.061}
were not statistically significant at the 0,05 level. The aforementioned items could not be
generalized at the school level and hence were removed from the Academic Optimism
scale. However, the results allow us to aggregate the scores of the rest of the 24 items at
the school level.

Construct Validity

The construct validity of the School Academic Optimism Questionnaire was examined by
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conducting Confirmatory Factor Analysis. However, in order to aid the specific analysis
exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis were carried out at a first stage. The aim
was to assess which items are inter-correlated and to establish internal reliability.
The aforementioned analyses were carried out for all items constituting each of the
hypothesized factor thus treating each factor as a separate scale.

Firstly, with regards to Collective Teacher Efficacy, principal components analysis
with a varimax rotation yielded a two-factor solution involving 8 items with factor
loadings above 0.70. The two—factor solution explained 64.03% of the variance. The
factor solution is presented in table 4.4. The two factors extracted were labelled as: (i)
Collective Efficacy 1-Task Analysis and (ii) Collective Efficacy 2 — Group Teaching
Competence. The first factor comprised 5 items (with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.84)
representing collective beliefs about student commitment and the environmental support to
their learning. The second factor comprised 3 items (with Cronbach alpha equal to 0.76)
representing collective teacher beliefs about their own capability in bringing about
improvement in student learning. With regards to Collective Teacher Efficacy, it must be
noted that Items 1 and 8 were removed from the final analysis since they double loaded on
both Collective Efficacy 1 and Collective Efficacy 2.

The items relating to Teacher Trust in Students and Parents were next factor analysed
using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. The analysis yielded a one-
factor solution involving 7 items with loadings over 0.70. The one-factor solution
explained 57.89% of the variance. The Cronbach alpha of the items representing Teacher
Trust in Students and Parents is equal to 0.88. The factor solution is presented in table 4.5

Next, the Academic Emphasis items were factor analysed using principal
components analysis with a varimax rotation. The analysis yielded a one-factor solution
involving 5 items with factor loadings over 0.70. Items 23 and 24 were not included in the
final analysis since they did not load highly on Academic Emphasis. The one-factor
solution explained 63.55% of the variance. The Cronbach alpha of the items representing
Academic Emphasis is equal to 0.85. The factor solution is presented in table 4.6. Table
4.7 presents a summary of the reliability of the items for each factor of the Academic

Optimism scale.
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Table 4.4

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale

FACTOR
| I Extraction (h?)
2 0.252 0.744 0.617
3 0.109 0.845 0.725
4 0.242 0.793 0.687
5 0.735 0.220 0.588
6 0.795 0.058 0.636
7 0.803 0.166 0.672
9 0.724 0.275 0.600
10 0.715 0.317 0.612
Eigenvalues 3.884 1.238
Percer.ltage of Variance 48,552 15.474
Explained
Cumulative Percentage
of Variance Explained 48.552 64.026
Table 4.5
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Trust Scale
FACTOR
| Extraction (h?)
11 0.764 0.583
12 0.820 0.672
13 0.772 0.596
14 0.774 0.598
15 0.745 0.554
18 0.709 0.503
19 0.738 0.545
Eigenvalue 4.052
Percer_ltage of Variance 57 890
Explained
Cumulative Percentage of 57 890

Variance Explained
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Table 4.6

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Academic Emphasis Scale

FACTOR
I Extraction (h?)

55 0.761 0.579
" 0.704 0.496
” 0.841 0.707
o7 0.848 0.719
28 0.823 0.677
Eigenvalue 3178

Percer_ltage of Variance 63.550

Explained

Cumulative Percentage of 63.550

Variance Explained

Table 4.7

Reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of Items per Factor of School Academic Optimism

FACTOR ITEMS CRONBACH’S
ALPHA

Collective Efficacy 1 — 5,6,7,9,10 0.840

Task Analysis

Collective Efficacy 2- 2,34 0.759

Group Teaching

Competence

Trust in Students and 11,12,13,14,15,18,19 0.878

Parents

Academic Emphasis 22,25,26,27,28 0.854
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Based on the aforementioned findings, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was
used to examine the construct validity of three alternative models. Multiple fit indices
were used to assess the extent of data fit to the models tested. Specifically, the scaled and
normed chi-square, the Comparative Fit Index (CFl), and the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) were examined.

The first model (Model 1) hypothesized that: 1) the 20 School Academic Optimism
variables could be explained by three first order factors: i) Collective Teacher Efficacy
ii) Trust in Parents and Students iii) Academic Emphasis 2) each variable would have a
nonzero loading on the factor it was supposed to measure and zero loadings on all other
factors 3) a second order factor (i.e. School Academic Optimism) would explain the three
first order factors 4) measurement errors would be uncorrelated. The findings of the CFA
analysis showed that although the scaled chi-square was statistically significant (X* =423,
df=141, p<0.001) and the X?/df ratio reached the value of 3, the RMSEA (0.066) was fairly
satisfactory and the CFI (0.942) had a satisfactory level of fit. However, it must be noted
that pairs of error variances were allowed to covary in order to improve the fit of the
model.

The second model (Model 2) hypothesized that: 1) the 20 School Academic
Optimism variables could be explained by four first order factors: i) Collective Teacher
Efficacy 1 ii) Collective Teacher Efficacy 2 iii) Trust in Parents and Students iv) Academic
Emphasis 2) each variable would have a nonzero loading on the factor it was supposed to
measure and zero loadings on all other factors 3) a second order factor (i.e. School
Academic Optimism) would explain the four first order factors 4) measurement errors
would be uncorrelated. The difference from Model 1 is that two factors would represent
Collective Teacher Efficacy. The findings of the CFA analysis showed that although the
scaled chi-square was statistically significant (X* =289, df=140, p<0.001) and the X?/df
ratio was 2.1, the RMSEA (0.048) and CFI (0.970) met the criteria for acceptable level of
fit. Pairs of error variances were also allowed to covary in order to improve the fit of the
model.

A simpler, one-factor model (Model 3) was also tested and compared to Models 1
and 2. The model hypothesized that all observed variables could be explained by a single
factor representing School Academic Optimism. A number of error variances were also
allowed to covary in order to improve the fit of the model. The CFA analysis showed a

reasonable level of fit. Although the scaled chi-square was statistically significant
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(X% =310, df=144, p<0.001) and the X?/df ratio was over 2, the RMSEA (0.050) and CFI
(0.966) fell within accepted levels of model fit.

Comparing the alternative models (see Table 4.8), a decision was made to drop
Model 1 since the value of RMSEA was less satisfactory than that of Model 2 and Model
3. According to the SEM findings, models 2 and 3 are the models that best fit the data.
The fit indices of both models are very similar yet a decision was made to retain model 3.
This Model is more parsimonious indicating that teachers perceive School Academic

Optimism as a unidimensional construct.

Table 4.8
Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Structural Equation Models concerning Academic Optimism
of Schools
X2 df X 2 [df P CFI RMSEA  Range
RMSEA
Model 1 423 141 3 0.001 0.942 0.066 0.059-
0.074
(one second
order factor,
three first order
factors)
Model 2 289 140 2.1 0.001  0.970 0.048 0.040-
0.056
(one second
order factor,
four first order
factors)
Model 3 310 144 2.2 0.001  0.966 0.050 0.043-
0.058

(one first order
factor)

Figure 4.2 depicts the one factor model of School Academic Optimism and presents
the parameter estimates. All parameter estimates were statistically significant (p<0.001).
Moreover, it is important to note that all standardized factor loadings were positive and
high. In fact, the standardized values ranged between 0.415 and 0.792. Taking into
account the standardized loadings, the weighted factor score of School Academic

Optimism was generated and aggregated at the school level.
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Figure 4.2. Structural Equation Model for School Academic Optimism
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4.1.3 Validation of the Instructional Quality Questionnaire and the Dynamic Model

of Educational Effectiveness at the Classroom Level

The Instructional Quality Questionnaire was completed by 2151 students across the whole
sample of the 20 middle schools. Overall, the questionnaire consisted of 58 items
regarding the instructional behavior of their civic education teachers. For items 1-55,
students were asked to indicate how often a specific behavior is observed in their
classroom on a scale of 1 to 5 where 5 represented the option “almost always”. However,
there was a need to recode a number of these items since they were worded in a negative
way. For items 56 and 57, students were asked to choose among five options to indicate
how often a specific behavior is observed in their classroom. These options were used to
create an ordinal scale where option A indicated that a specific behavior occurred “at every
lesson” and option E “at no lesson”. These items were also recoded. Finally, for item 58
students had to choose among five options that indicate how their teacher deals with

questioning, with option E representing a higher degree of teaching quality.

Face Validity

The Instructional Quality Questionnaire was reviewed by the three members of the
Steering Committee as well as three middle school teachers in order to assess its face
validity. Overall, both groups of experts and practitioners showed a satisfactory
understanding of what the questionnaire appears to measure.

Generalizability Test

In order to test the generalizability of the questionnaire items, a one-way analysis of
variance (one-way ANOVA) was conducted. The results of the ANOVA analysis showed
that the data across 57 of the items can be generalized at the classroom level as for these
items of the questionnaire, the between group variance was higher than the within group
variance (p<0.001). Findings showed that item 28 {F (113,2000)=1.038, p=0.378}, was
not statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The data from the aforementioned item could
not be generalized at the classroom level and hence the item was removed from the
questionnaire. These results allow us to aggregate the scores of the rest of the 57 items at

the classroom level.
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Construct Validity

The construct validity of the Instructional Quality Questionnaire was examined by

conducting Confirmatory Factor Analysis. However, in order to aid the specific analysis,

exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis were carried out at a first stage. The aim

was to assess which items are inter-correlated and to establish internal reliability. The

aforementioned analyses were carried out for all items constituting each of the

hypothesized factors thus treating each factor as a separate scale. Table 4.9 presents the

initial specification of the Instructional Quality items across both factors and measurement

dimensions.
Table 4.9
Initial Specification Table for Instructional Quality Questionnaire
Dimensions
Factors Frequency | Focus | Stage | Quality | Differentiation
Orientation B1, B2 1
Structuring 3,4144, |2,4,5,
48 8,9
Application 10, 13 14 11,15 16, 17, 18, 19, 29,
42
Management of 40, 45
Time
Questioning 27, 47,
Techniques 49, 50,
51, 52,
53,
54,55,
B3
Classroom Learning | 22,23 31, 32,
Environment 1 33, 34,
(Student-Student 35,38
Interactions)
Classroom Learning | 20,37,39,46 | 36 24,25, 121,30
Environment 2 26,43
(Teacher — Student
Interactions)
Assessment 12 6 7
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Firstly, in relation to Orientation, principal components analysis with a varimax
rotation yielded a one-factor solution explaining 75.31% of the variance. The factor
involved two items with factor loadings over 0.85 (Table 4.10). Item 1 had a low
communality and therefore it was removed from the analysis. This might be due to the
different format of the answer that item 1 required from students in comparison to items
B1 and B2. Since only two items were retained Cronbach alpha could not be calculated.
However, the Pearson correlation coefficient between B1 and B2 reached the value of
0.506 (p=0.001).

Table 4.10

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Orientation

FACTOR
I Extraction (h?)
B1 0.868 0.753
B2 0.868 0.753
Eigenvalues 1.506
Percentage of VVariance
_ 75.307

Explained
Cumulative Percentage of

75.307

Variance Explained

Exploratory factor analysis was also carried out for the factors “Structuring-Stage”
and “Structuring-Quality”. With respect to the first factor, principal components analysis
with a varimax rotation yielded a one-factor solution which explained 50.51% of the
variance (Table 4.11). The factor involved all four initial items with factor loadings over
0.5. Reliability analysis showed that the Cronbach alpha of the four items was 0.669. With
respect to the second factor, principal components analysis with a varimax rotation yielded
a one-factor solution which explained 44.76% of the variance (Table 4.12). The factor
involved four items with factor loadings over 0.5. The Cronbach alpha of the four items
was 0.577. Item 5 had a lower loading on the specific factor and therefore it was not
retained. This might be due to the negative wording of the item.
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Table 4.11

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Structuring — Stage

FACTOR
| Extraction (h?)

3 0.592 0.351

41 0.734 0.538

44 0.733 0.537

48 0.771 0.594

Eigenvalue 2.020

Percer_1tage of Variance 50.508

Explained

Table 4.12

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Structuring — Quality

FACTOR
I Extraction (h?)
2 0.747 0.559
4 0.765 0.586
8 0.553 0.305
9 0.583 0.340
Eigenvalue 1.790
Percentage of Variance 44.760

Explained

In the case of “Application”, exploratory factor analysis was conducted to examine
the inter-correlations of the items. The factor solution involved only four items which
loaded on one factor labelled Application. The solution explained 50.66% of the variance
and the loadings were over 0.60 (Table 4.13). The reliability analysis showed that the items
have a Cronbach alpha equal to 0.672.

Here it must be noted that when examining the existence of a Differentiation
dimension in Application items 17,18,19 and 42 had low communality values. Therefore, a

general Application factor was investigated. Item 10 and 11 also had low communality
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values and therefore were dropped from the analysis. These items might also have been

perceived in terms of the Structuring dimension of teacher behaviour.

Table 4.13
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Application

FACTOR
| Extraction (h?)
13 0.698 0.488
14 0.743 0.552
15 0.745 0.555
16 0.657 0.432
Eigenvalue 2.026
Percentage of VVariance 50.657

Explained

With respect to the “Management of Time”, the principal component analysis showed

that both items loaded on the same factor with a loading of 0.802. The factor solution

explained 64.27% of the variance (Table 4.14). Reliability analysis could not be run for

only two items and therefore the Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated. The value

of the coefficient was equal to 0.29 at the 0.001 level of significance.

Table. 4.14

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Management of Time

FACTOR
| Extraction (h?)

40 0.802 0.643
45 0.802 0.643
Eigenvalue 1.285

Percentage of Variance

Explained 64.266

For the “Questioning Techniques”, two separate factors were examined:

1) Questioning Techniques -Positive Aspects and ii) Questioning Techniques-Negative

Aspects. The first factor consisted of the items that were positively worded (items

27,47,50,51,53) whereas the second factor consisted of the negatively worded items (items

49,52,54,55,B3). The principal components analysis for the first factor yielded a one-
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factor solution involving all five items. The solution explained 55.89% of the variance and
the factor loading were over 0.60. The Cronbach alpha of the items reached the value of
0.802. The principal components analysis for the second factor yielded a one factor
solution involving four of the items. Item B3 was not retained due to a low communality
that might be the result of the item being constructed in a different format. The solution
explained 39.38% of the variance and the factor loadings were over 0.45. The Cronbach

alpha of the four items was equal to 0.473.

Table 4.15

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Questioning Techniques- Positive Aspects

FACTOR
| Extraction (h?)
27 0.776 0.603
47 0.699 0.489
50 0.783 0.614
51 0.666 0.444
53 0.803 0.645
Eigenvalue 2.794
Percer_1tage of Variance 55.889
Explained
Table 4.16
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Questioning Techniques- Negative Aspects
FACTOR
I Extraction (h?)
49 0.658 0.433
52 0.474 0.225
54 0.581 0.338
55 0.761 0.579
Eigenvalue 1.575
Percentage of Variance 39.375
Explained

With regards to the “Classroom as a Learning Environment”, the exploratory factor
analysis showed that the items could be grouped into five factors: i) Dealing with
Cooperation ii) Dealing with Competition iii) Dealing with Misbehaviour-Positive Aspects
iv) Dealing with Misbehaviour — Negative Aspects v) Teacher - Student Relations. Firstly,

three items loaded on the factor “Dealing with Cooperation” with factor loadings over 0.70
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(Table 4.17). The factor items explained 53.93% of the variance and their Cronbach alpha
equals to 0.572. Then, three items also loaded on the factor “Dealing with Competition”
with factor loadings over 0.60 (Table 4.18). The factor items explained 48.26% of the

variance and their Cronbach alpha reached the value of 0.462.

Table 4.17
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Classroom Learning Environment — Dealing with

Cooperation

FACTOR
| Extraction (h?)

22 0.728 0.530

32 0.706 0.498

34 0.768 0.590
Eigenvalue 1.618

Percer.ltage of Variance 53.034

Explained

Table 4.18

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Classroom Learning Environment — Dealing with
Competition

FACTOR
| Extraction (h?)

>3 0.740 0.381

31 0.721 0.519

2 0.617 0.548
Eigenvalue 1.448

Percentage of Variance 48.261

Explained

Principal components analysis for the items relating to “Dealing with
Misbehaviour” yielded a two factor solution which explained 58.24% of the variance
(Table 4.19). Four of the items loaded on the first factor labeled as “Dealing with
Misbehaviour — Negative Aspects”. Two of the items loaded on the second factor labeled
as “Dealing with Misbehaviour- Positive Aspects”. The positive and negative aspects refer
to the positive or negative phrasing of the statements involved. The first factor explained
38.52% of the total variance whereas the second factor explained 19.73% of the variance.
The Cronbach alpha of the items comprising the first factor was equal to 0.730 (p=0.001)
whereas the Pearson correlation coefficient between the items comprising the second factor
was equal to 0.210 (p=0.001).
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Table 4.19
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Classroom Learning Environment — Dealing with
Misbehaviour

FACTOR

| 1 Extraction (h?)
36 0.149 0.833 0.717
39 -0.264 0.688 0.543
35 0.703 -0.189 0.530
37 0.766 0.042 0.589
38 0.753 -0.131 0.584
43 0.728 0.059 0.533
Eigenvalue 2.311 1.183
Percentage of Variance 38519 19.795
Explained
Cumulative Percentage of 38519 58.244

Variance Explained

With respect to “Teacher-Student Relations”, the principal components analysis
showed that six items loaded on the factor with loadings over 0.70. Item 21, which was
initially included in the analysis, was not retained due to a low communality value. This
may be explained by the negative wording of the specific item. Overall, the factor solution
explained 59.63% of the variance (Table 4.20). The reliability analysis also showed that
items had a Cronbach alpha equal to 0.864.

Table 4.20

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Classroom Learning Environment — Teacher-Student
Relations

FACTOR
I Extraction (h?)

20 0.763 0.582
24 0.821 0.675
25 0.799 0.638
26 0.704 0.496
30 0.800 0.640
46 0.740 0.548
Eigenvalue 3.578
Percentage of 50.632

Variance Explained
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Finally, the principal components analysis for “Assessment” showed that only two
items could be retained. Item 6 was dropped due to a low communality value. This might
be due to the negative wording of the item. The items that were retained explained 61.31%
of the variance and their factor loadings reached the value of 0.783 (Table 4.21). Since
only two items were retained no reliability analysis could be performed. Instead, the
Pearson correlation coefficient between the two items was calculated. The coefficient was
equal to 0.23 at the 0.001 level of significance.

Table 4.21
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Assessment

FACTOR

I Extraction (h?)

7 0.783 0.613
12 0.783 0.613
Eigenvalue 1.226
Percentage of VVariance 61.311
Explained

The aforementioned analyses were mainly used to examine the inter-correlations
between the items, assess their internal reliability and group them into factors related to
Instructional Quality. Table 4.22 presents the items and factors which emerged after the
exploratory factor analyses. Using the findings from these analyses, confirmatory factor

analysis was performed to establish the construct validity of the questionnaire.

Table 4.22
Specification Table for Instructional Quality Questionnaire after conducting Exploratory
Factor Analyses

Factors

Orientation B1, B2

Structuring Stage Quality
3,41,44,48 2,4,8,9

Application Application
13,14,15,16
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Factors
Management 40, 45
of Time
Questioning Positive aspects | Negative
27,47, 50, 51, aspects
53 49,52,54,55
Classroom Dealing with Dealing with Dealing with Teacher-
learning cooperation competition misbehaviour Student
environment 22,32, 34 23,31, 33 o Relations
Positive aspects
20, 24, 25,
36, 39
26, 30, 46
Negative aspects
35, 37, 38, 43
Assessment 7,12

Structural equation modeling was used to assess the fit of a number of competing
The first model (Model 1) hypothesized that: 1) the 45 Instructional Quality
variables could be explained by thirteen first order factors (i.e. Orientation, Structuring-

models.

Stage, Structuring-Quality, Application, Management of Time, Questioning-Positive

Aspects, Questioning-Negative Aspects, Dealing with Cooperation, Dealing with
Competition, Dealing with Misbehaviour-Positive Aspects, Dealing with Misbehaviour-
Negative Aspects, Teacher-Student Relations, and Assessment) 2) each variable would
have a nonzero loading on the factor it was supposed to measure and zero loadings on all
other factors 3) a second order factor (i.e. Instructional Quality) would explain all thirteen
first order factors 4) measurement errors would be uncorrelated.

The findings of the CFA analysis showed that the scaled chi-square was statistically
significant (X? =4944, df=902, p<0.001), the X?/df ratio was much higher than 2 and the
CFI was low (0.869). The RMSEA (0.046) met the criteria for acceptable level of fit. The

fit of the model was improved by allowing pairs of error variances to covary. The Model
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was not accepted for a number of reasons. Firstly, the CFI was low. Then, the loadings of
three items on the factor Questioning-Negative Aspects were low. Finally, the loading of
Dealing with Competition on Instructional Quality was less than 0.182. The items related
to these factors were not used in the next model.

The second model (Model 2) hypothesized that: 1) the 38 Instructional Quality
variables could be explained by ten first order factors (i.e. Orientation, Structuring,
Application, Management of Time, Questioning, Dealing with Cooperation, Dealing with
Misbehaviour-Positive Aspects, Dealing with Misbehaviour-Negative Aspects, Teacher-
Student Relations, and Assessment) 2) each variable would have a nonzero loading on the
factor it was supposed to measure and zero loadings on all other factors 3) a second order
factor (i.e. Instructional Quality) would explain all ten first order factors 4) measurement
errors would be uncorrelated.

The findings of the CFA analysis showed that although the scaled chi-square was
statistically significant (X? =2576, df=624, p<0.001) and the X*/df ratio was much higher
than 2, the RMSEA (0.038) and CFI (0.928) met the criteria for acceptable level of fit.
The fit of the model was improved by allowing pairs of error variances to covary.
However, the Model was not accepted because the standardized loading of Dealing with
Misbehaviour-Negative Aspects on Instructional Quality was low, i.e. 0.197.

In Model 3, only eight first order factors loaded on the second order factor of
Instructional Quality. Dealing with Misbehaviour-Negative Aspects and Management of
Time were specified as first order factors that did not load on Instructional Quality. These
factors were set to correlate with each other and with Instructional Quality. The findings
of the CFA showed that although the scaled chi-square was statistically significant (X
=2485, df=624, p<0.001) and the X?/df ratio was much higher than 2, the RMSEA (0.037)
and CFI (0.931) met the criteria for acceptable level of fit. Pairs of error variances were
also allowed to covary in order to improve the fit of the model.

A simpler, one-factor model (Model 4) was also tested and compared to Models 1
and 2. The model hypothesized that all observed variables could be explained by a single
factor representing Instructional Quality. A number of error variances were also allowed
to covary in order to improve the fit of the model. The CFA analysis showed that the
scaled chi-square was statistically significant (X? =7049, df=1017, p<0.001), the X?/df
ratio was much higher than 2 and the CFI (0.811) was low. The RMSEA (0.053) fell

within accepted guidelines of model fit.
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Comparing the alternative models (see Table 4.23), a decision was made to drop
Models 1, 2 and 4. Firstly, Model 1 had a low CFI, a high X?/df ratio whereas the
standardized item loadings on Questioning-Negative Aspects and the standardized loading

of Dealing with Competition on Instructional Quality were low. Model 2 was dropped

since the standardized loading of Dealing with Misbehaviour-Negative Aspects on

Instructional Quality was low whereas Model 4 had a much higher X%/df ratio and a low
value of CFl. The fit indices of Model 3 fit the data best and all standardized loadings

were statistically significant (p<0.001), positive and relatively high. Table 4.24 presents

the final grouping of the items across the ten first order factors which emerged from the

Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

Table 4.23

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Instructional Quality Structural Equation Models

X? df X ?/df P CFI RMSEA  Range
RMSEA
Model 1 4944 902 55 0.001 0.869 0.046 0.044-
(one second 0.047
order factor,
13 first order
factors)
Model 2 2576 624 4.1 0.001 0.928 0.038 0.037-
(one second 0.040
order factor, 10
first order
factors)
Model 3 2485 624 4 0.001 0.931 0.037 0.036-
(one second 0.039
order factor, two
first order
factors)
Model 4 7049 1017 6.9 0.001 0.811 0.053 0.051-
(one factor 0.054

model)
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Table 4.24

Specification Table for Instructional Quality Questionnaire after conducting CFA

Factors
Orientation B1, B2
Structuring 3,41,44,48,2,4,8,9
Application 13,14,15,16

Management of Time | 40, 45

Questioning 27,47, 50, 51, 53

Techniques

Classroom as a Dealing with Dealing with Teacher-

learning environment | cooperation misbehavior Student

22,32, 34 Relations

Positive aspects 20, 24, 25,
36, 39 26, 30, 46
Negative aspects
35, 37, 38, 43

Assessment 7,12

Figure 4.2 depicts Model 3 and presents the parameter estimates. The standardized
values of the loading of the observed variables ranged from 0.268 to 0.776. Moreover, the
first order factor loadings on Instructional Quality ranged from 0.671 to 0.973. Taking into
account the standardized loadings, the weighted factor scores were generated for each of
the ten first order factors and the second order factor of Instructional Quality. This was
done for each classroom by aggregating at the classroom level the factor scores that

emerged from the student responses to the Instructional Quality questionnaire.
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Figure 4.3 Structural Equation Model for Instructional Quality
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4.1.4 Psychometric Properties of the Citizenship Outcomes Test

4.1.4.1 Cognitive Outcomes

The Dichotomous Rasch Model was used to analyse student responses to the Cognitive
Outcomes pre-test and post-test. Firstly, with regards to the pre-test all 26 items were
included in the analysis. Then, items 17 and 20 were removed since their individual infit
and outfit values were high. Specifically, item 17 had infit t and outfit t values of 6.9 and
5.0 respectively. The high infit t value poses a threat to measurement and denotes that the
specific item cannot be used to measure the cognitive dimension of student outcomes. On
the other hand, the outfit t value is less of a threat to measurement and it might have
resulted from unexpected responses to the item. Yet, it must be noted that the standardized
t values might have been inflated as a result of the big sample size of students. Regarding
item 20, it had a mean square outfit value of 1.90 and an outfit t value of 4.4, indicating the
existence of unpredictable responses. At a second stage, items 5 and 10 were removed.
Item 5 had a mean square outfit value of 1.54 and an outfit t value of 3 whereas item 10
had an outfit t value of 3.4. These values also indicate a relative unpredictability of
responses. Overall, by removing all four items (5,10,17 and 20) the data fit to the Rasch
model was improved.

With regards to the post-test, items 17, 20, 10 and 5 were also removed.
Specifically, item 17 had infit t and outfit t values of 5.5 and 4.4 respectively. Moreover,
item 20 had an infit t value of 4.2, an outfit mean square value of 1.87 and an outfit t value
of 5.6. Item 10 had an infit t value of 3.2 and an outfit t value of 3.4. Although the fit
indices of item 10 were found to deviate only slightly from the acceptable range of values
there was a need to remove the item in order to have a comparable frame of reference with
the pre-test pool of items. This was also the case with item 5 which was found to have
satisfactory infit and outfit values. Overall, by removing items 17, 20, 10 and 5, the data fit
to the Rasch model was improved.

Figures 4.4 and 4.5 illustrate the item and person distributions for the pre-test and
post-test respectively. Both item difficulties and student ability are calibrated on the same
logit scale. Items closer to the top are more difficult to perform whereas students closer to
the top achieve higher scores. Both figures show that the distributions are well balanced
with the items adequately covering the range of person abilities.
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Figure 4.4 Item —Person Map for the Cognitive Outcomes Pre-Test
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Figure 4.5 Item — Person Map for the Cognitive Outcomes Post-Test
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Table 4.25 provides a summary of the scale statistics for both the pre-test and post-
test. According to the table, the indices of item separation (i.e. reliability) of both
measurement occasions are quite high indicating a quite satisfactory degree of separability.
The indices of person separation for both the pre-test and post-test are lower (i.e. 0.52 and
0.54) indicating a moderate level of separability. This means that there is a moderate level
of variability of persons across the continuum of the measured trait. Moreover, the infit
mean squares and the outfit mean squares for each test are 1 or approximately 1. The
values of the infit t scores and the outfit t scores are approximately zero except for the
person outfit scores which are slightly higher (i.e. 0.25 and 0.12). Yet, it must be noted

that the outfit values do not pose a threat to the validity of the test.

Table 4.25
Statistics relating to the pre-test and post-test of Cognitive Outcomes

Cognitive Outcomes

Statistic Pre-test Post-test
Mean (items) 0.00 0.00
(persons) -0.76 -0.33
Standard Deviation (items) 1.58 1.17
(persons) 0.83 0.82
Reliability (items) 0.99 0.99
(persons) 0.52 0.54
Mean Infit mean square (items) 1.00 1.00
(persons) 1.00 1.00
Mean Outfit mean square (items) 0.98 0.98
(persons) 0.99 0.99
Infit t (items) 0.02 -0.05
(persons) 0.03 0.04
Outfit t (items) 0.05 -0.09
(persons) 0.25 0.12

In conclusion, the analyses suggest that the data largely satisfy the Rasch model for

unidimensionality. The items seem to be well targeted across the whole range of the person
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abilities whereas the overall and individual fit indices fall within accepted range of values.
Only items 5, 10, 17 and 20 were removed from the test since they were found to distort
the measurement system. These items could be revised and tested in a future

administration of the test in order to improve their individual fit values.

4.1.4.2 Affective Outcomes

The Extended Logistic Model of Rasch was used to analyse student responses to the
Affective Outcomes pre-test and post-test scale. Figures 4.6 and 4.7 illustrate the item and
person distributions for the pre-test and post-test respectively. Both item difficulties and
student ability are calibrated on the same logit scale. As can be seen from both maps, the
distribution of item diffulties and person abilities are not adequately balanced since a
number of item thresholds exceed the range of person abilities.

Table 4.26 provides a summary of the statistics of both the pre-test and the post-test.
According to the table, the indices of item separation (i.e. reliability) of both tests are quite
high indicating a quite satisfactory degree of separability. However, the indices of person
separation for both the pre-test and post-test are 0.46 and 0.54 respectively indicating a
fairly satisfactory separability. Moreover, the infit mean squares and the outfit mean
squares for each test are 1 or approximately 1. The values of the infit t scores and the
outfit t scores of both the pre-test and post-test are approximately zero.

Looking at each pre-test item, one can observe that the infit t values of seven items
(i.e. items 5, 6,7,8, 11,12,13) do not fall within an accepted range of values. This means
that the items are unproductive for measuring a single dimension of affective outcomes.
Removing any of these items deteriorates the fit values of the rest of the items and
generally distorts the overall fit of the data. This might be due to the fact that this part of
the test (i.e. measuring affective outcomes) consists only of 13 items. Moreover, items
5,6,7 and 8 have outfit t values which are not satisfactory. These values indicate
unexpected responses on behalf of the students.

Also, the infit t values of eight post-test items (i.e. 3,4,5,7,8,9,11,12) were found to
have non acceptable infit t values, indicating that they are unproductive for measuring a
single dimension of affective outcomes. Removing any of these items deteriorates the fit
values of the rest of the items and generally distorts the overall fit of the data. This might
also be due to the fact that this part of the test (i.e. measuring affective outcomes) consists

only of 13 items. Moreover, six items have an outfit t value (i.e. items 2, 5,7, 9, 11,12)
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which was found as non satisfactory. These values indicate unexpected responses on behalf

of the students.

Figure 4.6 Item-person map for the Affective Outcomes Pre-Test
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Figure 4.7 ltem-person map for the Affective Outcomes Post-Test
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Table 4.26

Statistics relating to the pre-test and post-test of Affective Outcomes

Affective Outcomes

Statistic Pre-test Post-test
Mean (items) 0.00 0.00
(persons) 0.43 0.40
Standard Deviation (items) 0.26 0.26
(persons) 0.33 0.39
Reliability (items) 0.78 0.79
(persons) 0.46 0.54
Mean Infit mean square (items) 1.00 1.01
(persons) 0.99 1.00
Mean Outfit mean square (items) 0.99 1.01
(persons) 0.99 1.00
Infit t (items) -0.02 0.06
(persons) -0.11 -0.16
Outfit (items) -0.11 0.12
(persons) -0.02 -0.05

In conclusion, the analyses suggest that the data do not satisfy the Rasch model for
unidimensionality. Firstly, the items are not well targeted across the whole range of person
abilities. Moreover, a number of individual items deviated to a great extent from the
acceptable range of fit values. Removing these items does not improve the data fit to the
Rasch model. One could therefore assume that these items do not form a unidimensional
construct related to student affective outcomes. It is likely that these items constitute a
number of dimensions that could be examined through factor analysis techniques.
However, this approach could not be adopted since alternate test forms were completed by
students. This means that there was a need to estimate missing values by using the Rasch
model. In a future administration of the test items - where only one test form would be
completed by students - it is recommended to investigate the possibility of establishing a

factor structure for the affective outcomes of students.
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4.1.4.3 Behavioural Outcomes

The Extended Logistic Model of Rasch was used to analyse student responses to the
Behavioural Outcomes pre-test and post-test scale. Figures 4.8 and 4.9 illustrate the item
and person distributions for the pre-test and post-test respectively. Both item difficulties
and student ability are calibrated on the same logit scale. As can be seen from both maps,
the distributions are not very well balanced since some item thresholds exceed the range of
person abilities.

Table 4.27 provides a summary of the statistics of both the pre-test and the post-test.
According to the table, the indices of item separation (i.e. reliability) of both tests are quite
high indicating a quite satisfactory degree of separability. However, the indices of person
separation for both the pre-test and post-test are zero indicating a non satisfactory
separability. Moreover, the infit mean squares and the outfit mean squares for each test are
1 or approximately 1. The values of the item infit t scores and the item outfit t scores of
both the pre-test and post-test are close to zero. The person outfit t scores are also close to
zero. However, the item outfit t scores are slightly greater (0.29 for the pre-test and 0.17
for the post-test).

Looking at the individual fit indices of the pre-test items, we can observe that the
infit t values of 10 out of the 18 items (i.e. items 2,7,9,10,11,12,13,14,16 and 17) fall
within a non acceptable range of values. This is an indication that the items are
unproductive for measuring a single dimension of the behavioural outcomes. Removing
any of these items deteriorates the fit values of the rest of the items and generally distorts
the overall fit of the data. This might be due to the fact that the aforementioned items
comprise more than half of the whole behavioural outcomes scale. Moreover, two items
(i.e. items 11 and 13) were found to have a non satisfactory oufit t value denoting
unexpected responses on behalf of the students.

Also, we can observe that the infit t values of 10 out of the 18 post-test items (i.e.
items 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13 and 14) fall within a non acceptable range of values.
Therefore, it was deemed that these items are unproductive for measuring a single
dimension of the behavioural outcomes. Removing any of these items deteriorates the fit
values of the rest of the items and generally distorts the overall fit of the data. This might
also be due to the fact that the aforementioned items comprise more than half of the whole

behavioural outcomes scale. Moreover, six items (i.e. items 2, 5, 7, 9, 11, 12) were found
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to have a non satisfactory oufit t value denoting unexpected responses on behalf of the

students.

Figure 4.8 Item-person map for the Behavioural Outcomes Pre-Test
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Figure 4.9 Item-person map for the Behavioural Outcomes Post-Test
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Table 4.27

Statistics relating to the pre-test and post-test of Behavioural Outcomes

Behavioural Outcomes

Statistic Pre-test Post-test
Mean (items) 0.00 0.00
(persons) -0.33 -0.27
Standard Deviation (items) 0.68 0.51
(persons) 0.00 0.00
Reliability (items) 0.95 0.92
(persons) 0.00 0.00
Mean Infit mean square (items) 1.01 1.01
(persons) 1.00 1.00
Mean Outfit mean square (items) 1.01 1.00
(persons) 1.01 1.00
Infit t (items) 0.03 0.12
(persons) -0.08 -0.06
Outfit (items) 0.29 0.17
(persons) 0.06 0.06

In conclusion, the analyses suggest that the data do not satisfy the Rasch model for
unidimensionality. Firstly, some item thresholds are not well targeted across the whole
range of person abilities. Moreover, the person separation is close to zero, indicating no
variability of the person scores. Then, a number of individual items deviated from the
acceptable range of fit values. If we consider the items of both the pre-test and the post-test
then the majority of the items would have to be removed. Yet, by removing any of these
items the data fit to the model became even worse. One could assume that these items do
not form a unidimensional construct related to student behavioural outcomes. It is likely, as
was the case with the affective outcomes, that these items comprise a number of factors
that could be examined through factor analysis techniques. However, this approach could
not be adopted since alternate test forms were completed by students and therefore there

was a need to estimate missing values by using the Rasch model.
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4.2 Descriptive Findings

This section of the Findings presents the Descriptive Statistics calculated for all school
level, classroom level and student level variables of the study. Table 4.28 shows the
results which emerged from the descriptive analysis concerning the functioning of all
school level variables: Leadership Radius (second order factor), the Instructional,
Participative, Personnel Development, Entrepreneurial and Structuring Styles (first order
factors), and School Academic Optimism (first order factor). The scores for these variables
were derived from the aggregated teacher responses at the school level, hence the sample
of 20 schools (N=20) for all variables. It should be reminded that a higher score represents

a higher level of each of the estimated variables (on a scale of 1 to 5).

Table 4.28
Descriptive Statistics for School Level Variables

N Min Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

LEADERSHIP 20 292 4.43 3.74 0389 0.062 -0.336
RADIUS

INSTRUCTIONAL 20 281 4.22 358 0373 0.112 -0.365
STYLE

PARTICIPATIVE 20 3.16 4.52 386 0438 0.041 -10.097
STYLE

PERSONNEL 20 3.01 4.35 3.67 0359 0.124 -0.570
DEVELOPMENT

STYLE

ENTREPRENEURIAL 20 271 4.54 3.77 0446 -0.299 0.257
STYLE

STRUCTURING 20 289 4.71 3.82 0440 -0.036  -0.063
STYLE

SCHOOL 20 271 3.65 312 0.230 0.552 0.197
ACADEMIC

OPTIMISM
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According to the findings, the mean score of School Leadership as well as for the
individual leadership styles is much greater than average (i.e. the mid-point of the Likert
scale). This finding indicates that the School Principals of the sample are perceived by
teachers to exhibit a relatively high level of leadership. With respect to the individual
leadership styles, it can be seen that the Participative Style received the highest mean score
(M=3.86) whereas the Instructional Style received the lowest mean score (M=3.58).
Moreover, the mean score of School Academic Optimism was slightly higher than average
(M=3.12).

Another observation that results from the table concerns the low variability in teacher
responses. This is evident from the relatively low standard deviations of all school factors,
and especially of School Academic Optimism, as well as from the maximum and minimum
values which show that there is a low range among the schools in relation to the
functioning of each school factor. Finally, the values of skewness and kurtosis fall within
the range of £2 which is considered to be acceptable for normal distributions.

Statistics for a number of contextual variables at the school level were also estimated.
Table 4.29 presents the descriptive statistics for the following continuous variables: School
Size, Educational Background of Principal in Leadership, Experience as a Principal.
Moreover, tables 4.30 and 4.31 present the frequencies and respective percentages of the
following categorical variables: School Location and Principal Gender. According to the
descriptive findings, the average School Size reaches approximately 396 students. The
smallest and largest schools had student numbers of 222 and 590 respectively. Moreover,
65% of the schools were located in urban areas and 35% of the schools were located in

rural areas.

Table 4.29

Descriptive Statistics for Contextual School Level Variables

N Min Max Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis

SCHOOL SIZE 20 222.00 590.00 395.75 103.29 0.01 -0.67
EXPERIENCE 20 1.00 4.00 1.70 0.92 1.12 0.35
AS A

PRINCIPAL

(in years)
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N Min Max Mean

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

EDUCATIONAL 19 1.00 3.00 1.47
BACKGROUND

OF PRINCIPAL

IN LEADERSHIP

(1=No

qualification,

2= Postgraduate

Certificate,

3=Master’s,

4=PhD)

Valid N (listwise) 19

0.61

0.92 0.03

With respect to the Principal’s contextual variables, one can observe that 40% of the

principals are male and 60% female. Moreover, the average experience in post is 1.7 years.

One can also observe that the range of principalship experience is small. When it comes to

the educational background of principals in leadership the average score is approximately

1.5 on a scale of 1 to 4. In this case, it is evident from the maximum value that no principal

holds a relevant degree at the doctoral level.

Table 4.30
Frequencies for School Location
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid URBAN 13 65.0 65.0 65.0
RURAL 7 35.0 35.0 100.0
Total 20 100.0 100.0
Table 4.31
Frequencies for Principal Gender
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid MALE 8 40.0 40.0 40.0
FEMALE 12 60.0 60.0 100.0
Total 20 100.0 100.0
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Table 4.32 refers to the main results which emerged from the descriptive analysis

concerning the functioning of all classroom level variables: the second order factor of

Instructional Quality, as well as the first order factors of Orientation, Structuring,

Application, Management of Time, Questioning Techniques, Dealing with Cooperation,

Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects), Dealing with Misbehaviour (Negative

Aspects), Teacher - Student Relations, and Assessment. The scores for these variables

were derived from the aggregated student responses at the classroom level, hence the

sample of 114 classrooms (N=114) for all variables. It should be reminded that a higher

score represents a higher level of each of the estimated variables (on a scale of 1 to 5).

Table 4.32

Descriptive Statistics for Classroom Level Variables

N Min Max Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis
INSTRUCTIONAL 114 192 392 3.2079 0.3578 -0.681 0.874
QUALITY
ORIENTATION 114 2.00 420 3.3552 0.4319 -0.513 0.055
STRUCTURING 114 197 399 3.3174 0.3634 -0.778 1.036
APPLICATION 114 185 413 3.0763 0.3792 -0.156 0.362
MANAGEMENT 114 2.00 409 3.2488 0.3917 -0.461 0.261
OF TIME
QUESTIONING 114 195 423 3.4620 0.4403 -0.865 1.085
TECHNIQUES
DEALING WITH 114 1.80 3.47 25964 0.3945 0.049 -0.679
COOPERATION
DEALING WITH 114 2.15 4.30 3.4235 0.4176 -0.568 0.897
MISBEHAVIOUR
(POSITIVE
ASPECTYS)
DEALING WITH 114 1.49 3.81 2.7515 0.3759 -0.021 0.674

MISBEHAVIOUR
(NEGATIVE
ASPECTYS)
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N Min Max Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis

TEACHER 114 179 464 35397 0.5152 -0.460 0.276
STUDENT
RELATIONS
ASSESMENT 114 129 362 2.8929 0.4163 -0.780 0.905

According to the classroom level findings, the mean score of Instructional Quality is
slightly higher than average (M=3.21). This finding indicates a moderate level of teaching
quality in year three Citizenship Education as perceived by students. With respect to the
first order factors, the findings show that their mean scores are close to average. In fact,
Teacher-Student Relations (M=3.54) and Questioning Techniques (M=3.46) had the
highest mean scores whereas Dealing with Cooperation (M=2.60) and Dealing with
Misbehaviour (Negative Aspects) (M=2.75) had the lowest mean scores. It is also
noteworthy that all classroom variables had a relatively low variability. This can be seen
from the low standard deviations as well as from the minimum and maximum values which
show that there is a low range among classrooms in relation to the functioning of each
factor. Finally, the values of skewness and kurtosis fall within the range of £2 which is
considered to be acceptable for normal distributions.

Tables 4.33 to 4.38 refer to the main results which emerged from the descriptive
analysis concerning all student level variables. These variables concern both the pre-test
and post-test Cognitive Outcomes, as well as a number of contextual student level
variables that are likely to have a moderating effect on their achievement. Statistics for
continuous variables are shown in Table 4.33 whereas Tables 4.34 to 4.38 present the
frequencies and respective percentages of the categorical variables (i.e. Student Gender,
Student’s Place of Birth, Mother’s Place of Birth, Father’s Place of Birth, and Student
Council Participation). The descriptive statistics for the Cognitive Outcomes have been
derived from the Rasch person estimates whereas the statistics for the contextual variables
resulted from the analysis of student responses to the third part of the test which was
administered to them (N=1596).

According to the findings, students’ both pre-test and post-test outcomes were
relatively low (see Table 4.33). This is evident from the negative mean scores which
indicate that the specific test was relatively difficult for the sample of students who

participated in the study. Moreover, the gains in student achievement were estimated to be
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only 0.43. This is a relatively small increase in student achievement that may be explained

by the fact that Citizenship Education is taught for only a few months during the school

year. One can also observe that the range of Post-test Outcomes is lower than the

respective range of Pre-test Outcomes.

Table 4.33
Descriptive Statistics for Student Level Variables

N Min Max  Mean

SD

Skewness Kurtosis

PRE TEST 1579  -3.57 3.44 -0.759
COGNITIVE
OUTCOMES

POST TEST 1577  -3.19 3.13 -0.328
COGNITIVE
OUTCOMES

MOTHER’S 1506 1 7 5.38
EDUCATIONAL
BACKGROUND

FATHER’S 1472 1 7 5.22
EDUCATIONAL
BACKGROUND

MOTHER’S 1541 18 65 37.55
OCCUPATIONAL

BACKGROUND

FATHER’S 1526 18 65 43.01
OCCUPATIONAL

BACKGROUND

NUMBER OF 1588 1 6 3.99
BOOKS AT HOME

BUYING 1469 0 7 1.96
NEWSPAPER AT
HOME

GOING OUT 1592 1 4 2.83
WITH FRIENDS

WATCHING TV 1591 1 5 3.44

1.1541

1.1163

1.214

1.266

16.396

13.721

1.368

2.122

0.841

0.976

-0.054

0.079

-0.417

-0.381

0.534

0.346

-.022

1.449

-0.249

-0.112

0.521

-0.039

-0.120

0.063

-1.025

-1.004

-0.908

0.990

-0.602

-0.332
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With respect to the contextual student variables, we can derive a general

description of the students’ background. Firstly, 54.2% of the student sample were girls

and 45.8% were boys (see Table 4.34). Then, approximately 92% of the students were

born in Cyprus whereas only 8% were born abroad (Table 4.35). Moreover, about 89% of

students reported that their father was born in Cyprus whereas 11% reported that their

father was born abroad (Table 4.36). Around 86% of the students also reported that their

mother was born in Cyprus whereas a 14% reported that she was born abroad (Table 4.37).

The aforementioned statistics show that the majority of students who participated in the

study were locals.

Table 4.34

Frequencies for Student Gender

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 (Girls) 864 54.1 54.2 54.2
1 (Boys) 730 45.7 45.8 100.0
Total 1594 99.9 100.0
Missing 9 2 0.1
Total 1596 100.0
Table 4.35
Frequencies for Students’ Place of Birth
Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 (Bornin 1466 91.9 91.9 91.9
Cyprus)
1 (Born abroad) 129 8.1 8.1 100.0
Total 1595 99.9 100.0
Missing 9 1 0.1
Total 1596 100.0
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A number of observations also arise from student variables which reflect their
socioeconomic status (Table 4.33). Firstly, we can observe that the mean scores of
Mother’s and Father’s Educational Background are higher than 5 indicating that the
students’ parents have on average finished High School. Moreover, the mean scores of
Mother’s and Father’s Occupational Background are approximately 40, also indicating an
average level of occupational status. Another proxy variable of socioeconomic status
concerns the Number of Books at Home. In this case, the mean score is approximately 4
indicating a number of around 50 books. Overall, we can observe that the socioeconomic

status of the students of the specific sample reaches a moderate level.

Table 4.36

Frequencies for Father’s Place of Birth

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 (Bornin 1419 88.9 89.1 89,1
Cyprus)
1 (Born abroad) 174 10.9 10.9 100,0
Total 1593 99.8 100.0
Missing 9 3 0.2
Total 1596 100.0
Table 4.37
Frequencies for Mother’s Place of Birth
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 (Bornin 1375 86.2 86.3 86,3
Cyprus)
1 (Born abroad) 218 13.7 13.7 100,0
Total 1593 99.8 100.0
Missing 9 3 0.2
Total 1596 100.0

Further student variables were also investigated, specifically Buying Newspaper at
Home, Going Out at Night, Watching TV and Student Council Participation. With regards
to the former “Newspaper” variable, a mean score of 2 was found indicating that on

average twice a week a newspaper is bought at home. Students’ mean score for Going Out
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at Night is around 2.8 indicating that they generally go out more often than “some nights a
month” but less than “once per week”. The mean score of Watching TV is 3.44 indicating
that students watch TV between 2 and 3 hours per day during school weekdays. Finally,
around 57% students reported that they participated in a Council (either a class or a school
Council) whereas 43% reported that they never participated in any Student Council (Table
4.38).

Table 4.38
Frequencies for Student Council Participation

Cumulative
Frequency Percent ~ Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 (No 671 42.0 42.6 42.6
Participation)
1 (Participation ) 904 56.6 57.4 100.0
Total 1575 98.7 100.0
Missing 9 21 1.3
Total 1596 100.0

Overall, it can be seen that for the contextual student variables which are continuous
the values of standard deviations are relatively high. This finding indicates that there is
high variability in the functioning of the particular variables. Moreover, the values of
skewness and kurtosis fall within the range of +£2 which is considered to be acceptable for
normal distributions. Finally, it must be noted that the percentage of missing values for

each student variable is negligible.

4.3 Searching for Direct and Indirect Effects of School Leadership on Student
Citizenship Outcomes

Based on the scores of the main and contextual variables of the study, a number of

statistical analyses were conducted in order to identify direct and/or indirect effects of

School Leadership on Student Citizenship Outcomes. The inquiry into the indirect effects

of School Leadership was performed through the intermediate Instructional Quality

variables and School Academic Optimism. The next two sections present the findings from

the relevant analyses that were conducted.
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4.3.1. Direct Effects on Student Citizenship Outcomes

Multilevel modelling was used to identify the effects of the independent variables upon
Citizenship Cognitive Outcomes. The first step was to compare the empty models derived
from a number of level combinations. After selecting the most appropriate model,
explanatory variables at different levels were added. Categorical variables were entered as
dummies with one of the groups as baseline (e.g. girls=0). In order to identify a significant
change between two succeeding models, the reduction in the deviance between these
models was used. The difference in deviance has a chi-squared distribution with degrees
of freedom equal to the reduction in the degrees of freedom between the two models.

The first step was to identify which levels had to be taken into account to reflect the
hierarchical structure of the data. Empty models with all combinations of the levels of
analysis were specified and the likelihood statistics of each model were compared
(Table 4.39). Initially, it was found that the likelihood statistics lent support to an empty
model consisting of student, classroom and school levels. However, the variance
component at the school level was not statistically significant. As a result, the two level
empty model consisting of student and classroom levels represented the best solution. This
finding implies that classroom effects are more important than school effects in relation to

the Cognitive Outcomes of students in Citizenship Education.

Table 4.39
Comparison of Empty Models

Empty Model 1 Empty Model 2 Empty Model 3
(Student-School)  (Student-Classroom) (Student-
Classroom-
School)
X* 4775.486 4768.968 4758.584
Reduction 6.518 10.384
Degrees of freedom 1
p value 0.05 0.001

Table 4.40 presents the parameter estimates and standard errors derived from the multi-
level analysis of student Cognitive Outcomes in Citizenship Education. The empty model
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(or model 0) presents the variance at the student and classroom level without any
explanatory variables. The variance at each level reached statistical significance (p<0.05),
revealing that MLwin could be used to identify the explanatory variables, which are
associated with student scores. We can observe that approximately 9% of the variance in
student achievement is at the classroom level whereas around 91% is at the individual
level.

In the next step of the analysis, Model 1 was specified by adding all student level
variables to the empty model. The likelihood statistic (X*) shows a significant change
between the empty model and model 1 (p<0.001). In Model 1, 27.8% of the variance in
student achievement was explained. We can also observe that the prior measure of student
cognitive outcomes had the highest statistically significant effect on the final measure of
student outcomes.

A number of other contextual variables at the student level were also found to have a
statistically significant effect on student outcomes. Firstly, it was found that girls tend to
have a higher achievement than boys. Then, students whose mother was born in Cyprus
scored higher than students whose mother was born abroad. On the other hand, the
individual student’s place of birth and their father’s place of birth did not have any
statistically significant effect. SES indicators, apart from Mother’s and Father’s
Occupational Background, were also found to have a statistically significant effect on
student outcomes. Specifically, the higher the level of education of either the mother or
father the higher the scores of students. Moreover, the number of books at home was
positively associated with student achievement. Buying newspaper at home and
participating in a Student Council are also positive indicators of student achievement
whereas Going Out at Night is negatively associated with achievement. Watching TV was
not found to have any statistically significant effect.

In Model 2, contextual and instructional variables at the classroom level were added.
The likelihood statistic (X?) shows a significant change between the Model 1 and Model 2
(p<0.05). Overall, Model 2, explains 29.9% of the total variance of student achievement.
According to Model 2, only one classroom level factor had a statistically significant effect
on student achievement, i.e. Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects). This finding
shows that in classrooms where teachers manage to deal with the positive aspects of
misbehaviour, students tend to have higher scores in the cognitive domain of Citizenship

Education.
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Table 4.40

Parameter estimates and (standard errors) for the analyses of Citizenship Cognitive

Outcomes
Citizenship Cognitive Outcomes

Factors Model 0 Model 1 Model 2
Fixed Part (Intercept) -0.447 (0.042) -0.288 (0.038) -0.289 (0.037)
Student Level
Prior measure of Cognitive Outcomes 0.358 (0.024)  0.358 (0.024)
Gender (girls=0, boys =1) -0.136 (0.052) -0.139 (0.052)
Place of birth (0=Cyprus,1=Abroad) N.S.S. N.S.S.
Father’s Place of birth (0=Cyprus, N.S.S. N.S.S.
1=Abroad)
Mother’s Place of birth (0=Cyprus, -0.199 (0.077) -0.194 (0.077)
1=Abroad)
Buying Newspaper at Home 0.044 (0.013)  0.044 (0.013)
Number of Books at Home 0.045 (0.021)  0.045 (0.021)
Going Out at Night -0.154 (0.032) -0.151 (0.032)
Watching TV N.S.S. N.S.S.
Student Council Participation 0.111 (0.054)  0.112 (0.053)
Mother’s Educational Background 0.054 (0.027)  0.057 (0.027)
Father’s Educational Background 0.092 (0.025)  0.092 (0.025)
Mother’s Occupational Background N.S.S. N.S.S.
Father’s Occupational Background N.S.S. N.S.S.
Classroom level N.S.S.
Average prior achievement N.S.S.
Percentage of boys N.S.S.
Average Number of Books N.S.S.
Average Mothers’ Educational Background N.S.S.
Average Fathers’ Educational Background N.S.S.
Average Mothers’ Occupational Background N.S.S.
Average Fathers’ Occupational Background N.S.S.
Orientation N.S.S.
Structuring N.S.S.
Application N.S.S.
Management of Time N.S.S.
Questioning N.S.S.
Dealing with Cooperation N.S.S.
Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive 0.461 (0.185)
Aspects)
Dealing with Misbehaviour (Negative N.S.S.
Aspects)
Teacher — Student Relations N.S.S.
Assessment N.S.S.
Variance Components
Classroom 9.1% 8.4% 6.3%
Student 90.9% 63.8% 63.8%
Explained 27.8% 29.9%
Significance test
X? 4768.968 3456.173 3450.138
Reduction 1312.795 6.035
Degrees of freedom 9 1
p value 0.001 0.05

N.S.S. = No statistically significant effect
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4.3.2 Indirect Effects on Student Citizenship Outcomes

Indirect effects of School Leadership on Student Citizenship Outcomes can be identified
through the use of multilevel structural equation modelling. It was assumed that any
indirect effects would occur through the main variable of “Dealing with Misbehaviour
(Positive Aspects)” which was found to have a direct effect on student outcomes.
Therefore, prior to the specification of a structural equation model, a preliminary
multilevel analysis was conducted in order to identify the variables which had a direct
effect on “Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects)”.

A two-level empty model was specified consisting of classroom and school levels.
The variance at each level reached statistical significance revealing that MLwin could be
used to identify the explanatory variables associated with the dependent variable of
“Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects).” However, by adding variables at the
classroom and then at the school level, the likelihood statistic (X?) increased rather than
being reduced towards the value of zero. Thus, no meaningful results could be produced by
running the specific multilevel model. This finding did not enable any further attempts to
search for indirect effects through the use of structural equation modelling techniques.

Despite the fact that no indirect effects of school leadership were found through the
intermediate variable of “Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects)”, a decision was
made to inquire into the likely effects of School Leadership on the rest of the Instructional
Quality variables as well as School Academic Optimism. The specific decision was made
in order to identify important variables which could act as mediators in future indirect
leadership effects studies.

Firstly, a number of two-level models (consisting of classroom and school levels)
were specified in order to identify leadership effects on the Instructional Quality variables.
Specifically, all first-order classroom factors as well as the second-order factor of
Instructional Quality were entered as the dependent variable in separate multilevel models.
Further variables were added at the classroom and school level yet no statistically
significant effects of School Leadership nor School Academic Optimism were found.

Beyond Instructional Quality variables, a decision was made to test for School
Leadership effects on School Academic Optimism. In this case, School Academic
Optimism was the dependent variable whereas School Leadership formed the main
independent variable. Further leadership and school contextual variables were also added
as independent variables: Gender, Educational Background in Leadership, Experience as a
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Principal, School Location, and School Size. Stepwise multiple regression analysis at a
single level was used to test for the relationships between the aforementioned independent
variables and School Academic Optimism. A single level regression analysis was used in
this case since all variables are located at the school level.

The regression analysis produced a number of statistically significant regression
models the summary of which is presented in Table 4.41. Specifically, for each model
additional predictors of School Academic Optimism are entered and the significance of the
change is assessed. According to the findings, there are statistically significant changes at
each stage of the analysis with Model 5 representing the best fitting model (F
change=5.871, p-value<0.01). Specifically, the predictors of Model 5 explain 21.7% of the
variance in School Academic Optimism.

The parameters of the regression model are presented in Table 4.42. According to
the findings, most of the independent variables have made a statistically significant
contribution to predicting the outcome (p-value<0.01). The standardised beta values
indicate the importance of each individual predictor. Firstly, the most important predictor
was the main independent variable of School Leadership with a beta value of 0.439. This
means that for an increase of one standard deviation in School Leadership the outcome

variable of Academic Optimism increases by 0.439 of a standard deviation.

Table 4.41
Regression Model Summary with School Academic Optimism as the Dependent Variable
Change Statistics
Std. Error T R?
Adjusted  of the F Sig. F
Model R R? R? Estimate Change Change dfi df2 Change

1 0.428(a) 0.183 0.182 0.1467 0.183 340.76 1 1522 0.001
2 0.445(b) 0.198 0.197 0.1454 0.015 29.13 1 1521 0.001
3 0.455(c) 0.207 0.206 0.1446 0.009 17.09 1 1520 0.001
4 0.466(d) 0.217 0.215 0.1438 0.010 18.70 1 1519 0.001

5 0.469(e) 0.220 0.217 0.1435 0.003 5.87 1 1518 0.016

a. Predictors: (Constant), SCHOOL LEADERSHIP
b. Predictors: (Constant), SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, SCHOOL LOCATION
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c. Predictors: (Constant), SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, SCHOOL LOCATION,

EXPERIENCE AS A PRINCIPAL

d. Predictors: (Constant), SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, SCHOOL LOCATION,
EXPERIENCE AS A PRINCIPAL, GENDER
e. Predictors: (Constant), SCHOOL LEADERSHIP, SCHOOL LOCATION,
EXPERIENCE AS A PRINCIPAL, GENDER, EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
IN SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

Further important variables are School Location and Experience as a Principal.

Firstly, the beta value for School Location is 0.138. This means that in rural schools,

academic optimism is greater by 0.138 of a standard deviation when compared to urban

schools. Furthermore, an increase of one unit in Principalship Experience is associated

with an increase of 0.108 of a standard deviation in school academic optimism.

Table 4.42
Regression Coefficients with School Academic Optimism as the Dependent Variable

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients T Sig.
Model B Std. Error Beta

5 (Constant) 1.167 0.045 26.075 0.001
SCHOOL 0.243 0.013 0.439 18.439 0.001
LEADERSHIP
SCHOOL 0.045 0.009 0.138 5.008 0.001
LOCATION
EXPERIENCE 0.022 0.005 0.108 4697 0.001
AS A
PRINCIPAL
GENDER 0.032 0.008 0.094 4011 0.001
EDUCATIONAL 0.020 0.008 0.068 2.423 0.016

BACKGROUND
IN SCHOOL
LEADERSHIP
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The rest of the contextual variables seem to predict Academic Optimism to a lesser
extent. The findings showed a small but statistically significant effect of the principal’s
gender (b=0.094). Specifically, the academic optimism was greater in schools where the
principal was female rather than male. Furthermore, the Educational Background in
Leadership was found to be a statistically significant predictor. Specifically, the schools
with principals that hold higher qualifications in leadership have a greater level of
academic optimism. That is, a one standard deviation increase in their Educational
Background in School Leadership is associated with a 0.068 of a standard deviation in

academic optimism.

4.4 Summary

This part of the study sought to present and describe in detail the findings which emerged
from the main field research. In doing so, the main research questions that were initially set
are addressed. Specifically, the study aimed at identifying direct and indirect relationships
between middle school leadership and student citizenship outcomes. Indirect relationships
were examined through the intermediate variables of school academic optimism and
instructional quality.

Firstly, there was a need to investigate the validity of the instruments used for data
collection. With regards to the School Leadership Questionnaire, Confirmatory Factor
Analysis showed that the best fitting model comprises of a second order factor (i.e.
Leadership Radius) on which five first order factors are regressed (i.e. Instructional,
Participative, Structuring, Entrepreneurial, Personnel Development Leadership Styles).
The CFA for School Academic Optimism showed that the one factor model fits best the
data. A similar analysis for Instructional Quality showed that the best fitting model
consists of a second order factor and ten first order factors. The second order factor was
labelled Instructional Quality and eight first order factors regressed on it. These factors
concern Orientation, Structuring, Application, Questioning, Dealing with Cooperation,
Dealing with Misbehaviour-Positive Aspects, Teacher- Student Relations and Assessment.
Two first order factors (i.e. Management of Time and Dealing with Misbehaviour-
Negative Aspects) only correlated with Instructional Quality. Rasch analyses were also
conducted in order to examine the psychometric properties of the Civic Education test. The
findings showed that the data satisfied the Rasch model for unidimensionality only in the

case of the cognitive dimension.
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According to the descriptive findings, the mean score of School Leadership was
much higher than average whereas the mean scores of School Academic Optimism and
Instructional Quality reached a moderate level. However, the variability of the responses
in all three cases was relatively low. Then, the descriptive statistics for the citizenship
cognitive outcomes showed that the test was relatively difficult for the specific sample and
that the achievement gains acquired were small. Descriptive statistics were also calculated
for contextual school and student level variables.

Multilevel modelling was used to identify direct effects on student cognitive
outcomes. A comparison of empty models showed that a two level model consisting of
classroom and student levels was the best solution. The analysis showed that a number of
contextual student variables and one classroom variable (i.e. Dealing with Misbehaviour-
Positive Aspects) had a direct effect on student cognitive outcomes. Overall, the model
explained around 30% of the variance. A further multilevel analysis was conducted in
order to examine whether School Leadership or Academic Optimism had any direct effect
on the variable of Dealing with Misbehaviour-Positive Aspects. This was a first step in
identifying any indirect effects of School Leadership on Student Outcomes through the
mediating variable of Dealing with Misbehaviour-Positive Aspects. The analysis did not
provide evidence of any such effects.

Additional multilevel analyses showed that neither School Leadership nor School
Academic Optimism had any direct effect on Instructional Quality variables. However,
single level regression analysis showed that School Leadership has significant direct
effects on School Academic Optimism. Academic Optimism was also found to be
influenced by a number of contextual school and principal variables. These findings are

important for further research into indirect leadership effects on student outcomes.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter aims to discuss the main findings of the study as well as draw conclusions and
implications relevant to these findings. Firstly, an overview of the previous chapters is
provided with a focus on the main findings which resulted from this study. A discussion of
the findings follows in the light of theory and previous research along with relevant
interpretations and conclusions. Finally, the implications for educational theory, policy and

practice are discussed whereas recommendations for further research are provided.

5.1 Overview of Previous Chapters
5.1.1 The Research Topic, Purpose and Research Questions

Current trends in the globalized world we live in require school principals to adopt a
broader and more demanding set of tasks, roles and functions so as to cope with the
multifaceted character of schooling. Most importantly, there is a mandate for principals to
demonstrate their effectiveness by showing results in student achievement. However, this
demand needs to be based on robust empirical evidence indicating that school leadership
does make a difference in student outcomes. So far, no previous study attempted to explore
the association between school leadership and student citizenship outcomes in quantitative
terms. Although case studies provide evidence of the contribution of the principal to
informal active citizenship of students there is still a need to establish a quantitative
linkage between leadership and student citizenship outcomes.

To this effect, the main purpose of the current piece of research was to explore the
relationship between school leadership in Cyprus middle schools and gains in student

citizenship outcomes. The more specific research questions were as follows:

1. Is there a direct relationship between middle school leadership and improvement in
student citizenship outcomes (cognitive, affective, behavioural)?
2. Is there an indirect relationship between middle school leadership and improvement in

student citizenship outcomes mediated by School Academic Optimism and/or Instructional

Quality?
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3. What is the relative strength of the direct and indirect models of school leadership
effects upon gains in student citizenship outcomes (cognitive, affective, behavioural)?
4. What is the total effect of the combined direct and indirect leadership models?

5.1.2 Review of the Literature

A review of the current state of the art was conducted in relation to the main variables of
the study, i.e. School Leadership, Student Citizenship Outcomes, Academic Optimism of
Schools, and Instructional Quality. This part of the study indicated that School Leadership
is important for Student Outcomes yet very little evidence was found in relation to Student
Citizenship Achievement in particular. The literature also indicated that School Academic
Optimism and Instructional Quality have strong effects on student achievement and could

therefore act as potential mediators in the chain of leadership effects.

5.1.3 Methodology

The specific study adopted a value-added quantitative design. Specifically, students were
administered a test both at the beginning and end of the term during which Citizenship
Education was taught (i.e. January 2011 and May 2011). Students also provided data about
the quality of instruction whereas teachers provided data about school leadership and
school academic optimism. Multistage sampling was used to select twenty middle schools,
then all year three classes from each selected school and all year three students from each
class. Structural equation modelling techniques were used to validate the questionnaires
measuring the independent variables whereas Rasch analysis was used to validate the
student outcomes test. Multilevel modeling and single level regression techniques were

used to identify the relationships between the main variables of this study.

5.1.4 Findings

The analysis of the data that were collected during the field research yielded a series of
findings that address the research questions of the study. The main findings of the study

are outlined below:
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1) Firstly, the analysis lent support to the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius
Framework and the Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness at the Classroom
Level.

2) The findings indicated that School Academic Optimism is perceived to be a
unidimensional construct.

4) The Rasch analysis provided validation to the cognitive dimension of the Citizenship
Outcomes test. No such evidence was provided in relation to the affective and
behavioural components.

5) The multilevel analysis showed that a number of contextual student variables and one
classroom variable (i.e. Dealing with Misbehaviour-Positive Aspects) had a direct effect
on Student Cognitive Outcomes.

6) Neither School Leadership nor School Academic Optimism were found to have a direct
or indirect effect on Student Citizenship Outcomes, at least in the context of this study
and taking into account the relative limitations arising from a multilevel modelling
approach.

7) School Academic Optimism was found to be positively influenced by School
Leadership. Further contextual school and leadership variables were also associated

with School Academic Optimism.

A summary of the main relationships found in the context of this study is presented in

Figure 5.1.

5.2 Discussion of Research Findings

5.2.1 Validation of the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius Framework

The analyses that were carried out provided support to the Pashiardis-Brauckmann
Leadership Radius Framework (Pashiardis & Brauckmann, 2008a). More specifically, the
initial five factors (Instructional Style, Participative Style, Personnel Development Style,
Entrepreneurial Style, Structuring Style) were retained in the exploratory factor analysis.
The reliability of the items measuring each factor was especially high, with 0.936 being the
lowest value. The confirmatory factor analysis showed an acceptable fit of this model to
the data thus establishing the validity of the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership

Framework.
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The aforementioned findings are in congruence with previous studies which utilized
the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Framework to operationalize school leadership behaviour.
Specifically, in a comparative study within seven European countries (UK, Norway,
Germany, Slovenia, Hungary, Italy, The Netherlands), evidence was provided that
secondary school leadership is a second order factor indicated by five first order factors,
i.e. the leadership styles proposed in the framework (Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011;
Pashiardis, 2014). Moreover, another study in Cyprus validated the specific framework
both in the primary and secondary levels of education (Pashiardis, 2014; Pashiardis et al.,
2011). The findings of the current study provide further evidence in relation to the
robustness of the specific framework in the context of Cyprus middle schools.

The validation of the Pashiardis-Brauckmann framework is important for a number of
reasons. Firstly, the specific framework belongs to integrated models (Scheerens, 2012)
that seem to have been researched to a lesser extent in comparison to other models such as
instructional and transformational leadership. Integrated models seem to provide a more
comprehensive approach to leadership effects research in that the entirety of leadership
behaviours and practices is taken into account. According to Bruggencate et al. (2012),
integrated leadership models provide more insight into the effectiveness of school leaders.
Scheerens (2012) also stresses the importance of an integral orientation of school leaders
within their schools. Specifically, he points out that school leaders should develop a
strategic perspective by integrating all domains of their activity.

Furthermore, the validation of the Pashiardis- Brauckmann Framework both within
Europe in general and Cyprus in particular constitutes a significant reference base for
conceptualising the construct of school leadership. In fact, one of the main methodological
weaknesses in leadership studies is considered to be the lack of a common definition of
leadership and a common framework through which it can be operationalized
(Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Pashiardis & Brauckmann,
2008a; Witziers et. al, 2003). Thus, a robust framework such as the Pashiardis-
Brauckmann Framework can be used to provide widespread conceptual agreement about

the meaning and measurement of school leadership.

5.2.2 Validation of School Academic Optimism

With regards to School Academic Optimism, the exploratory factor analyses showed that
four factors can be retained, i.e. Collective Efficacy 1 (Task Analysis), Collective Efficacy
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2 (Group Teaching Competence), Teacher Trust in Students and Parents and Academic
Emphasis. The difference between this solution and the initial model of Hoy et al. (2006)
was that Collective Efficacy comprised two separate factors rather than one. The first
factor represented teacher beliefs about student commitment and environmental support to
their learning whereas the second factor represented teacher beliefs about their own
capability to improve student learning. When considering Collective Efficacy as a separate
scale, it seems that middle school teachers in the context of Cyprus differentiate between
the requirements of the teaching task and their collective capability in improving learning.
These findings are more in line with the initial model developed by Goddard (2002) which
distinguished between the aforementioned dimensions of collective teacher efficacy.

The Confirmatory Factor Analysis showed an acceptable fit of the data to the model
when School Academic Optimism constituted a second order factor indicated by the
aforementioned four factors. In fact, this model had a better fit than the model where a
single Collective Efficacy factor was considered. However, a simpler model where
Academic Optimism constituted a single first order factor also had a similar fit as the
former model. Thus, this simpler and more parsimonious model was selected as the best
fitting model in this case.

The aforementioned findings indicate that School Academic Optimism may be
considered to be a single construct which cannot be clearly distinguished into further
constituents. On the one hand, Hoy et al. (2006) assert that School Academic Optimism is
a single powerful force with three constituents which work in a unified and mutually
dependent manner to improve student learning. The claim of a strong dependency between
the three factors of Academic Optimism (i.e. Collective Efficacy, Trust in Students and
Parents and Academic Emphasis) may partly explain the unidimensionality of the
construct. On the other hand, previous findings (e.g. Hoy et al., 2006; McGuigan & Hoy,
2006; Smith & Hoy, 2007; Wu, Hoy & Tarter, 2013) are contradictory to the findings of
this study in the sense that Academic Optimism was found to be a second order factor
indicated by the aforementioned three dimensions. Thus, the single construct of Academic
Optimism was found to clearly comprise of the separate factors of Collective Efficacy,
Trust in Students and Parents and Academic Emphasis.

The findings related to the validation of School Academic Optimism may be further
explained by the contextual differences in responding to the measurement instrument.
Specifically, the instrument statements were worded in a general manner asking for the

opinion of the teachers in relation to what they themselves, parents and students do on a
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collective level. It is likely that middle school teachers in Cyprus may not be in a position
to accurately assess the collective behaviours of those key stakeholders of their school.
Thus, a question may be raised as to whether the specific instrument can “travel” across

various cultural contexts.

5.2.3 Validation of the Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness at the

Classroom Level

According to the Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness (Creemers & Kyriakides,
2008, 2011) eight teacher factors can explain student achievement: Orientation,
Structuring, Application, Management of Time, Questioning Techniques, Classroom as a
learning environment, Assessment, and Teaching Modelling. These factors can also be
measured across five dimensions, i.e. Frequency, Stage, Focus, Quality and
Differentiation. In the case of Civic Education, the factor of Modelling was not included in
the questionnaire administered to students since the specific subject did not require any
teaching of specific strategies to students, especially within the limited time that it was
taught. Moreover, the Assessment items that inquired about the formal testing of students
were not included in the questionnaire since only a single test is administered to students at
the end of the term.

The findings from the exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis provided
evidence as to the validity of the model at the classroom level. Specifically, ten first order
factors were derived: Orientation, Structuring, Application, Management of Time,
Questioning Techniques, Classroom as a learning environment- Dealing with Cooperation,
Classroom as a learning environment-Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects),
Classroom as a learning environment- Dealing with Misbehaviour (Negative Aspects),
Teacher-Student Relations, and Assessment. All of the aforementioned factors, apart from
Management of Time and Dealing with Misbehaviour (Negative Aspects), regressed on the
second order factor of Instructional Quality. Management of Time and Dealing with
Misbehaviour (Negative Aspects) did not regress on Instructional Quality probably
because they were perceived to measure an aspect of teaching related to quantity.
However, they still did not regress on a second order factor of Instructional Quantity most
probably due to the negative wording of the items related to Dealing with Misbehaviour.

An important issue that needs to be discussed relates to the five measurement

dimensions that the dynamic model entails. These dimensions provide alternative ways of
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defining and measuring each effectiveness factor and aim at capturing the complex nature
of effective teaching (Kyriakides & Creemers, 2009). Previous studies inquiring into the
dynamic model showed that these dimensions can effectively be used to identify teacher
effects on student achievement (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Kyriakides & Creemers,
2008; Kyriakides & Creemers, 2009). In the current study there was no evidence to
support the added value of using the different measurement dimensions. This finding needs
to be interpreted under the light of the Civic Education reality in Cyprus. Specifically, the
instruction of Civic Education is generally underestimated with teachers being more
focused on a plain delivery of the lesson rather than engaging themselves in more complex
instructional behaviour. Thus, no dimensions would be needed to describe the simplified
functioning of the teacher effectiveness factors.

5.2.4 Validation of the Citizenship Outcomes Test

The analysis of the student responses to the Citizenship Outcomes test lent support to the
validity only of the cognitive dimension. Specifically, the data deriving from the responses
to the cognitive items largely satisfied the Rasch model assumption for unidimensionality
(Bond & Fox, 2007). However, there was a need to remove four items due to their high
infit and outfit values. All the rest of the items could be used to produce a single score for
measuring student achievement.

On the contrary, the data deriving from the affective and behavioural items did not
satisfy the Rasch model for unidimensionality. When considering the analysis of the
affective items, it was found that both the targeting and the individual fit indices of most of
the items were not satisfactory. Removing any items from the scale did not improve the
data fit to the model and therefore they were deemed to be unproductive for measurement.
The same holds true when considering the behavioural items. Moreover, in the case of the
behavioural items, the person separation was close to zero indicating no discrimination
between the person scores of the specific sample.

The aforementioned findings related to the affective and behavioural dimensions of
the student outcomes imply that we cannot use a single score for measuring affective or
behavioural outcomes. It is likely that these items represent more than a single factor yet
this assumption could not be confirmed within the context of this study since alternate test
forms were used. These potential factors could be related to specific content domains such
as attitudes towards immigrants, active citizenship in the community, active citizenship at

school.
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Beyond this explanation, it is also likely that the emphasis placed on the affective and
behavioural outcomes of students is little to none. Teachers, under the pressure of time,
probably pay less attention to the explicit instruction of the wider goals of Citizenship
Education and as a result students are not in a position to respond in a consistent manner to
the items measuring the achievement of these goals. Isac et al. (2013) also underline that
schools place most emphasis on civic knowledge and understanding and less on other
domains, such as attitudes. Similarly, Torney-Purta et al. (2001) found that Civic
Education teachers tend to focus their instruction on the transmission of factual knowledge.

The importance of assessing affective and behavioural outcomes, however, cannot be
overlooked. Longitudinal research shows that non-cognitive outcomes are more important
in improving students’ relative life chances than cognitive outcomes alone (e.g. Carneiro,
Crawford & Goodman, 2006). Mulford and Silins (2011) also provide evidence which
indicates that the emphasis on non-cognitive goals is “the most direct and successful route
to achieving cognitive goals” (p.79). Specifically, they found that schools promoting
students’ social development are the most likely to succeed in fostering student cognitive

outcomes.

5.2.5 School Leadership Level

According to the findings, the mean score of School Leadership is much greater than
average, i.e. 3.74. One can therefore argue that the general level of Leadership provided
by middle school principals is quite satisfactory. The same holds when considering the
constituent styles of leadership with the mean scores ranging from 3.58 (Instructional
Style) to 3.86 (Participative Style). These scores are very similar to the average scores
estimated for all seven European countries which participated in the LISA project
(Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011; Pashiardis & Brauckmann, 2008a).

The relatively high scores in both School Leadership and the separate Leadership
Styles can be explained by the fact that in recent years an increased emphasis has been
placed on the importance of leadership in school effectiveness and improvement. This is
evident mostly through the design and proliferation of provision of Educational Leadership
university courses both at the Master’s and Doctoral levels in Cyprus. These courses are
offered by both state and private universities and are continually upgraded with new
content arising from relevant research into the field. Moreover, the Cyprus Pedagogical
Institute incorporates important leadership concepts into the development programmes for

in-service school principals. Through time, there has been an increase in the time allocated
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to school leadership topics whereas the trainers have been asked to place a greater focus on
the leadership component of the training programme (Michaelidou & Pashiardis, 2009).

Comparing the scores of the individual leadership styles, it can be seen that the
Instructional Style received the lowest score. An explanation for this finding relates to the
fact that principals in middle schools are not engaged at a deeper level in instructional
issues due to the existence of a number of teacher specializations (Hallinger, 2005;
Robinson et al., 2008). Then, the large size of middle schools requires principals to devote
more time to other domains of activity (such as communicating with parents and
coordinating school activities) rather than engaging themselves in the technical core of
teaching and learning. Moreover though, school principals may be implementing this style
in subtle ways and thus it is not perceived as such by teachers.

On the other hand, we can conclude that principals become more Participative (hence
the highest score received) in order to address the diversity and complexity of needs within
large schools. Towards this direction, school leaders organize their management activities
through teachers and facilitate team work and cooperation. Moreover, school principals
may become more Participative in order to satisfy the requirements of an already
established school culture in Cyprus which is people-focused (Pashiardis et. Al., 2011b;
Pashiardis et al., 2012). To this effect, school leaders promote an atmosphere of open
communication with teachers as well as their active participation in decision making. In
fact, this emphasis on human relations may partly explain the higher score of the
Participative Style among Cyprus principals when compared to the respective European
average found in the LISA Project (Pashiardis, 2014).

5.2.6 School Academic Optimism Level
The descriptive analysis of the data showed that the mean score of School Academic
Optimism is very close to average (M=3.12). This score indicates an average level in the
school confidence that students will succeed academically. More specifically, it seems to
reflect a moderate level of teacher collective efficacy, trust in students and parents and
academic emphasis. Although the overall mean score reached a satisfying level, yet
schools would need a much greater level of optimism to enhance student achievement.
This is especially important when considering the low variability in the scores which
ranged from 2,71 to 3,65.

The average score of School Academic Optimism and the associated low variability

might also have resulted from the way the construct was measured. Specifically, the
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instrument that was used asked teachers to indicate their agreement to statements that
express the collective behaviour of school stakeholders, i.e. teachers, students and parents.
For example, teachers were asked to indicate their degree of agreement with the following
statement: “Teachers in this school believe that every child can learn”. On the one hand,
this statement is intended to grasp the shared beliefs of teachers and identify the cultural
forces to student success on a collective level. On the other hand, it might have created an
uncertainty to teachers as to how they should respond. That is, teachers might think that
“some of us believe that every child can learn and some don’t”. As a result, it is likely that
a great number of them selected the mid-point of the Likert scale so as to resolve the
aforementioned uncertainty. One could, therefore, argue that in the case of School
Academic Optimism, an even point scale should be used as was done in the original study
of Hoy et al. (2006).

5.2.7 Instructional Quality Level

The descriptive analysis of the data showed that the mean score of Instructional Quality is
close to average (M=3.21). This means that those teacher behaviours that are hypothesized
to influence student learning are exhibited at a moderate level in general. When
considering the first order factors, one can observe that three factors had the highest scores:
Teacher Student Relations, Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects), and
Questioning Techniques. The first two factors seem to be enacted by teachers to a great
extent in an effort to create a positive learning environment for students. These aspects of
the learning environment are mainly directed at fostering positive teacher student
interactions in class and form in a way the preconditions for effective instruction to take
place. These practices are especially important for a subject which is underestimated by
students and would need extra effort to attract their attention. The use of Questioning
Techniques also seems to be broadly adopted by teachers probably due to the potential of
engaging students in critical thinking in a theoretical subject such as Civic Education.

On the other hand, teachers had the lowest mean scores in the following factors:
Dealing with Cooperation, Dealing with Misbehaviour (Negative Aspects), and
Assessment. The first two factors are also aspects of the Classroom Learning Environment.
Yet, it seems that teachers adopt them to the least extent. Firstly, in relation to the first
factor, it seems that teachers do not engage students in activities that create opportunities
for cooperation. This might be due to the increased time required to complete such

activities especially when taking into account the diminished time provided to the
180



instruction of Citizenship Education. Then, with regards to the second factor, the teachers
might have difficulty in dealing with more specific aspects of misbehavior such as bullying
in the classroom. Beyond the Classroom Learning Environment, low scores were also
noted in relation to Assessment. This finding derives most probably from the fact that
Citizenship Education is not formally examined at the end of the academic year. This
system-wide practice seems to bear negative implications on the individual teacher

behavior in relation to the proper assessment of student learning.

5.2.8 Gains in Student Cognitive Outcomes

The Rasch analysis showed that the gains in Student Cognitive Outcomes were relatively
low. Specifically, there was an increase of the size of 0.43 in terms of Rasch estimates.
Firstly, this finding can be explained by the level of difficulty of the specific test that was
administered to students. The mean scores of both the pre-test and post-test outcomes were
negatively signed which means that the test items were generally difficult for the specific
sample of students (Bond & Fox, 2007).

In addition, the low status of Citizenship Education in the curriculum (e.g. Isac et al.,
2011, 2013) seems to have minimized improvement in student learning. Firstly, the subject
is taught across schools for a limited time period and students do not have any real
opportunity to embed the taught content. Moreover, the absence of a formal examination
lowers both teacher and student expectations for teaching and learning. According to
Karagiorgi (2011) the insufficiency of internal and external monitoring systems allows
“laissez-fire” approaches in Cyprus schools. In this spirit, teachers might even use a
Citizenship Education period to teach a main subject such as Greek Language or Maths in
case they have fallen behind the syllabus. At other times, they might teach a theme which
is relevant to Civics but not in alignment with the assigned curriculum and textbooks. This
practice creates a gap between the intended and taught curriculum and seems to minimize
the opportunity for student success in a Civic Education test.

The low emphasis placed on Citizenship Education is also reflected in the recent
ICCS findings which showed that Cyprus civic knowledge scores were significantly lower
than the ICCS average (Schulz et al., 2010). This is even more worrying if one considers
that in the CIVED study of 1999, Cyprus scores were found to be significantly higher than
the international average (Torney-Purta et al., 2001). Moreover, Schulz et al. (2010),
comparing the average civic knowledge scores of 15 countries which participated in the

CIVED and ICCS study concluded that there has been an overall decrease of one fifth of a
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standard deviation in their performance. These findings indicate that, both at the national
and international levels, no radical measures have been taken to increase the status of

Citizenship Education during the first decade of 2010.

5.2.9 Direct Effects on Student Citizenship Outcomes

The findings of the current study showed that the student and classroom levels are the most
important in explaining the variance in Citizenship Cognitive Outcomes when searching
for direct effects on student achievement. In fact, most of the explained variance was
attributed to student level factors, a finding which is in line with previous educational
effectiveness studies (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008). Moreover, the total variance
explained was approximately 30% which is similar to the findings of secondary analyses of
the CIVED and ICCS data (Isac et al. 2011, 2013). Yet, other effectiveness studies which
used Language and Maths as their effectiveness criteria managed to explain over 50% of
the variance in student achievement (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008). This discrepancy
between the variance explained suggests that the explanatory power of educational
effectiveness models may be differentiated according to the subject used as the criterion
for effectiveness.

With respect to the student level, nine factors were found to have a direct effect on
student cognitive outcomes. The most important predictor was the prior achievement of
students. This finding is also consistent with previous value-added studies which use the
initial achievement of students as a control variable to their final achievement (Creemers &
Kyriakides, 2008). Yet, it should be noted that in the case of the current study, the effect
size of the students’ initial achievement reached a moderate level, thus indicating a
moderate level of predictive validity of the test.

The next most important predictor related to the Mother’s Place of Birth.
Specifically, the achievement of those students whose mother was born in Cyprus was
higher than those students whose mother was born abroad. It seems that mothers born in
Cyprus are in a better position to help their children in their study. The following
interpretation can be deduced here. Firstly, Greek is their mother language and therefore
they can clearly understand their children’s tasks for school. In fact, previous studies
showed that speaking the language of the test at home is a significant predictor of student
civic knowledge (Schulz, 2002; Isac et al., 2011). In addition, it is likely that mothers born
in Cyprus can dedicate more time to their children when compared to mothers born abroad.

Specifically, the latter represent to a great extent a vulnerable group of people (European
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Commission, 2013; OECD, 2012) who come to Cyprus as immigrant workers. Thus, they
have to work for long hours in order to provide for their family.

The findings also showed that students who go out with their friends at night more
often have a lower achievement in Citizenship Education. With regards to this variable, it
was initially assumed that these students would have a higher achievement most probably
due to discussions they would have with their friends about civic issues (Isac et al., 2013).
However, no such evidence was provided. It seems that middle school students do not have
any interest in discussing civic or political issues when meeting their friends. Moreover, it
is likely that these students devote less time for studying at home thus leading them to
lower levels of achievement.

Another student level factor that influences citizenship outcomes is gender.
Specifically, girls seem to outperform boys in their cognitive achievement. This finding is
consistent with the recent ICCS Study findings which show that the average civic
knowledge scores of female students were higher than those of male students both overall
and in nearly all countries (Isac et al., 2013; Schulz et al., 2010). Contrary to these
findings, the previous IEA Study which was conducted in 1999 showed that males
obtained higher scores than females (Torney-Purta et al., 2001). It seems that the upgraded
role of women in today’s society influences in a way female students in acquiring better
outcomes in Citizenship Education.

Furthermore, those students who had the opportunity to participate either in a school
or classroom council had a higher achievement than those who did not. It seems that their
participation in such kind of school institutions exposes them to civic-related issues that
broaden their knowledge and enhance their thinking skills. In fact, student councils may be
considered as a mechanism for preparing students for active citizenship in society.
Previous findings also showed that student participation in a school council or parliament
had a positive association with civic knowledge and skills (Torney-Purta, 2002; Schulz,
2002).

Both Mother’s and Father’s Educational Background were then found to affect
student outcomes. Specifically, the higher their educational background, the higher the
achievement of their children in Citizenship Education. The educational background of
parents constitutes an important indicator of the socioeconomic status of students and its
influence on student learning has been evident throughout the lengthy course of school
effectiveness research (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Schulz et al., 2010). However, the

effect size was smaller than previous school effectiveness studies most probably due to the
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fact that the source of the data was students themselves and not formal school records. It is
likely that some students could not be in a position to assess their parents’ level of
education in an accurate way. This is probably the reason for not identifying any effects of
the parents’ occupational status as well.

At the student level, another two variables were found to influence student
outcomes: Buying Newspaper at Home and Number of Books at Home. Specifically, the
more frequently newspapers are bought at home the higher the children’s achievement in
Citizenship Education. Similarly, the greater the number of books at home the higher the
children’s score in Citizenship Education. Both of these variables can be considered to
reflect the educational and cultural capital of the family. Through this capital, students
have the opportunity to read about civic issues and deepen their knowledge about main
civic principles, concepts and institutions. Moreover, they might be exposed to critical
approaches against various civic issues which in turn influence their own cognitive skills in
Citizenship Education. Previous research also reveals the positive effect of a supportive
home educational environment on student outcomes (e.g. Isac et al., 2011; Mulford &
Silins, 2011; Schulz et al., 2010). In fact, more current thinking on home cultural capital
entails access to different kinds of media, such as the internet. Overall, Mulford and Silins
(2011) state that “to the extent that a principal and his or her staff can develop strategies to
improve a student’s home educational environment, so too will they improve student
outcomes at school” (p.76).

Moving on to the classroom level, it was found that “Dealing with Misbehaviour
(Positive Aspects)” had a positive and significant effect on student achievement. This is
mainly an aspect of teacher behaviour that seeks to establish and maintain a classroom
environment conducive to learning (Pashiardis, 2008). Specifically, teachers establish and
implement rules for student behaviour and are able to end in an effective way any possible
disorder. Thus, in classrooms where teachers exhibit the aforementioned behaviours
students tend to achieve higher scores in Citizenship Education.

Similarly, other studies provide consistent evidence of a positive association between
the creation of an orderly classroom climate and student achievement (Mortimore et al.,
1988; Opdenakker et al., 2002; Teodorovic, 2011). Within the context of the Dynamic
Model of Educational Effectiveness, Creemers and Kyriakides (2008) found that the
teacher’s role in managing classroom disorder belonged to a first-order factor labeled
“Teacher-Student Relations”. This factor was found to explain achievement in Greek

Language, Mathematics and Religious Education in Cyprus primary schools.
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The factor of “Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects)” seems to have been
the only one at the classroom level to influence student learning. This finding seems to
highlight once more the low status of the subject of Citizenship Education as well as the
importance of establishing an orderly environment for conducting the lessons. It seems
that students have low expectations from the subject and probably seek ways to avoid their
active engagement through inappropriate behaviour. Teachers who manage to deal with
this kind of behaviour are more likely to drive the attention of students to academic tasks
and are therefore the most effective in raising their cognitive outcomes.

Other international studies also found that the classroom learning environment is a
significant positive predictor of Student Citizenship Outcomes (Schulz et al., 2010;
Torney-Purta, 2002). However, the meaning attached to the learning environment in these
studies relates more to the creation of an open climate where students can freely express
their opinion and engage in challenging discussions. The aspect of “Dealing with
Misbehaviour” is far from the one conceptualized in these studies yet it can be a first step

in creating the conditions upon which an open classroom climate can be built.

5.2.10 School Leadership Effects on Student Citizenship Outcomes

The findings of the study showed no direct or indirect effects of School Leadership on
Student Citizenship Outcomes in the cognitive domain, at least in the context of the
multilevel modelling approach adopted in this study. Firstly, no variance in student
achievement was situated at the school level when searching for direct effects. As a result,
the specified multilevel model included only the student and classroom levels which in this
case seemed to be more important for citizenship outcomes. Then, when searching for
indirect effects, School Leadership was not found to influence the potential intermediate
classroom variable of “Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects)”.

The aforementioned findings should not be mistakenly taken to imply that School
Leadership is not important for student learning but they should be interpreted under the
light of previous leadership effects research and within the context of the current study
limitations. Firstly, previous research showed inconsistent findings regarding the direct
effects of leadership on student outcomes. Some studies found no effects at all whereas
other studies found small to moderate effects (e.g. Hallinger 1996, 1998; Witziers et al.,
2003; Robinson et al., 2008). This divergence in findings can be explained by moderating
factors such as the conceptual framework, the statistical analysis, the country of the study
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and the school level. For example, studies conducted in the Netherlands show no effects of
school leadership whereas the greatest effects are identified in the USA (Witziers et al.,
2003).

In this study, a number of factors might explain the failure to validate the direct
effects model. The most important of these factors relates to the low status of Citizenship
Education in Cyprus middle schools. Specifically, there are no formal accountability
mechanisms for schools to raise student citizenship outcomes and as a result they shift their
attention to subjects which are deemed more critical for judging school performance levels.
Although recently, there has been a revived interest worldwide in promoting civics at
school (Isac et al., 2011, 2013), yet the subject’s position in the curriculum has not been
adequately reformed. The current state of the subject seems to pose a constraint on the
development of practices that could enhance student citizenship outcomes.

Added to that, the great size and complexity of middle schools does not enable any
frequent interactions between principals and students. Previous meta-analyses also showed
that principals exercise a lower effect in secondary than in primary schools (Scheerens &
Bosker, 1997) or even a zero effect (Witziers et al., 2003). These findings suggest that
secondary school principals may have less opportunity to directly affect student
achievement than primary school principals. According to Siskin and Little (1995), the
degree of principal influence may be attenuated due to the greater size of secondary
schools, more differentiated structures and more specialized teaching cultures. Hallinger
(2005) also highlights that the practice of leadership “requires substantial adaptation in
secondary schools, which are often larger and more complex organisations” (p. 231). Such
adaptation may be related to distributing leadership to the Senior Management Team or the
Subject Coordinators. The Senior Management Team has the responsibility of supporting
the principal in managing and leading a wide array of organizational operations. Senior
Management Teams have an important part in the formal leadership of school
organizations and are critical in decision making and implementation at the school level.
However, as compared to the principal, they are more likely to interact more frequently
with teachers and students and are in a better position to influence their teaching and
learning respectively. In addition, Subject Coordinators (or Heads of Departments) have
the overall responsibility for promoting the curricular aims of the subjects and thus they
collaborate with departmental staff to set a common framework of action towards this
direction. The leader role therefore seems to reside with the person whose duties are more

closely linked to the designated effectiveness criterion, which in our case is Citizenship
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Education. Both the Senior Management Teams and especially the Subject Coordinators
have been formed to effectively respond to the managerial complexity of secondary
schools and an expanded set of leadership tasks for the school principal. Thus,
contemporary trends seem to replace the singular, heroic model of leadership with a
distributed perspective which acknowledges that multiple stakeholders can contribute to
leadership practice (Harris, 2013; Spillane, 2012).

Furthermore, the current study may have not detected any direct influence of school
leadership on student outcomes due to its statistical power. Although the sample size of 20
schools was considered to be adequate for conducting a multilevel study, one may argue
that effects can be more effectively manifested through a larger sample of schools. Given
that a smaller sample size increases the possibility of a Type Il error (Creemers, Kyriakides
& Sammons, 2010), it is likely that the sample of 20 schools included in the study might
not have been sufficient to demonstrate any statistically significant effects at the school
level. Increasing the power of the study would probably tap more variance and lead to
more certainty as to the potential effects at the school level.

In the case of indirect effects, previous findings were more consistent in identifying
significant leadership effects on student outcomes (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Jacobson &
Bezzina, 2008; Mulford & Silins, 2011). Specifically, school leadership was found to
produce an effect through other school and class processes, such as school climate and
teaching quality. Under the light of this evidence, researchers have suggested that the
indirect effects model is more promising in building a theoretical understanding of
effective school leadership.

With regards to the current study, leadership could influence student learning through
School Academic Optimism and the Instructional Quality factor of “Dealing with
Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects)”. However, neither leadership nor academic optimism
effects were identified on the aforementioned instructional quality factor. The absence of
indirect leadership effects is not in congruence with previous findings which indicated the
critical role of the principals on teaching and learning (Leithwood & Day, 2007; Sebastian
& Allensworth, 2012).

The failure to validate the indirect effects model can also be explained by the low
emphasis placed on the subject. It seems that middle school principals are not seriously
engaged in creating the instructional conditions for improving student citizenship
outcomes. This is especially true if we consider the complex organisation of middle

schools. Specifically, due to the great size of the schools, the heads of departments and the
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curriculum coordinators bear the responsibility of carrying out much of the leadership
(Robinson et al., 2008). Considering the overload of principal responsibilities and the lack
of time to oversee the whole of the school activities, it is likely that principals focus their
efforts on the primary subjects and leave secondary subjects, such as Citizenship
Education, to the discretion of the senior managers and subject leaders.

In addition, it is likely that the conceptual framework adopted has influenced the
indirect effects findings. Specifically, the mediating variables selected, i.e. Instructional
Quality and School Academic Optimism, may have underestimated the role and influence
of school leadership. Although previous studies (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; McGuigan
& Hoy, 2006) indicated the value of incorporating these variables in the initial framework,
it is likely that school leadership seeps through to Citizenship Outcomes through other
pathways. This assumption also raises the issue of the differential effectiveness of factors
across various subjects. Specifically, school and teacher factors can be effective in relation
to one subject and ineffective for another. This interpretation is in line with the Dynamic
Model of Educational Effectiveness which sustains that we should look at the functioning
of effectiveness factors through a dynamic rather than a static, instrumental perspective
(Creemers et al., 2010). To date, researchers have not been able to monitor the functioning
of effectiveness factors across the full range of the school curriculum. A challenge,
therefore, emerges to identify those factors-either at the classroom or school level- which
are more strongly associated with Citizenship Outcomes in particular and could act as
possible mediators in the study of school leadership effects.

Issues of statistical power may also explain the absence of any indirect effects of
school leadership. Specifically, there was an uneven distribution of classrooms in each
school. In fact, the number of classrooms per school ranged from 2 to 8. The fact that
some schools included a lower number of classrooms might have led to a restriction of the
variance at the classroom level and a failure to identify any statistically significant effects
of school level factors on the instructional variable of “Dealing with Misbehaviour
(Positive Aspects)”. Thus, the possibility of a Type II error (Creemers, Kyriakides &
Sammons, 2010) should also be considered in this case as well.

The current study findings do not diminish the role of the school principal but seem to
give rise to a serious leadership tension, that is, how a school leader can manage and
resolve conflicting educational priorities. Specifically, an educational paradox can be
identified in the case of Citizenship Education. On the one hand, curriculum guidelines

clearly emphasize the role of schooling in preparing active and democratic citizens in
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society. On the other hand, the subject (i.e. Citizenship Education) which primarily seeks
to address this purpose of education is underemphasized. It is taught for a short period of
time, it is not examined and overall there is a tacit assumption that it is a “lower class”
subject that should bear no real concern to teachers or students. This assumption emerges
mainly from the system level and infiltrates both teacher and student expectations and
practices. Therefore, whereas the general purpose of democratic citizenship is considered a
priority the main strategy to achieve this purpose is clearly undermined.

Mulford (2012) also identifies such a paradox in relation to the purposes of
education. Specifically, he highlights the fact that while there are many educational
purposes pronounced as important in policy documents only a limited number are given
priority and support. The emphasis is generally placed on the enactment of the private
purposes of education to the detriment of the public purposes of forming active and
democratic citizens. In fact, in a recent study in Australian primary schools, it was found
that while principals considered public purposes as highly important they were not able to
translate those into practice in the same degree (Cranston et al., 2010).

The challenge, therefore, for school leaders rests with the successful management of
the tension between stated educational priorities and enactment strategies. Towards this
direction, they need to act as change agents who challenge the bureaucratic system
requirements and develop their own vision for school improvement - a vision which
encompasses the wider goals of schooling and focuses on all available enactment
strategies. In this way, principals can create the conditions that will enable teachers and

students to embrace Citizenship Education.

5.2.11 School Leadership Effects on Instructional Quality and School Academic
Optimism

Although no leadership effects on student citizenship outcomes were found, it was deemed
a necessity to inquire into the possible leadership effects on other important school and
classroom variables that were included in this study. In this way, we could define the
potential span of leadership effects as well as identify any mediating variables that could
be incorporated in future indirect effects studies.

Firstly, all first-order classroom factors as well as the second-order factor of
Instructional Quality were entered as the dependent variable in separate multilevel models.
However, school leadership was not found to influence any of these variables. Moreover,

no claim could be made of an indirect effect through School Academic Optimism since the
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latter variable was not found to have any effect on Instructional Quality variables either.
These findings also suggest that the school focus on improving teaching quality does not
really embrace Citizenship Education.

Secondly, School Academic Optimism was found to be influenced by School
Leadership as well as a number of contextual variables. Specifically, School Leadership
had a moderate to high effect on School Academic Optimism indicating the critical role of
principals in shaping a culture of optimism in relation to student learning. Other studies
also found that school leaders are in a position to increase academic optimism through their
practices. For example, McGuigan and Hoy’s (2006) study showed that academic
optimism is greater in schools where principals create enabling structures to facilitate
teacher work. Moreover, Mascall et al. (2008) found that high levels of academic optimism
were associated with planned approaches to leadership distribution.

The influence of a number of contextual variables was examined in the current piece
of research. The variables which had a statistically significant effect on School Academic
Optimism were School Location, the Principal’s Experience in Post, the Principal’s Gender
and the Principal’s Educational Background in School Leadership. With regards to School
Location the findings showed that the academic optimism in rural schools is greater than in
urban schools. This is in agreement to a study in secondary schools in Cyprus which
showed that students in rural schools feel more satisfied with their school climate
(Pashiardis, 2008). It seems that in rural schools there is a greater need to cultivate a
positive atmosphere for learning than in urban schools. This might be related to a general
ascertainment that rural schools in Cyprus are more disadvantaged than urban schools in
terms of their socioeconomic status.

Furthermore, it seems that as principals acquire more experience in the specific post
they also acquire more experience into how they should create a positive school
environment which is conducive to student learning. Experience of principals in post was
also found in a longitudinal survey in the UK to be related to the effectiveness status of
both primary and secondary schools (Day et al., 2009). Specifically, less experienced
principals were more likely to be in the lead of more disadvantaged schools. This finding
raises implications as to the appointment of more experienced principals in schools where
the instructional conditions are more disadvantaged. Although this would be an effective
practice to minimise unequal opportunities between schools it would probably raise
opposition on behalf of the teacher union and the principals themselves. In fact,

experienced principals hold a greater number of transfer units and would probably not be
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willing to move to a school under challenging conditions. The teacher union would in this
case support their likely resistance.

Academic Optimism was also higher in schools where the principal was female rather
than male. Although the effect size was small, we can conclude that teachers perceive
female principals to be in a better position to provide the conditions for a positive learning
environment. The specific finding may also indicate that teachers perceive effective
principals to exhibit what are often and wrongly described as “female” qualities (such as
caring and sharing) or what Pashiardis (1998, 2009) labelled as Management By Feelings
and Emotions (MBFE). The identified relationship is particularly important in encouraging
women to move to leadership positions and challenge the masculine dominance in the
exercise of leadership (Coleman & Fitzgerald, 2008).

Finally, the level of the principal’s educational background in leadership was found
to affect School Academic Optimism in a positive way. This finding highlights the
importance of the professional development of school principals in the area of school
leadership in particular (Michaelidou & Pashiardis, 2009). The specific specialization field
has been rapidly growing in recent years and more and more teachers and principals seem
to attend formal courses at university in order to enhance their capability to lead schools.
These courses seem to provide the necessary knowledge to principals in order to be in a

position to elevate their school’s academic optimism.

5.3 Implications for Educational Theory

The findings of the current study bear important implications for educational theory in
various respects. Firstly, the validation of the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius
Framework corroborates previous evidence that School Leadership is constituted by five
leadership styles: the Instructional, Participative, Personnel Development, Entrepreneurial,
and Structuring Styles (Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011; Pashiardis, 2014; Pashiardis &
Brauckmann, 2008a; Pashiardis et al., 2011a). These styles seem to be important for
principals when leading their schools. Taking into account this evidence we can claim that
the specific framework forms a sound and robust tool for investigating school leadership
behaviour and practices. Moreover, this framework contributes to the creation of a strong
theoretical base in relation to integrated leadership models (Bruggencate et al., 2012;
Scheerens, 2012). These models are not only focused on a specific style or form of
leadership, such as transformational or instructional, but entail a comprehensive range of

leadership behaviours and practices that school principals use.
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Nevertheless, no evidence was provided in support to either the direct or the indirect
models of school leadership effects. These findings seem to challenge the existing
theoretical propositions in relation to leadership effects on student learning. The
aforementioned ascertainment especially concerns the case of the indirect effects model,
which is even more favoured by recent studies. In fact, a great number of theoretical
models of indirect effects have been empirically supported thus strengthening the
foundations upon which we can comprehend the role of school leadership in improving
student learning (e.g. Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Kythreotis et al., 2010; Mulford & Silins,
2011; Sammons et al., 2011; Sebastian & Allensworth, 2012).

The current study adds to existing theory by highlighting the importance of the
student learning domain when researching school leadership effects. In fact, previous
studies tended to focus on existing measures of academic achievement in literacy and
numeracy (Leithwood & Levin, 2008). Nevertheless, the size and significance of
leadership effects on other outcomes of schooling cannot be assumed or extrapolated
without a direct investigation. The findings of this study have broadened the scope of
school leadership effects through the use of a different criterion of educational
effectiveness, that is Citizenship Education Outcomes. Thus, the development of theory
should take into account the full range of the school curriculum and search for consistency
of school leadership effects across various effectiveness criteria (Creemers, Kyriakides &
Sammons, 2010). In this way, subjects can be classified into different clusters according to
the effectiveness of school leaders for different outcomes.

Here we must note that important implications can also be drawn in relation to the
nature and measurement of Citizenship Education outcomes. According to the findings of
this study, only the cognitive dimension of learning could be treated as a unidimensional
construct. On the other hand, there was no such evidence in relation to the affective and
behavioural aspects of civic learning. Thus, one could conclude that more complex
theoretical frameworks might be needed in the case of the latter learning domains. Indeed,
values, attitudes and behaviours are more diffult for students to embed and often embrace
conflicting and dilemmatic situations. Moreover, there are aspects of learning within each
dimension that students might respond to in a different way. For example, students might
be positive towards gender equality but not towards immigrant equality or they might
exhibit active citizenship at the school but not in the wider society. These ascertainments
point to the multiperpsective nature of Citizenship Education theory (Evans, 2008; Starkey,

2008) that educational measurement needs to take into account. Being in a position to
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validate affective and behavioural measures of citizenship outcomes could also prove
critical in identifying principal effects on student civic learning.

School Leadership was, nevertheless, found to have a positive influence on School
Academic Optimism, suggesting that school principals have a critical role in shaping a
culture focused on student learning. Although the principal’s contribution to establishing a
learning culture has been evidenced by previous studies (Hallinger, 1998; Pashiardis et al.,
2011b, 2012; Scheerens, 2012) yet the evidence in relation to the specific construct of
academic optimism is still scarce. Thus, a major contribution of this study relates to the
expansion of the theoretical framework of academic optimism to encompass school
leadership as an explanatory variable as well. Moreover, the study findings highlight the
importance of modelling the impact of antecedent variables on academic optimism since
they represent critical aspects of the context in which schools function (Wu, Hoy & Tarter,
2013).

Although the positive relationship between School Leadership and School Academic
Optimism was consistent with previous conceptual frameworks, the theoretical
assumptions regarding the construct of Academic Optimism per se were challenged.
Specifically, the current study did not support the assumption that School Academic
Optimism is constituted by three distinct school properties: Teacher Collective Efficacy,
Trust in Students and Parents, and Academic Emphasis (McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Hoy et
al., 2006). Instead, School Academic Optimism was found to form a unidimensional
construct represented by items from all three aforementioned features. This finding does
not imply that the construct is not valid or that it should be rejected altogether. Instead, one
should seek to measure this school aspect in a different way so as to cater for the cultural
context of Cyprus middle schools.

The study also provided further support to the Dynamic Model of Educational
Effectiveness at the classroom level (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008). To date, no previous
study attempted to use the specific model to examine the Instructional Quality in the
subject of Citizenship Education. The current study identified ten first order factors and
one second order factor that can describe teacher behaviour in Citizenship Education.
These factors are consistent with the theoretical framework of the Dynamic Model at the
classroom level. The validation of the model is important in that the effectiveness factors
can consistently describe teacher behaviour across various subjects, even in a secondary

subject such as Citizenship Education.
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Despite the validation of the Dynamic Model, only one of the classroom level factors,
i.e. Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects), was found to explain Student Cognitive
Outcomes. This finding is nonetheless important in contributing to the identification of
classroom level factors that can impact on Citizenship Outcomes. To date, less research
has been conducted in the specific domain and as a result there is dearth of evidence as to
how teachers can affect student learning. In fact, the main variable that seemed to affect
citizenship outcomes was an open learning environment (Isac et al, 2011, 2013). The
current study comes to add another important dimension of teacher behaviour that theory
should take into account. In fact, Citizenship Education theory has to date focused on
various approaches to teaching such as cosmopolitan citizenship (Osler & Starkey, 2006)
with less attention being paid to individual teacher practices and actions. The specific
finding of this study contributes to building a stronger theoretical basis for describing the
actual teacher behaviours which enhance civic learning.

Furthermore, a number of student level background factors were found to influence
their Cognitive Outcomes. This finding suggests that Citizenship Education is not a
domain that can only take place in class. In fact, students seem to encounter informally
various aspects of Citizenship both at school and their home. Any theory that seeks to
establish a relationship between School Leadership and Student Citizenship Outcomes
should therefore take into account the individual and contextual factors that seem to shape
student understanding of citizenship issues.

Finally, figure 5.1 presents an overview of the main relationships between the
variables of this study. Overall, a number of student background variables and the
classroom level factor of “Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects)” appear to have a
positive effect on Student Outcomes. Moreover, School Leadership as well as a number
contextual school and principal level variables seem to have a positive effect on School
Academic Optimism. Clearly, there are missing links between School Leadership and
Student Citizenship Outcomes. However, this model can provide the basis on which a
comprehensive theory of leadership effects on student citizenship can be constructed by

taking into account the existing relationships found.

5.4 Implications for Educational Policy and Practice
The current study findings provide a number of implications for improving educational

policy and practice. At the system level, there is a need to upgrade the subject of
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Figure 5.1 Summary of the relationships between the variables of the study
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Citizenship Education in middle schools. It is important to increase the instructional time
of the subject so that it is taught not only for four months but for the whole academic year.
In this way, students will be given the opportunity to acquire a deeper understanding of the
purposes of Citizenship Education and embed the taught content. Moreover, the subject
should become examinable at the end of the academic year. In this way, policy makers
will attach a higher degree of accountability to school principals and teachers with regards
to student Citizenship Outcomes. Indeed, the school effectiveness literature supports that
student achievement is higher in schools and systems where evaluation and accountability
mechanisms are in place (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Scheerens, Glas & Thomas,
2003).

Within the context of the Curriculum Reform in Cyprus schools, the Ministry of
Education intends to adopt a cross-curricular approach to teaching Citizenship Education
in middle schools. In other words, the goals of the subject will be integrated in social study
subjects such as history and geography. Although a cross-curricular approach will enable
students to make connections of civic issues with other aspects of learning it is very likely
that civic goals will be undermined or overshadowed by the main subject goals. A cross-
curricular approach could be employed in conjunction with teaching Citizenship Education
as a separate subject with increased instructional time. The combination of these two
approaches is more likely to produce the desired outcomes for students.

With regards to School Leadership, there is a need to adopt a more systematic
approach to how school principals are supported and developed. Towards this direction, it
is critical that an Academy for School Leadership is established similar to the National
College for School Leadership (NCSL) in the UK. This Academy should aim at the
improvement of leadership standards in Cyprus schools through the provision of
appropriate professional development opportunities. A professional map could in this case
be adopted as a guide to the Academy’s work. This map should include a set of
behavioural standards that would set the benchmark for school leadership excellence.

The above mentioned standards could be informed by the validated Pashiardis-
Brauckmann Leadership Radius Framework. According to the study findings, school
principals in middle schools make use of five leadership styles, each of which is associated
with a number of behaviours and practices. These behaviours and practices capture a
comprehensive range of what school leaders should do or how they should act and
therefore comprise a valuable source of input to the formulation of appropriate leadership

standards. The significance of utilizing the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Framework to this
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purpose is further corroborated by theorists contending that leadership development needs
to be governed by specific models and frameworks that address the question of what
leadership is about (Huber, 2011).

Furthermore, principals need to enact the aforementioned leadership styles in a more
focused way so as to bear specific effects on Civic Education teaching and learning. For
example, the provision of opportunities for teacher professional development or the
protection of their instructional time should also encompass the subject of Civic Education.
In this way, principals would emphasize the importance of the subject as well as direct
their influence on the relevant outcomes in a more targeted manner. Towards this direction,
principals need to be able to adapt the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Framework so as to
establish a citizenship-oriented form of leadership at their school.

The role of principals in promoting civic learning may also be supported through
distributed leadership forms (Harris, 2013; Spillane, 2012). Today, it is widely
acknowledged that the principal is overloaded with a range of responsibilities and tasks
that a single individual cannot handle all alone. This is especially true for secondary
schools where the number of students and teachers are increased and therefore the
principal interactions entail mostly a limited number of key people. Subject Coordinators
are among these people whom the principal most frequently interacts with. The principal
could utilize Subject Coordinators in order to improve Civic Education instructional
quality. Subject Coordinators interact more frequently with Civic Education teachers and
are therefore in a better position to influence their instructional behavior.

Civic Education Coordinators and teachers should also be educated on how they can
improve the quality of teaching in class. To date, training related to the specific domain is
mostly restricted to issues of multiculturism and diversity. Moreover, there is no emphasis
on the instructional practices that can maximize student learning based on evidence from
relevant studies. It is therefore important to design training programmes that incorporate
elements of effective teaching behavior. For example, evidence from the international
studies of CIVED and ICCS indicate that the creation of an open classroom climate is
associated with increased student outcomes. Similarly, Dealing with Misbehavior was also
found to be related to improved cognitive achievement.

Teachers should therefore seek to apply in class what research shows to be effective
instructional practice. Moreover, they should expand their narrow understanding of
Citizenship Education in order to encompass not only knowledge but also values, attitudes

and behaviours. Evans (2008) very succinctly notes that “there is less attention on those
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practices in which beliefs, values, and notions of social justice and/or participating in civic
life are emphasized” (p.527). Thus, the multifaceted curriculum orientations need to
receive broad application in classrooms as well. Teachers need to address the emerging
sophisticated conceptions of democratic citizenship by developing more sophisticated and
multidimensional pedagogical practices themselves.

Principals and teachers can also proceed to actions that can advance the sociocultural
capital of students. Specifically, they can attempt to influence those aspects of student
background which were found to be associated with their outcomes and which can be
altered. For example, buying newspaper at home or the number of books at home
constitute some effectiveness factors which schools can intentionally choose to work on for
the benefit of students. This can be done either through their interaction with students or
through their interaction with parents.

In conclusion, it seems that school leadership may contribute to citizenship teaching
and learning mainly through a systemic change in the various components which drive
school improvement. Training school principals to adopt an effective repertoire of
behaviours and practices is vital but not sufficient in a centralized educational system such
as the one in Cyprus. It is also important for the Ministry to give Citizenship Education a
prominent place in the curriculum as well as support the quality of teaching through the
provision of relevant professional development opportunities. In this way, school leaders
will be encouraged to promote civics at school whereas teachers will attach a higher level
of importance to instruction and learning outcomes. As Mulford (2012) strongly asserts
there is a need to consider the quality of schooling in relation to all aspects of its activity
and principals must be supported to fulfill their role to the full.

5.5 Recommendations for Future Research

Future research on the relationship between School Leadership and Student Citizenship
Outcomes can be significantly informed by the current study findings. Firstly, it is
important to note that the Pashiardis-Brauckmann Leadership Radius Framework has been
validated in the context of this study building on previous evidence both in Cyprus and
Europe (Brauckmann & Pashiardis, 2011; Pashiardis et al., 2011a). Thus, it is a useful tool
that can be utilized in future leadership effects studies. Nevertheless, it can be further
adapted to reflect the influence of the principal on specific learning outcomes of students,
such as civic learning. More specifically, the generic statements on leadership behaviour

should become more focused or explicit on what a principal does to influence Civic
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Education teaching and learning. The specific adaptation seems to be important in
addressing the limitations produced when researching leadership effects on non-traditional
effectiveness criteria, such as civic learning.

Furthermore, the Pashiardis-Brauckmann framework should also be validated for
Civic Education Coordinators. Since the findings of the study showed a lack of connection
between the school and classroom level, it is likely that the Subject Leaders could form the
link between the principal and teacher behaviour. Thus, Subject Leadership should be
included in future studies as a mediating variable that could impact instructional quality
and student learning. This suggestion is in line with recent findings on the importance of
distributed leadership forms for organizational effectiveness (Heck & Hallinger, 2010). It
also seems to be especially important in secondary schools where principals may not be in
a position to communicate frequently or directly with teachers.

The Pashiardis-Brauckmann framework - either for principal or distributed leadership
- could further be expanded with a sixth style related to “Student Empowerment”.
Although a number of relevant items were included in the Participative Style these had to
be dropped from the final model. However, with the addition of further items we can
investigate the existence of such a distinct component of leadership behaviour. The content
of these items encompasses school leadership behaviour that seeks to instigate student
leadership behaviour as well as to provide opportunities for active citizenship at the school
and community. The value of validating a sixth style related to Student Empowerment
emerges from the need to inquire deeper into the direct relationship between leadership and
student learning (Kythreotis et al., 2010; Nettles & Herrington, 2007). Moreover, it is in
line with the previous suggestion of developing a more civic-focused measure of
leadership practice.

With regards to Student Citizenship Outcomes, there is a need to improve the test that
was used for the purposes of this study. Although the cognitive part of the test had a
satisfactory fit to the Rasch model, there is still room for improvement through the addition
of further questions. Most importantly, there is a need to revise the affective and
behavioural parts of the test which did not have a satisfactory fit to the Rasch model. To
this effect, there should be further investigation of the content of the existing items through
a cognitive interview with students. This process should also include new items which are
likely to contribute better to the measurement of the affective and behavioural dimensions.
The revised pool of items can be administered to a greater number of students in order to

examine the data fit to the Rasch model. However, we should also take into account that
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the unidimensionality assumption of the Rasch model may be a limiting factor in capturing
the complexity of the affective and behavioural outcomes. Thus, no alternate test forms
should be administered to students but a single test so as to be able to examine the
possibility of multidimensionality as well through factor analysis techniques.

Furthermore, School Academic Optimism was found in this study to form a
unidimensional construct in contrast to previous studies (e.g. McGuigan & Hoy, 2006).
This finding is likely to have resulted from a relative insufficiency of teachers to respond
with precision to collective behaviour items. Future studies should attempt to measure the
hypothesized components of School Academic Optimism through other ways. For
example, collective teacher efficacy could be assessed through vignettes that would
provide a specific case for teachers to consider. The same can also be conducted for
academic emphasis and trust in students and parents. Also, students can form an
alternative source of information when it comes to measuring the specific school level
variable.

Future research can be further broadened to incorporate aspects that were not included
in the current study. Specifically, indirect effects of School Leadership could be examined
through the use of further intermediate variables that are likely to impact civic learning. At
the school level, such variables may include Subject Leadership, a Democratic Learning
Environment, and Opportunities for Informal Citizenship Learning. The last two variables
could function as classroom level variables as well. At the classroom level, it would also
be interesting to examine the role of Teacher Attitudes towards Civic Education. At the
student level, it is important to incorporate further family background variables as well as
Student Attitudes towards the specific subject. Thus, there is a need to create a more
complex framework which will incorporate a range of potential influences on student
learning.

Future studies should also seek to increase their statistical power by including more
schools and classrooms. In the current study, the sample included 20 schools out of a total
population of 65 schools, which is quite satisfactory. However, it is worth trying to expand
the number of schools participating in a similar study since it is likely to tap more variance
in the dependent and explanatory variables with a view to identify further classroom or
school factors which influence student civic outcomes. Specifically, future research should
aim at securing the participation of at least 25 middle schools.

Another important limitation of the current study which lends itself for future research

concerns the short term during which the achievement data were collected. More
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specifically, the period during which students were taught the subject of Citizenship
Education was very short to observe any remarkable gains in their learning outcomes. The
specific restriction may have concealed leadership effects accumulating over time. Future
research should focus on longitudinal designs so as to identify whether school capacity for
improving Citizenship Education Outcomes is fostered over a longer period of time.
According to Thoonen et al. (2011), this approach assumes that the development of
organisational conditions and their subsequent effects are dynamic and changing rather
than static. Creemers et al. (2010) suggest that there is a need to model the growth in
student achievement over at least three years in order to measure the long-term effect of
schools and teachers as well as identify how changes in the functioning of factors are
linked to changes in educational effectiveness. Findings from longitudinal studies could
also shed more light on the causal relationships among leadership behaviour,
organisational and classroom conditions and student learning (Bruggencate et al., 2012) or
enable the investigation of reciprocal relations among them (Creemers et al., 2010).

International comparative studies, such as CIVED and the ICCS, should also
incorporate aspects of leadership behaviour in their design. These studies can establish a
higher level of variation in student outcomes and the explanatory variables (Creemers &
Kyriakides, 2008) and therefore it is more likely to identify school leadership effects on
civic learning. Moreover, international studies provide an opportunity to investigate the
impact of system level variables on school leadership. According to Jacobson and Bezzina
(2008), we should try to understand how national policies and practices as well as cultural
expectations shape school leadership behaviour. This is an extremely important aspect that
needs to be investigated since it is very likely that the current study failed to identify any
leadership effects due to constraints imposed by the centralised educational system of
Cyprus.

Finally, the current study adopted a quantitative design in investigating the
relationship between school leadership and student citizenship outcomes. A quantitative
approach, however, does not provide any detailed description of how effectiveness factors
function and therefore restrict our understanding of the findings. Thus, future research
should adopt qualitative research methods in an effort to illuminate the findings of the
current study. For example, we could examine, through interviews with various school
stakeholders (i.e. principals, teachers, students), the attitudes of principals towards
Citizenship Education and the actions they utilize in order to promote civic learning in

their school.
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5.6 Summary

The main purpose of the current study was to explore direct and indirect relationships
between School Leadership and Student Citizenship Outcomes in Cyprus middle schools.
In the case of indirect effects, School Academic Optimism and Instructional Quality were
used as likely mediating variables. The analyses that were carried out provided a series of
findings that need to be discussed and interpreted in the light of previous research. These
findings also provide implications for educational theory, policy and practice along with
recommendations for future research studies.

An important finding of this study relates to the validation of the Pashiardis-
Brauckmann Leadership Radius Framework supporting that school leadership is
constituted by five dimensions, i.e. the Instructional, Participative, Personnel
Development, Structuring and Entrepreneurial Styles. The study corroborates previous
evidence in relation to the robustness of the specific framework in the European and
Cyprus context. This framework constitutes a comprehensive reference base for
conceptualising the construct of school leadership and contributes to the development of
integrated models that were up to date investigated to a lesser degree.

In relation to Student Citizenship Outcomes, the analysis validated only the cognitive
dimension of the test. The affective and behavioural parts were not validated either due to
the lack of any explicit instruction by teachers or due to multidimensionality. Furthermore,
School Academic Optimism was found to be a unidimensional construct contrary to
previous study findings. This could be attributed to contextual and cultural factors that
seem to affect teacher responses to collective behaviour items. The Dynamic Model of
Educational Effectiveness was also supported through the validation of the effectiveness
factors functioning at the classroom level. The five measurement dimensions were not
found to have an added value most probably because Civic Education teachers do not seem
to engage themselves in complex instructional behaviour.

The level of School Leadership was found to be at a relatively high level. This might
be partly explained by the emphasis placed on leadership development both by Cyprus
universities and the Cyprus Pedagogical Institute. With regards to School Academic
Optimism and Instructional Quality, the scores were slightly greater than average
indicating that there is room for improvement, especially if one considers the low deviation
from the mean. Gains in the Citizenship Cognitive Outcomes of students were relatively
low. The low gains might be due to the difficulty of the test as well as due to the low

emphasis placed on the subject of Citizenship Education.
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School leadership was not found to have direct or indirect effects on Student
Citizenship Outcomes. Previous studies showed that although the direct effects model was
not consistently validated, the indirect effects model proved to be more promising in
identifying school leadership effects on student learning. Nevertheless, the current study
provided no evidence in support to any of these models. The most important reason for
these findings relates to the low status of Citizenship Education in the curriculum which
poses constraints on the development of practices that could enhance student citizenship
outcomes. Further explanations for not identifying any school leadership effects relate to
the complex organisation of secondary schools, sample power issues and the mediating
variables included in the conceptual framework of the study. Overall, an educational
paradox was identified in this study, i.e. whereas the general purpose of cultivating
democratic citizenship is pronounced as a priority, the main subject contributing to this
purpose is underemphasized in practice.

A number of variables at the student and classroom level were found to explain
variance in Cognitive Citizenship Outcomes. Most of the variance explained lied at the
student level, a finding which is in agreement with previous school effectiveness studies.
At the classroom level, only “Dealing with Misbehaviour (Positive Aspects)” was found to
influence student learning. This could be again explained by the low expectations attached
to the subject. It seems that students engage in inappropriate behaviour and teachers who
manage this kind of behaviour are more likely to drive student attention to academic tasks
and raise their achievement.

School Academic Optimism was found to be influenced by School Leadership and a
number of contextual variables. Other studies also showed that principals are in a position
to create a culture of optimism for improving student outcomes, either through enabling
school structures or planned distribution of leadership. The current study findings build on
previous evidence on the critical role of school leadership in improving organizational
conditions. Nevertheless, no evidence was provided in relation to leadership or academic
optimism effects on Instructional Quality variables. This indicates that any efforts made at
the school level to improve the quality of teaching at the classroom level do not encompass
Citizenship Education.

Implications for educational theory, policy and practice can also be drawn from the
current study findings. Overall, the theoretical model of leadership effects derived from
this study indicated that there is a missing link between school level variables and civic-

related variables at the classroom and student level. This model highlights the importance
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of the learning domain when searching for effectiveness factors at the classroom and
school level. Principals are likely to be in a position to influence Citizenship Outcomes
only through a systemic change in the various components which drive school
improvement. This change should unequivocally give Citizenship Education a prominent
place in the curriculum. Future research into leadership effects should increase the sample
power and utilize longitudinal and comparative data on an international level. Further
mediating variables, such as Subject Leadership and Teacher Attitudes towards the
Subject, should also be added in future frameworks so as to identify the complex chain of

variables that principals follow to influence student civic learning.

204



REFERENCES

Adams, R.J., & Khoo, S. (1996). Quest: The interactive test analysis system, Version 2.1.
Melbourne: ACER.

Agrusti, G., & Losito, B. (2008, March). Collecting School and Teacher Data in
International Civic and Citizenship Study. Paper presented at the 2008 Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New York.

Alig-Mielcarek, J., & Hoy, W.K. (2005). Instructional leadership: its nature, meaning, and
influence. In W.K. Hoy & C. Miskel (Eds), Educational Leadership and Reform
(pp.29-54). Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishers.

Andrich, D. (1978). A rating formulation for ordered response categories. Psychometrika,
43(4), 561-573.

Andrich, D. (2002). Implications and applications of modern test theory in the context of
outcomes based education. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 28, 103-121.

Ashton, P.T., & Webb, R.B. (1986). Making a difference. Teachers’ sense of efficacy and
student achievement. New York: Longman.

Atwater, D.C., & Bass, B.M. (1994). Transformational Leadership in Teams. In B.M. Bass
& BJ. Avolio (Eds.), Improving Organizational Effectiveness through
Transformational Leadership (pp.48-83). Thousand, Oaks, CA: Sage.

Avolio, B.J. (1994). The Alliance of Total Quality and the Full Range of Leadership. In
B.M. Bass & B.J. Avolio (Eds.), Improving Organizational Effectiveness through
Transformational Leadership (pp. 121-145). Thousand, Oaks, CA: Sage.

Baker, B.D., & Cooper, BS. (2005). Do Principals with Stronger Academic Background
Hire Better Teachers? Policy Implications for Improving High —Poverty Schools.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 41 (3), 449-479.

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall.

Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning.
Educational Psychologist, 28 (2), 117-148.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: the exercise of control. New York: Freeman.

Banks, J.A. (2008). Diversity, Group Identity, and Citizenship Education in a Global Age.
Educational Researcher, 37 (3), 129-139.

Banks, J.A. (2012). Ethnic studies, citizenship education, and the public good.

Intercultural Education, 23 (6), 467-473.
205



Barnett, K., & McCormick, J. (2004). Leadership and Individual Principal-Teacher
Relationships in Schools. Educational Administration Quarterly, 40 (3), 406-434.

Bass, B.M. (1985). Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectation. New York: Free
Press.

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological
Bulletin, 107, 238-246.

Bevel, R.K., & Mitchell, R.M. (2012). The effects of academic optimism on elementary
reading achievement. Journal of Educational Administration, 50 (6), 773-787.

Bezzina, C. (2001). From Administering to Managing and Leading: The Case of Malta. In
P. Pashiardis (Ed.), International Perspectives on Educational Leadership (pp. 106-
124). Hong- Kong: Centre for Educational leadership, The University of Hong-Kong.

Blase, J., & Blase, J. (2002). Teachers Perceptions of Principals’ Instructional Leadership
and Implications. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 1 (3), 256-264.

Bogler, R. (2001). The Influence of Leadership Style on Teacher Job Satisfaction.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 37 (5), 662-683.

Bollen, K. A. (1989). Structural Equations with Latent Variables. New York: Wiley.

Bond, T.G., & Fox, C.M. (2007). Applying the Rasch Model. Fundamental Measurement
in the Human Sciences (2" Edition). New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Bottery, M. (2006). Educational leaders in a globalizing world: a new set of priorities?
School Leadership and Management, 26 (1), 5-22.

Brauckmann, S., & Pashiardis, P. (2011). A Validation Study of the Leadership Styles of a
Holistic Leadership Theoretical Framework. International Journal of Educational
Management, 25 (1), 11-32.

Brauckmann, S., & Pashiardis, P. (2012). Contextual framing for school leadership
training: Empirical findings from the Commonwealth Project on Leadership
Assessment and Development (Co-LEAD). Journal of Management Development, 31
(1), 18-33.

Brophy, J., & Good, T. (1986). Teacher behavior and student achievement. In M. Wittrock
(Ed.), Handbook of research on teaching (pp. 328-375). New York: Macmillan.

Brown, M. W., & Mels, G. (1990). RAMONA PC: User Manual. Pretoria: University of
South Africa.

Bruggencate, G.T., Luyten, H., Scheerens, J., & Sleegers, P. (2012). Modeling the
Influence of School Leaders on Student Achievement How Can School Leaders

Make a Difference? Educational Administration Quarterly, 48 (4), 699-732.
206



Bryk, A.S. ,& Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in schools: a core resource for improvement.
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Burns, J.M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row.

Caldwell, B.J. (1998). Strategic leadership, resource management and effective school
reform. Journal of Educational Administration, 36 (5), 445-461.

Camburn, E., Rowan, B., & Taylor, J. E. (2003). Distributed Leadership in Schools: The
Case of Elementary Schools Adopting Comprehensive School Reform Models.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 25(4), 347-373.

Campbell, R.J., Kyriakides, L., Muijs, R. D., & Robinson, W. (2004). Assessing teacher
effectiveness: A differentiated model. London:Routledge Falmer.

Carneiro, P., Crawford, C., & Goodman, A. (2006). Which Skills Matter? London: Centre
for the Economics of Education, London School of Economics. Retreived from
http://cee.lse.ac.uk/cee per cent20dps/ceedp59.pdf

Chemers, M.M. (1997). An Integrative Theory of Leadership. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Cheng, Y.C.(1994). Principal’s Leadership as a Critical Indicator of School Performance:
Evidence from Multi-levels of Primary Schools. School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, 5(3), 299-317.

Chi, B., Jastrzab, J., & Melchior, A. (2006). Developing Indicators and Measures of Civic
Outcomes for Elementary School Students. Circle Working Paper 47. Retrieved from
http://civicyouth.org/PopUps/WorkingPapers/WP47chi.pdf

Clement, M., & Vandenberghe, R. (2001). How School Leaders can Promote Professional
Development. An account from the field. School Leadership & Management, 21 (1),
43-57.

Coladarci, T., & Breton, W.A. (1997). Teacher efficacy, supervision, and the special
education resource-room teacher. The Journal of Educational Research, 90 (4), 230-
239.

Coleman, J. S., Campbell, E.Q., Hobson, C.J., McPartland, J., Mood, A.M., & Weinfeld,
F.D.(1966). Equality of educational opportunity. Washington DC: US Government
Printing Office.

Coleman, M., & Fitzgerald, T. (2008). Gender and Leadership Development. In J. Lumby,
G. Crow & P. Pashiardis (Eds), International Handbook on the Preparation and
Development of School Leaders, (pp. 119-135). UK and New York: Routledge.

Commission of the European Communities. (2006). Recommendation of the European

Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006 on Key Competences for
207


http://cee.lse.ac.uk/cee%20per%20cent20dps/ceedp59.pdf
http://civicyouth.org/PopUps/WorkingPapers/WP47chi.pdf

Lifelong Learning. Official Journal of the European Union. 30 December
2006/L394.

Council of Chief State School Officers (2008). Interstate School leaders Licensure
Consortium: Standards for School Leaders. Washington, DC: Council of Chief State
School Officers.

Council of the European Union (2009). Council conclusions of 12 May 2009 on a strategic
framework for European cooperation in education and training (‘ET 2020°) (2009/C
119/02). Official Journal of the European Union, C119/2-C119-10.

Cranston, N., Mulford, B., Keating, J., & Reid, A. (2010). Primary School Principals and
the Purposes of Education in Australia. Results of a National Survey. Journal of
Educational Administration, 48 (4), 517-539.

Creemers, B.P.M. (1994). The effective classroom. London: Cassell.

Creemers, B. P. M. (1996). The School Effectiveness Knowledge Base. In D. Reynolds,
R.Bollen, B. Creemers, D. Hopkins, L.Stoll & N. Lagerweij (1996). Making Good
Schools: Linking School Effectiveness and School Improvement (pp. 36-58). London:
Routledge.

Creemers, B.P.M., & Kyriakides, L. (2005, April). Establishing links between educational
effectiveness research and improvement practices through the development of a
dynamic model of educational effectiveness. Paper presented at the 86™ Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Montreal.

Creemers, B.P.M., & Kyriakides, L. (2006). A critical analysis of the current approaches to
modelling educational effectiveness: the importance of establishing a dynamic model.
School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 17 (3), 347-366.

Creemers, B. P.M., & Kyriakides, L. (2008). The Dynamics of Educational Effectiveness.
A Contribution to Policy, Practice and Theory in Contemporary Schools. New York:
Routledge.

Creemers, B. P.M., & Kyriakides, L. (2011). Improving Quality in Education: Dynamic
Approaches to School Improvement. London and New York: Routledge.

Creemers, B. P.M., Kyriakides, L., & Sammons, P. (2010). Methodological Issues in
Educational Effectiveness Research. In B.P.M. Creemers, L. Kyriakides & P.
Sammons (Eds), Methodological Advances in Educational Effectiveness Research
(pp. 19-36). New York: Routledge.

208



Creemers, B.P.M., & Reezigt, G.J. (1996). School level conditions affecting the
effectiveness of instruction. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 7 (3), 347-
366.

Crick, B. (2008). Democracy. In J. Arthur, I. Davies & C. Hahn (Eds), The Sage Handbook
of Education for Citizenship and Democracy (pp.13-19). London: Sage Publications.

Crow, G.M. (2006). Complexity and the Beginning Principal in the United States:
Perspectives on Socialization. Journal of Educational Administration, 44(4) 310-325.

Cuban, L. (1988). The Managerial Imperative and The Practice of Leadership in Schools.
Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

Day, C (2011). Building and Sustaining Successful Principalship in an English School. In
L. Moos, O. Johansson & C. Day (Eds), How School Principals Sustain Success over
Time. International Perspectives (pp. 91-108). The Netherlands: Springer.

Day, C., Sammons, P., Hopkins, D., Harris, A., Leithwood, K., Gu, Q., & Brown, E.
(2010). 10 Strong Claims about Successful School Leadership. Nottingham: National
College for Leadership of Schools and Children’s Services.

Day, C., Sammons, P., Hopkins, D., Harris, A., Leithwood, K., Gu, Q., Brown, E.,
Ahtaridou, E., & Kington, A. (2009). The impact of school leadership on pupil
outcomes. Final Report. Nottingham: Department for Children, Schools and
Families.

De Jong, R., Westerhof, K.J., & Kruiter, J.H. (2004). Empirical evidence of a
comprehensive model of school effectiveness: a multilevel study in mathematics in
the 1% year of junior general education in the Netherlands. School Effectiveness and
School Improvement, 15 (1), 3-31.

Delanty, G. (1997). Models of citizenship: Defining European identity and citizenship.
Citizenship Studies, 1 (3), 285-303.

De Maeyer, S., Rymenans, R., Van Petegem, P., van den Bergh, H., & Rijlaarsdam, G.
(2007). Educational leadership and pupil achievement: The choice of a valid
conceptual model to test effects in school effectiveness research. School Effectiveness
and School Improvement, 18 (2), 125-145.

Department for Education and Skills (2004). National Standards for Headteachers.
Retrieved from http://www3.nccu.edu.tw/~mujinc/teaching/9-101principal/refer4-
2(2004%20national%20standards).pdf

Dimmock, C. (1999). Principals and school restructuring: conceptualizing challenges as

dilemmas. Journal of Educational Administration, 37 (5), 441-462.
209



Dinham, S. (2005). Principal leadership for outstanding educational outcomes. Journal of
Educational Administration, 43 (4), 338-356.

Driessen, G., & Sleegers, P. (2000). Consistency of teaching approach and student
achievement: an empirical test. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 11 (1),
57-79.

Edmonds, R. (1979). Effective Schools for Urban Poor. Educational Leadership, 37(1),
15-24.

European Commission (2005). Citizenship Education at School in Europe. Brussels:
Eurydice.

European Commission (2007). Key Competences for Lifelong Learning. European
Reference Framework. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European
Communities.

European Commission (2012). Citizenship Education in Europe. Brussels: Eurydice.

European Commission (2013). Communication from the Commission to the European
Parliament and the Council. 4" Annual Report on Immigration and Asylum (2012).
Retrieved August 10, 2013 from http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/e-
library/documents/policies/immigration/general/docs/4th_annual_report_on_immigra
tion_and_asylum_en.pdf

Evans, M. (2008). Citizenship Education, Pedagogy, and School Contexts. In J. Arthur, I.
Davies & C. Hahn (Eds), The Sage Handbook of Education for Citizenship and
Democracy (pp. 519-532). London: Sage Publications.

Fiedler, F.E. (1967). A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Field, A. (2013). Discovering Statistics using IBM SPSS Statistics (4™ edition). London:
Sage Publications.

Fitz-Gibbon, C.T. (1995). The Value — Added National Project: general report. London:
School Curriculum and Assessment Authority.

Fjeldstad, D., & Mikkelsen, R. (2003). Strong democratic competence does not
automatically lead to strong engagement and participation. International Journal of
Educational Research, 39, 621-632.

Fraillon, J., & Schulz, W. (2008, March). Concept and design of the International Civic
and Citizenship Study. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American

Educational Research Association. New York.

210


http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/e-library/documents/policies/immigration/general/docs/4th_annual_report_on_immigration_and_asylum_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/e-library/documents/policies/immigration/general/docs/4th_annual_report_on_immigration_and_asylum_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/e-library/documents/policies/immigration/general/docs/4th_annual_report_on_immigration_and_asylum_en.pdf

Friedman, T., Schulz, W., Fraillon, J., & Ainley, J. (2013, June). Civic knowledge and
engagement among students from immigrant and non-immigrant backgrounds. Paper
presented at the 5th IEA International Research Conference, Singapore.

Geijsel, F., Sleegers, P., Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2003). Transformational leadership
effects on teachers’ commitment and effort toward school reform. Journal of
Educational Administration, 41 (3), 228-256.

Georgiou, M., Papayianni, O., Savvides, I., & Pashiardis, P. (2001). In P. Pashiardis (Ed.),
International Perspectives on Educational Leadership (pp. 70-92). Hong- Kong:
Centre for Educational leadership, The University of Hong-Kong.

Goddard, R.D. (2001). Collective efficacy: a neglected construct in the study of schools
and student achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93 (3), 467-476.

Goddard, R.D. (2002). A theoretical and empirical analysis of the measurement of
collective efficacy: the development of a short form. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 62 (1), 97-110.

Goddard, R.D., Hoy, W.K., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2000). Collective teacher efficacy: its
meaning, measure, and impact on student achievement. American Educational
Research Journal, 37 (2), 479-508.

Goddard, R.D., LoGerfo, L., & Hoy, W.K. (2004). High school accountability: the role of
collective efficacy. Educational Policy, 18 (3), 403-425.

Goddard, R.D., Salloum, S.J., & Berebitsky, D. (2009). Trust as a Mediator of the
Relationships Between Poverty, Racial Composition, and Academic Achievement
Evidence From Michigan's Public Elementary Schools. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 45 (2), 292-311.

Goddard, R.D., & Skrla, L. (2006). The influence of school social composition on
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. Educational Administration Quarterly, 42 (2),
216-235.

Goddard, R.D., Sweetland, S.R., & Hoy, W.K. (2000). Academic emphasis of urban
elementary schools and student achievement: a multilevel analysis. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 36 (5), 692-701.

Goddard, R.D., Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, W.K. (2001). Teacher trust in students and
parents: a multilevel examination of the distribution and effects of teacher trust in
urban elementary schools. Elementary School Journal, 102 (1), 3-17.

Goldstein, H.(2010). Multilevel Statistical Models (4™ Edition). London: Edward Arnold.

211



Guarino, C.M., Santibanez, L., & Daley, G.L. (2006). Teacher Recruitment and Retention:
A Review of the Recent Empirical Literature. Review of Educational Research, 76
(2), 173-208.

Gustaffson, J. (2010). Longitudinal Designs. In B.P.M. Creemers, L. Kyriakides & P.
Sammons (Eds), Methodological Advances in Educational Effectiveness Research
(pp. 77-101). New York: Routledge.

Hahn, C.L. (1999). Citizenship Education: an empirical study of policy, practices and
outcomes. Oxford Review of Education, 25 (1&2), 231-250.

Hallinger, P. (2003). Leading educational change: reflections on the practice of
instructional and transformational leadership. Cambridge Journal of Education, 33
(3), 329-351.

Hallinger, P. (2005). Instructional Leadership and the School Principal: A Passing Fancy
that Refuses to Fade Away. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4, 221-239.

Hallinger, P. (2010). Developing Instructional Leadership. In B. Davies & M. Brundrett
(Eds), Developing Successful Leadership (pp. 61-76). The Netherlands: Springer.
Hallinger, P. (2011). Leadership for learning: lessons from 40 years of empirical research.

Journal of Educational Administration, 49 (2), 125 — 142.

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. (1996). The Principal’s Role in School Effectiveness: An
Assessment of Methodological Progress, 1980-1995. In K. Leithwood, J. Chapman,
D. Corson, P. Hallinger & A. Hart (Ed.) International Handbook of Educational
Leadership and Administration (pp.723-783). The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. (1998). Exploring the Principals’ Contribution to School
Effectiveness: 1980 — 1995. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 9(2), 157-
191.

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. (2010). Collaborative leadership and school improvement:
understanding the impact on school capacity and student learning. School Leadership
and Management, 30 (2), 95-110.

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. (2011). Conceptual and methodological issues in studying school
leadership effects as a reciprocal process. School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, 22 (2), 149-173.

Harris, A. (2006). Opening up the “Black Box” of Leadership Practice: Taking a
Distributed Leadership Perspective. International Studies in Educational

Administration, 34(2), 37-45.
212



Harris, A. (2013). Distributed School Leadership: Developing Tomorrow’s Leaders. New
York: Routledge.

Harris, A., & Chapman, C. (2002). Effective Leadership in Schools Facing Challenging
Circumstances. London: NCSL.

Harris, A., Day, C., & Hadfield, M. (2003). Teachers’ Perspectives on Effective School
Leadership. Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice, 9 (1), 67-77.

Hartnett, M.J. (1995). The relationship between principal and teacher efficacy in middle-
level schools in Missouri. Dissertation Abstracts International (UMI No. 9611053).

Heck, R., & Hallinger, P. (2009). Assessing the Contribution of Distributed Leadership to
School Improvement and Growth in Math Achievement. American Educational
Research Journal, 46 (3), 659-689.

Heck, R., & Hallinger, P. (2010). Collaborative Leadership Effects on School
Improvement: Integrating Unidirectional- and Reciprocal-Effects Models. The
Elementary School Journal, 111 (2), 226-252.

Hendriks, M., & Steen, R. (2012). Results from School Leadership Effectiveness Studies
(2005-2010). In J. Scheerens (Ed), School Leadership Effects Revisited. Review and
Meta-analysis of Empirical Studies (pp. 65-129). Dordrecht: Springer.

Hentschke, G.C. (2010). Developing Entrepreneurial Leaders. In B. Davies & M. Brundrett
(Eds), Developing Successful Leadership (pp. 115-132). The Netherlands: Springer.

Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. (1988). Management of Organizational Behaviour: Utilizing
Human Resources (5" edition). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Hipp, K.A.(1996, April). Teacher Efficacy: Influence of principal leadership behaviour.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, New York.

Huber, S.G. (2011). The impact of professional development: a theoretical model for
empirical research, evaluation, planning and conducting training and development
programmes. Professional Development in Education, 37 (5), 837-853.

Huber, S.G., & Muijs, D. (2010). School Leadership Effectiveness: The Growing Insight in
the Importance of School Leadership for the Quality and Development of Schools
and Their Pupils. In S.G. Huber (Ed), School Leadership-International Perspectives
(pp. 57-77). The Netherlands: Springer.

Hoy, W.K. (2002). Faculty trust: a key to. student achievement. Journal of School Public
Relations, 23 (2), 88-103.

213



Hoy, W.K. (2012). School characteristics that make a difference for the achievement of all
students: A 40-year odyssey. Journal of Educational Administration, 50 (1), 76-97.

Hoy, W.K., & Miskel, C.G. (2008). Educational Administration: Theory, Research, and
Practice ( 8" Ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Hoy, W.K., & Sabo, D.J. (1998). Quality Middle Schools: Open and Healthy. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Hoy, W.K., Sweetland, S.R., & Smith, P.A. (2002). Toward an organizational model of
achievement in high schools: The significance of collective efficacy. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 38, 77-93.

Hoy, W.K., & Tarter, C.J. (1997). The road to open and healthy schools: a handbook for
change (2" edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Hoy, W.K., Tarter, C.J., & Bliss, J. (1990). Organizational climate, school health and
effectiveness: A comparative analysis. Educational Administration Quarterly, 26(3),
260-279.

Hoy, W.K., Tarter, C.J., & Woolfolk Hoy, A.W. (2006). Academic optimism of schools:a
force for student achievement. American Educational Research Journal, 43 (3), 425-
446.

Hoy, W.K., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (1999). Five facets of trust: an empirical
confirmation in urban elementary schools. Journal of School Leadership, 9 (3), 184-
208.

Hoy, W.K., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (2003). The conceptualization and measurement of
faculty trust in schools. In W.K. Hoy & C. Miskel (Eds), Studies in Leading and
Organizing Schools (pp.181-207). Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishers.

Huber, S.G. (2008). School Development and School Leader Development: New Learning

Opportunities for School Leaders and their Schools. In J. Lumby, G. Crow & P.
Pashiardis (Eds), International Handbook on the Preparation and Development of
School Leaders, (pp. 163-175). UK and New York: Routledge.

Hulpia, H., Devos, G., Rossel , Y., & Vlerick, P. (2012). Dimensions of Distributed
Leadership and the Impact on Teachers' Organizational Commitment: A Study in
Secondary Education. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 42 (7), 1745-1784.

Hulpia, H., Devos, G., & van Keer, H. (2011). The Relation Between School Leadership
From a Distributed Perspective and Teachers’ Organizational Commitment.
Examining the Source of the Leadership Function. Educational Administration

Quarterly, 47 (5), 728-771.
214



Isac, M.M., Maslowski, R., Creemers, B., & van der Werf, G. (2013). The Contribution of
Schooling to Secondary-School Students’ Citizenship Outcomes Across Countries.
School Effectiveness and School Improvement, DOI:10.1080/09243453.2012.751035.

Isac, M.M., Maslowski, R., & van der Werf, G. (2011). Effective Civic Education: An

Educational Effectiveness Model for Explaining Students’ Civic Knowledge. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 22 (3), 313-333.

Isin, E.F., & Turner, B.S. (2007). Investigating Citizenship: An Agenda for Citizenship
Studies. Citizenship Studies, 11 (1), 5-17.

Isin, E.F., & Turner, B.S. (2010). Citizenship, Cosmopolitanism and Human Rights. In A.
Elliott (Ed), The Routledge Companion to Social Theory (pp. 174-187). New York:
Routledge.

Jacobson, S.L., & Bezzina, C. (2008). Effects of leadership on student academic/affective
achievement. In J. Lumby, G. Crow & P. Pashiardis (Eds), International Handbook
on the Preparation and Development of School Leaders (pp. 81-103). New York and
London: Routledge.

Karagiorgi, Y. (2011). On democracy and leadership: from rhetoric to reality. International
Journal of Leadership in Education, 14 (3), 369-384.

Keating, A. (2009). Educating Europe’s citizens: moving from national to post-national
models of educating for European citizenship. Citizenship Studies, 13 (2), 135-151.

Kerr, D., & Lopes, J. (2008, March). Studying Civic and Citizenship Education in the
European Context. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, New York.

Kahne, J.E., & Sporte, S.E. (2008). Developing Citizens: The Impact of Civic Learning
Opportunities on Students’ Commitment to Civic Participation. American
Educational Research Journal, 45 (3), 738-766.

Kline, R.B. (2005). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling. New York:
The Guilford Press.

Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B.Z. (2007). The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership. In M.
Grogan (Ed), The Jossey-Bass Reader on Educational Leadership (2" edition)
(pp. 63-72). San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Kriiger, M., & Scheerens, J. (2012). Conceptual Perspective on School Leadership. In J.
Scheerens (Ed), School Leadership Effects Revisited. Review and Meta-Analysis of

Empirical Studies (pp.1-30). The Netherlands: Springer.

215



Kriiger, M. L., Witziers, B., & Sleegers, P. (2007). The Impact of School Leadership on
School Level Factors: Validation of a causal model. School Effectiveness and School
Improvement , 18 (1), 1-20.

Kyriakides, L. (2002). A research-based model for the development of policy on baseline
assessment. British Educational Research Journal, 28 (6), 805-826.

Kyriakides, L. (2005). Extending the comprehensive model of educational effectiveness by
an empirical investigation. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 16 (2),
103-152.

Kyriakides, L. (2006). Introduction: international studies on educational effectiveness.
Educational Research and Evaluation, 12 (6), 489-497.

Kyriakides, L., Campbell, R.J., & Christofidou, E. (2002). Generating criteria for
measuring teacher effectiveness through a self-evaluation approach: a
complementary way of measuring teacher effectiveness. School Effectiveness and
School Improvement, 13 (3), 291-325.

Kyriakides, L., & Creemers, B.P.M. (2008). Using a multidimensional approach to
measure the impact of classroom- level factors upon student achievement: a study
testing the validity of the dynamic model. School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, 19 (2), 183-205.

Kyriakides, L., & Creemers, B.P.M. (2009). The Effects of Teacher Factors on Different
Outcomes: Two Studies testing the Validity of the Dynamic Model. Effective
Education, 1 (1), 61-85.

Kyriakides, L., Creemers, B.P.M., & Antoniou, P. (2009). Teacher behaviour and student
outcomes: Suggestions for research on teacher training and professional
development. Teaching and Teacher Education, 25 (1), 12-23.

Kythreotis, A., Pashiardis, P., & Kyriakides, L. (2010). The influence of school leadership
styles and culture on students’ achievement in Cyprus primary schools. Journal of
Educational Administration, 48 (2), 218-240.

Larson, B.E. (2000). Classroom discussion: a method of instruction and a curriculum
outcome. Teaching and Teacher Education, 16, 661-677.

Leithwood, K. (1994). Leadership for school restructuring. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 30 (4), 498-518.

Leithwood, K. (2001). School Leadership in the Context of Accountability Policies.
International Journal of Leadership in Education, 4 (3), 217-235.

216



Leithwood, K. (2012). School Leadership, Evidence-Based Decision Making, and Large-
Scale Student Assessment. In C.F. Webber & J.L. Lupart (Eds), Leading Student
Assessment (pp.17-39). The Netherlands: Springer.

Leithwood, K., & Day, C. (2007). What we learned. A broad view. In K. Leithwood & C.
Day (Eds), Successful Principal Leadership in Times of Change An International
Perspective (pp.189-203). The Netherlands: Springer.

Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., Harris, A., & Hopkins D. (2006). Successful School
Leadership. What It Is and How It Influences Pupil Learning. Nottingham: Dfes.
Leithwood, K., Jacobson, S. L., & Ylimaki, R.M. (2011). Converging Policy Trends. In

R.M. Ylimaki & S.L. Jacobson (Eds), US and Cross-National Policies, Practices,
and Preparation. Implications for Successful Instructional Leadership,
Organizational Learning and Culturally Responsive Practices (pp. 17-28). The

Netherlands: Springer:

Leithwood, K., & Levin., B. (2008). Understanding and assessing the impact of leadership
development. In J. Lumby, G. Crow & P. Pashiardis (Eds), International Handbook
on the Preparation and Development of School Leaders (pp. 280-300). New York
and London: Routledge.

Leithwood, K., & Mascall, B. (2008). Collective Leadership Effects on Student
Achievement. Educational Administration Quarterly, 44 (4), 529-561.

Leithwood, K. & Jantzi, D. (2005). A Review of Transformational School Leadership
Research 1996-2005. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4 (3), 177-199.

Leithwood, K., Jantzi, D., & Steinbach, R. (2002). Leadership Practices for Accountable
Schools. In K. Leithwood & P. Hallinger (Ed.), Second International Handbook of
Educational Leadership and Administration (pp.849-880). Dordrecht: Kluwer
Academic Publishers.

Leithwood, K., & Riehl, C. (2003, April ). What do we already know about successful
school leadership? Paper presented at the AERA Conference, Chicago, USA.

Leithwood, K., & Sun, J. (2012). The Nature and Effects of Transformational School
Leadership. A Meta-Analytic Review of Unpublished Research. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 48 (3), 387-423.

Levacic, R. (2005). Educational Leadership as a Causal Factor: Methodological issues in
Research on Leadership Effects. Educational Management, Administration &
Leadership, 33(2), 197-210.

217



Levine, D.U., & Lezotte, L.W. (1990). Unusually Effective Schools. Madison, WI: the
National Centre for Effective Schools Research and Development.

Linacre, J.M. (2002). Optimizing Rating Scale Category Effectiveness. Journal of Applied
Measurement, 3 (1), 85-106.

Losito, B., & D’ Aspice, A. (2003). Democracy, citizenship, participation. The results of
the second IEA civic education study in Italy. International Journal of Educational
Research, 39, 609-620.

Luyten, H., & Sammons, P. (2010). Multilevel Modelling. In B.P.M. Creemers, L.
Kyriakides & P. Sammons (Eds), Methodological Advances in Educational
Effectiveness Research (pp. 246-276). New York: Routledge.

Macpherson, R., Pashiardis, P., & Frielick, S. (2000). The quality of courses at the
University of Cyprus: a case study and comparative analysis. Teaching in Higher
Education, 5 (2), 219-232.

Maiello, C., Oser, F., & Biedermann, H. (2003). Civic Knowledge, Civic Skills and Civic
Engagement. European Educational Research Journal, 2 (3), 384-395.

Marcoulides, G., & Kyriakides, L. (2010). Structural Equation Modelling Techniques.
In B.P.M. Creemers, L. Kyriakides & P. Sammons (Eds), Methodological Advances
in Educational Effectiveness Research (pp. 277-302). New York: Routledge.

Marshall, T.H. (1964). Class, Citizenship and Social Development. New York: Doubleday.

Marzano, R.J. (2003). What works in schools. Translating research into action.
USA:ASCD.

Marzano, R.J., Waters, T., & McNulty, B.A. (2005). School Leadership that Works. From
Research to Results. USA: ASCD and MCREL.

Mascall, B., Leithwood, K., Straus,T., & Sacks, r. (2008). The relationship between
distributed leadership and teachers’ academic optimism. Journal of Educational
Administration, 46 (2), 214-228.

Maslowski, R., Breit, H., Eckensberger, L., & Scheerens, J. (2009). In J. Scheerens (Ed.),
Informal Learning of Active Citizenship at School. An International Comparative
Study in Seven European Countries (pp.11-24). The Netherlands: Springer.

May, H., & Supovitz, J.A. (2011). The scope of principal efforts to improve instruction.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 47 (2), 332-352.

McGuigan, L., & Hoy, W.K. (2006). Principal leadership: creating a culture of academic
optimism to improve achievement for all students. Leadership and Policy in Schools,

5 (3), 203-229.
218



Mellor, S., & Kennedy, K.J. (2003). Australian students’ democratic values and attitudes
towards participation: indicators from the IEA civic education study. International
Journal of Educational Research, 39, 525-537.

Menezes, |. (2003). Participation experiences and civic concepts, attitudes and
engagement: implications for citizenship education projects. European Educational
Research Journal, 2 (3), 430-445.

Michaelidou, A., & Pashiardis, P. (2009). Professional development of school leaders in
Cyprus: is it working? Professional Development in Education, 35 (3), 399-416.
Midgley, C., Feldlaufer, H., & Eccles, J. (1989). Change in teacher efficacy and student
self- and task-related beliefs in mathematics during the transition to junior high

school. Journal of Educational Psychology, 81(2), 247-258.

Ministry of Education and Culture. (2004a). Aywyn tov IloAizy [Civic Education]. Nicosia:
Curriculum Development Service.

Ministry of Education and Culture. (2004b). Anuoxpatixyy kor AvOpamivy [oudeio ornv
Evpwkvrpioxn  [loliteio.  Ilpoormtikes  Avoovykpotnons kar  Exovyypoviouod.
Movipéoro  Mopoppwtikie  Exmoudevtikic  Metoppdbuione  [Democratic  and
Humanistic Education in the Eurocypriot State. Prospects for Restructuring and
Modernisation. Manifest of Formative Educational Reform]. Nicosia: Ministry of
Education and Culture.

Ministry of Education and Culture (2008a). Avaivtikd Ipoypduupoza yio ta Anudoia
2yoleia e Kvmproxng Anuokporiag [Curricula for the Public Schools of the Republic
of Cyprus]. Nicosia: Ministry of Education and Culture.

Ministry of Education and Culture (2008b). Zrparnyikoc Lyediaouoc yia v Ioideia.
H Olikny AvaBewpnon tov Exmoidevtikod pog Zvorijuarog [Strategic Planning for
Schooling. The Comprehensive Revision of Our Educational System]. Nicosia:
Ministry of Education and Culture.

Ministry of Education and Culture (2009). Ilpotaon yio. éva véo abotnua aéioAdynong tov
EKTOLOEVTIKOD £PYOD KAl TV EKTOLOELTIKMV Asitovpycdv [Proposal for a new system of
evaluating educational work and education officers]. Retrieved from
http://www.paideia.org.cy/upload/neo_shedio_axiologisi.pdf

Ministry of Education and Culture (2013). Etjoia ExBson 2012 [Annual Report 2012].
Nicosia: Ministry of Education and Culture.

Mintrop, H. (2003). The old and new face of civic education: expert, teacher, and student

views. European Educational Research Journal, 2 (3), 446-454.
219



Moos, L. (2002). Cultural Isomorphs in Theories and Practice of School Leadership. In K.
Leithwood & P. Hallinger (Ed), Second International Handbook of Educational
Leadership and Administration (pp.359-394). Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

Moos, L. (2010). From Successful School Leadership towards Distributed Leadership. In
S.G. Huber (Ed), School Leadership-International Perspectives (pp. 101-123). The
Netherlands: Springer.

Morrison, M. (2007). What do we mean by educational research? In A.R.J. Briggs and M.
Coleman (Eds). Research Methods in Educational Leadership and Management
(Second Edition) (pp.13-36). Sage Publications.

Mortimore, P., Sammons, P., Ecob, R., & Stoll, L (1988). School Matters: the junior
years. Salisbury: Open Books.

Muijs, D. (2011). Leadership and organizational performance: from research to
prescription? International Journal of Educational Management, 25 (1), 45-60.

Muijs, D., & Reynolds, D. (2000). School effectiveness and teacher effectiveness in
mathematics: some preliminary findings from the evaluation of the Mathematics
Enhancement Programme (Primary). School Effectiveness and School Improvement,
11 (3), 273-303.

Mulford, B. (2008). The Leadership Challenge : Improving Learning in Schools Victoria:
Australian Council for Educational Research.

Mulford, B. (2012). Tinkering towards Utopia: Trying to Make Sense of My Contribution
to the Field. Journal of Educational Administration, 50 (1), 98-124.

Mulford, B., & Silins, H. (2003). Leadership for Organizational Learning and Improved
Student Outcomes- What do we know? Cambridge Journal of Education, 33 (2),
175-195.

Mulford, B., & Silins, H. (2011). Revised Models and Conceptualization of Successful
School Principalship for Improved Student Outcomes. International Journal of
Educational Management, 25 (1), 61-82.

Mullins, L.J. (1995). Management and Organizational Behaviour. England: Pitman
Financial Times Management.

Naval, C., Print, M., & Veldhuis, R. (2002). Education for democratic citizenship in the

New Europe: context and reform. European Journal of Education, 37 (2), 107-128.

220



Nettles, S.M., & Herrington, C. (2007). Revisiting the Importance of the Direct Effects of
School Leadership on Student Achievement: The Implications for School
Improvement Policy. Peabody Journal of Education, 82 (4), 724-736.

Nikolova, R., & Lehmann, R.H. (2003). On the dimensionality of the cognitive test used in
the IEA Civic Education Study: analyses and implications. European Educational
Research Journal, 2 (3), 370-383.

Notman, R., & Henry, D.A. (2011). Building and Sustaining Successful School Leadership
in New Zealand. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 10 (4), 375-394.

OECD (2008). Measuring improvements in learning outcomes: Best practices to assess the
value-added by schools. Paris: OECD.

OECD (2012). Settling In. OECD Indicators of Immigrant Integration 2012. Retrieved
from  http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/settling-in-oecd-
indicators-of-immigrant-integration-2012_9789264171534-en

Opdenakker, M.C., van Damme, J., de Fraine, B., van Landeghem, G., & Onghena, P.
(2002). The effect of schools and classes on mathematics achievement. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 13, 399-427.

Osler, A., & Starkey, H. (2005). Changing Citizenship: Democracy and Inclusion in
Education. Maidenhead and New York: Open University Press.

Osler, A., & Starkey, H. (2006). Education for democratic citizenship: a review of
research, policy and practice 1995-2005. Research Papers in Education, 21(4), 433-
466.

Papanastasiou, C., & Koutselini, M. (2003). Developmental model of democratic values
and attitudes towards social actions. International Journal of Educational Research,
39, 539-549.

Pashiardis, G. (2008). Towards a knowledge base for school climate in Cyprus’s schools.
International Journal of Educational Management, 22 (5), 399-416.

Pashiardis, P. (1994). Teacher Participation in Decision Making. International Journal of
Educational Management, 8 (5), 14-17.

Pashiardis, P. (1995). Cyprus Principals and the Universalities of Effective Leadership.
International Studies in Educational Administration, 23 (1), 16-26.

Pashiardis, P. (1998). Researching the Characteristics of Effective Primary School
Principals in Cyprus. A Qualitative Approach. Educational Management &
Administration, 26 (2), 117-130.

221


http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/settling-in-oecd-indicators-of-immigrant-integration-2012_9789264171534-en
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/settling-in-oecd-indicators-of-immigrant-integration-2012_9789264171534-en

Pashiardis, P. (2001). Secondary Principals in Cyprus: The Views of the Principal Versus
the Views of the Teachers-A Case Study. International Studies in Educational
Administration, 29 (3), 11-27.

Pashiardis, P. (2004). Exroidevtiy Hyeoia: Ao tqv emoyn e evuevoie adlapopios oty
obyypovy emoyn. [Educational Leadership: From the Era of Benevolent Neglect to the
Current Era]. Athens: Metaichmio Publications.

Pashiardis, P. (2009). Educational Leadership and Management: Blending Greek
Philosophy, Myth and Current Thinking. International Journal of Leadership in
Education, 12 (1), 1-12.

Pashiardis, P. (Ed.). (2014). Modeling School Leadership Across Europe. In search of New
Frontiers. The Netherlands: Springer.

Pashiardis, P., & Brauckmann, S. (2008a, November). Introduction to the LISA Framework
from a Social System’s Perspective. Paper presented at the LISA Conference,
Budapest, Hungary.

Pashiardis, P., & Brauckmann, S. (2008b). Evaluation of School Principals. In G. Crow, J.
Lumby, & P. Pashiardis (Eds), International handbook on the preparation and
development of school leaders (pp. 263-279). New York: Routledge.

Pashiardis, P., Georgiou, M., & Georghiou, M. (2009). In J. Scheerens (Ed.) Informal
Learning of Active Citizenship at School. An International Comparative Study in
Seven European Countries (pp.51-74). The Netherlands: Springer.

Pashiardis, P., Kafas, A., & Marmara, C. (2012). Successful secondary principalship in
Cyprus. What have “Thucydides” and “Plato” revealed to us? International Journal
of Educational Management, 26 (5), 480-493.

Pashiardis, P., Michaelidou, A., Kendeou, P., & Lytra, E. (2011a, November). digpedvyon
™G ovvOetng oxéong UETOLD NYETIKOD OTUA KOl ENIOTHUOAOVIKOV GTOWEDYV TWV
01e00VVTOV TYolElWY Kal 01 TPOEKTATEIS Yla. TNV ekmoiocvor tovg [Uncovering the
complex relation between principals’ leadership style and epistemological beliefs and
its implications for school leadership training]. Paper presented at the Cyprus
Educational Administration Society Conference Exmadevtikny Atwoiknon oy
Konpo: Emotuoloyio wkor IIpaxtikn [Educational Administration in Cyprus:
Epistemology and Practice], Nicosia, Cyprus.

Pashiardis, P., Savvides, V., Lytra, E., & Angelidou, K. (2011b). Successful School
Leadership in Rural Contexts: The case of Cyprus. Educational Management,

Administration and Leadership, 39 (5), 536-553.
222



Pashiardis, P., Thody, A., Papanaoum, Z., & Johansson, O. (2003). European Educational
Leadership. A search for consensus in diversity [CD ROM]. Nicosia: Digiword
Limited.

Paterson, L., & Goldstein, H. (1991). New Statistical Methods for Analysing Social
Structures: An Introduction to Multilevel Models. British Educational Research
Journal, 17 (4), 387-393.

Peng, W.J., Thomas, S.M., Yang, X., & Li, J. (2006). Developing school evaluation
methods to improve the quality of schooling in China: a pilot “value added” study.
Assessment in Education, 13 (2), 135-154.

Philippou, S. (2007). On the borders of Europe: Citizenship Education and identity in
Cyprus. Journal of Social Science Education, 6 (1), 68-79.

Pitner, N. (1988). The Study of Administration Effects and Effectiveness. In N. Boyan,
(Ed), Handbook of Research in Educational Administration (pp. 99 — 122). New
York: Longman.

Pont, B., Nusche, D., & Moorman, H. (2008). Improving School Leadership Policy and

Practice. Paris: OECD.

Printy, S. (2010). Principals' influence on instructional quality: insights from US schools.
School Leadership and Management, 30 (2), 111-126.

Purkey, S.C., & Smith, M.S. (1983). Effective schools: A review. Elementary School
Journal, 83, 427-452.

Rasch, G. (1960) Probabilistic models for some intelligence and attainment test.,
Copenhagen: Danish Institute for Educational Research.

Reezigt, G.J., Guldemond, H., & Creemers, B.P.M. (1999). Empirical validity for a
comprehensive model on educational effectiveness. School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, 10 (2), 193-216.

Reynolds, D., & Cuttance, P. (1992). School Effectiveness: research, policy and practice.
London: Cassell.

Riley, K., & Macbeath, J. (1998). Effective Leaders and Effective Schools. In J. Macbeath
(Ed), Effective School Leadership (pp.80-97). London: Sage Publications.

Riley, D., & Mulford, B. (2007). England's National College for School Leadership: a
model for leadership education? Journal of Educational Administration, 45 (1),80-
98.

223



Robinson, V.M.J., Lloyd, C.A., & Rowe, K.J. (2008). The impact of leadership on student
outcomes: An analysis of the differential effects of leadership types. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 44 (5), 635-674.

Rosenshine, B. (1983). Teaching functions in instructional in instructional programs.
Elementary School Journal, 83 (4), 335-351.

Ross, J.A.,, & Gray, P. (2006). School Leadership and Student Achievement: The
Mediating Effects of Teacher Beliefs. Canadian Journal of Education, 29(3), 798-
822.

Ross, J.A., Hogaboam-Gray, A., & Gray, P. (2004). Prior student achievement,
collaborative school processes and collective teacher efficacy. Leadership and Policy
in Schools, 3 (3), 163-188.

Sammons, P., Gu, Q., Day, C., & Ko, J. (2011). Exploring the impact of school leadership
on pupil outcomes: Results from a study of academically improved and effective
schools in England. International Journal of Educational Management, 25 (1), 83-
101.

Sanders, M. G. (1996). Building family partnerships that last. Educational Leadership, 54
(3), 61-66.

Sanders, M.G. (2001). Schools, families, and communities partnering for middle level
students’ success. National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP)
Bulletin, 85, 53-61.

Scheerens, J. (2009). Aims and Scope of the Study. In J. Scheerens (Ed), Informal
Learning of Active Citizenship at School. An International Comparative Study in
Seven European Countries (pp.1-10). The Netherlands: Springer.

Scheerens, J. (2011). Indicators on informal learning of active citizenship at school.
Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability, 23 (3), 201-222.

Scheerens, J. (2012). Summary and Conclusion: Instructional Leadership in Schools as
Loosely Coupled Organizations. In J. Scheerens (Ed), School Leadership Effects
Revisited. Review and Meta-analysis of Empirical Studies (pp.131-151). The
Netherlands: Springer.

Scheerens, J., & Bosker, R. (1997). The foundations of educational effectiveness. Oxford:
Pergamon Press.

Scheerens, J., Glas, C., & Thomas, S.M. (2003). Educational Evaluation, Assessment and

Monitoring. A Systemic Approach. London and New York: Taylor & Francis.

224



Schulz, W. (2002, April). Explaining differences in civic knowledge: multilevel regression
analysis of student data from 27 countries. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans.

Schulz, W. (2007, September). An international perspective on active citizenship among
lower secondary students. Concepts and measures developed for the IEA Civic and
Citizenship Education Study (ICCS). Paper presented at the ECPR General
Conference in Pisa, Italy.

Schulz, W., Ainley, J., & Fraillon, J. (2013, June). Student participation at school and
future civic engagement: Results from ICCS 2009. Paper presented at the 5™ IEA
International Research Conference, Singapore.

Schulz, W., Ainley, J., Fraillon, J., Kerr, D., & Losito, B. (2010). ICCS 2009 International
Report: Civic Knowledge, Attitudes and Engagement among Lower-Secondary
School Student in 38 Countries. The Netherlands: International Association for the
Evaluation of Educational Achievement.

Schulz, W., & Brese, F. (2008, March). Assessing Student Knowledge, Background and
Perceptions in the International Civic and Citizenship Study. Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New York.

Schunk, D. (1991). Self-efficacy and academic motivation. Educational Psychologist, 26
(3), 207-231.

Scott, D.E., Scott, S., Dixon, K., Okoko, J.M., & Dixon, R. (2013). Indigenous Principals’
Perspectives on Leadership Development. In C.L.. Slater & S. W. Nelson (Eds),
Understanding the Principalship: An International Guide to Principal Preparation
(pp.315-344). UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Sebastian, J., & Allensworth, E. (2012). The Influence of Principal Leadership on
Classroom Instruction and Student Learning. A Study of Mediated Pathways to
Learning. Educational Administration Quarterly, 48 (4), 626-663.

Seidel, T., & Shavelson, R.J. (2007). Teaching effectiveness research in the past decade.
The role of theory and research design in disentangling meta-analysis results. Review
of Educational Research, 77 (4), 454-499.

Seligman, M. E. P. (2002). Positive psychology, positive prevention, and positive therapy.
In C. R. Snyder & S.J. Lopez (Eds), The handbook of positive psychology (pp. 3-12).
New York: Oxford Press.

225



Sheldon, S.B., Epstein, J.L., & Galindo, C.L. (2010). Not Just Numbers: Creating a
Partnership Climate to Improve Math Proficiency in Schools. Leadership and Policy
in Schools, 9 (1), 27-48.

Shin, S.H., & Slater, C.L. (2010). Principal Leadership and Mathematics Achievement: an
international comparative study. School Leadership and Management, 30 (4), 317-
334.

Sirin, S.R. (2005). Socioeconomic status and academic achievement: a meta-analytic
review of research. Review of Educational Research, 75 (3), 417-453.

Siskin, L.S., & Little, JW. (1995). The subjects in question: Departmental organization
and the high school. New York: Teachers College Press.

Slater, R., & Teddlie, C. (1992). Toward a theory of school effectiveness and leadership.
School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 3(4), 247-257.

Smith, P.A., & Hoy, W.K. (2007). Academic optimism and student achievement in urban
elementary schools. Journal of Educational Administration, 45 (5), 556-568.

Smith, P.A., & Birney, L.L. (2005). The organizational trust of elementary schools and
dimensions of student bullying. International Journal of Educational Management,
19 (6), 469-485.

Snijders, T.A.B., & Bosker, R.J. (1999). Multilevel Analysis. An introduction to basic and
advanced multilevel modeling. London: Sage Publications.

Somech, A. (2005). Directive Versus Participative Leadership: Two Complementary
Approaches to Managing School Effectiveness. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 41 (5), 777-800.

Southworth, G. (2002). Instructional Leadership in Schools: reflections and empirical
evidence. School Leadership & Management, 22 (1), 73-91.

Spillane, J. P. (2012). Distributed Leadership. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Starkey, H. (2008). Antiracism. In J. Arthur, I. Davies & C. Hahn (Eds), The Sage
Handbook of Education for Citizenship and Democracy (pp.329-341). London: Sage
Publications.

Stockard, J., & Lehman, M. (2004). Influences on the satisfaction and retention of first
year teachers: The importance of effective school management. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 40 (5), 742-771.

Stogdill, R.M. (1948). Personal factors associated with leadership: A survey of the
literature. Journal of Psychology, 25, 35-71.

226



Sun, J., & Leithwood, K. (2012). Transformational School Leadership Effects on Student
Achievement. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 11 (4), 418-451.

Syvertsen, A.K., Flanagan, C.A., & Stout, M.D. (2007). Best Practices in Civic Education:
Changes in Students’ Civic Outcomes. Circle Working Paper 57. Retrieved from
http:// www. civicyouth.org

Tabachnick, B.G., & Fidell, L.S. (2013). Using Multivariate Statistics (6™ edition). Boston:
Allyn and Bacon.

Teddlie, C., & Reynolds, D. (Eds). (2000). The International Handbook of School
Effectiveness Research. London: Falmer Press.

Teodorovic, J. (2011). Classroom and school factors related to student achievement: what
works for students? School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 22 (2), 215-236.

Thomas, S., Peng, W.J., & Gray, J. (2007). Modelling patterns of improvement over time:
value added trends in English secondary school performance across ten cohorts.
Oxford Review of Education, 33 (3), 261-295.

Thoonen, E.E.J., Sleegers, P.J.C., Oort, F.J., Peetsma, T.T.D., & Geijsel, F.P. (2011). How
to Improve Teaching Practices The Role of Teacher Motivation, Organizational
Factors, and Leadership Practices. Educational Administration Quarterly, 47 (3),
496-536.

Torney-Purta, J. (2002). Patterns in the Civic Knowledge, Engagement and Attitudes of
European Adolescents: The IEA Civic Education Study. European Journal of
Education, 37 (2), 129-141.

Torney-Purta, J., Lehmann, R., Oswald, H., & Schulz, W. (2001). Citizenship and
Education in Twenty-Eight Countries: Civic Knowledge and Engagement at Age
Fourteen. Amsterdam, The Netherlands: IEA.

Torney-Purta, J., Richardson, W.K., & Barber, C.H. (2005). Teachers’ educational
experience and confidence in relation to students; civic knowledge across countries.
International Journal of Citizenship and Teacher Education, 1 (1), 32-57.

Torney-Purta, J., & Vermeer, S. (2004). Developing Citizenship Competencies from
Kindergarten through Grade 12: A background paper for policy makers and
educators. Denver: Education Commission of the States.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Barr, M. (2004). Fostering student achievement: The relationship
between collective teacher efficacy and student achievement. Leadership and Policy
in Schools, 3, 187 — 207.

227


http://mxtsch.people.wm.edu/Scholarship/LPS_CollectiveEfficacyandAchievement.doc
http://mxtsch.people.wm.edu/Scholarship/LPS_CollectiveEfficacyandAchievement.doc

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (1998). A conceptual and empirical analysis of trust
in schools. Journal of Educational Administration, 36, 334-352.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2000). A multidisciplinary analysis of the nature,
meaning and measurement of trust. Review of Educational Research, 70, 547-593.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2007). The differential antecedents of self-efficacy
beliefs of novice and experienced teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23,
944-956.

van de Grift, W. (1990). Educational Leadership and Academic Achievement in
Elementary Education. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 1 (1), 26-40.

Weindling, D., & Dimmock, C. (2006). Sitting in the “Hot Seat”. New Headteachers in the
UK. Journal of Educational Administration, 44(4), 326-340.

Witziers, B., Bosker, R.J., & Kriiger, M.L. (2003). Educational Leadership and Student
Achievement: The Elusive Search for an Association. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 39 (3), 398, 425.

Wright, S. P., Horn, S. P., & Sanders, W. L. (1997). Teacher and classroom context effects
on student achievement: Implications for teacher evaluation. Journal of Personnel
Evaluation in Education, 11, 57 — 67.

Wu, J.H., Hoy, W.H., & Tarter, C.J. (2013). Enabling school structure, collective
responsibility, and a culture of academic optimism: Toward a robust model of school
performance in Taiwan. Journal of Educational Administration, 51 (2), 176-193.

Youngs, P., & King, M.B. (2002). Principal Leadership for Professional Development to
Build School Capacity. Educational Administration Quarterly, 38 (5), 643-670.

Yu, H., Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2002). The effects of transformational leadership on
teachers’ commitment to change in Hong Kong. Journal of Educational
Administration, 40 (4), 368-389.

Yukl, G.A. (2012). Leadership in Organizations (8" edition). Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice Hall.

228



Appendix A: School Leadership Questionnaire — Greek Version

EPQTHMATOAOI'TIO I'TA EKITAIAEYTIKOYX

To ovykekpévo epmTNUATOAOYI0 amotereitan amd oo pépn. To A’ Mépog apopd otnv
EKTOOEVTIKT MYECTO TOL GYOAEIOV ca¢ evd To B’ MEpog 0T1g aKadMILOiKES TPOGOOKIES TOV
oyoleiov cag. [Mapoakaid SoPdoTe TPOGEKTIKA TIG O KAT® 00NYiEG KOl CUUTANPDOGTE TO

EPMTNUATOAOY10.

MEPOZ A:

EKTTATAEYTIKH HTEZIA

Xe avtd 10 pEPOC mapatifevior SNAMOCELS MOV APOPOVV GE TTLYES CLUTEPUPOPADV
EKTTALOEVTIKNG NYEGTOG TOL dtevBuvty| coc. [Tapakaid vrodeiete to Pabud cvuewviag cog

LLE TIG GLYKEKPIUEVEG ONANDGELC.

Ot ap1Bpoi avtictoryodv 6Ta TOPAKAT:

1 = xaborov

2 =\yo
3 = apketd
4 = oAb

5 =ndpa morv

[Mapaxord OT®S YpawyeTe TIG TPAYUATIKES GOG ATOYELS Yo k6Oe dNAwon. Tovileton 6TL Oa

mpnOei n avovopio TOV GULLETEXOVTOV GTNV £PEVVA.

To ovykexpiuévo epwtnuatoroyio (Mépos A’) amotelel uetappoon kai TPOGOPUOYH TOD

apyikod epwtnuotoloyiov tewv Pashiardis & Brauckmann (2008a).

229



Ye oo Padpo o ArevOuviig Tov GYoAeiov:

Alyo

AtevkoAbvel kot vmootnpiler  mpoypdupoto Ko
TPOKTIKEG TOV ONUOVPYoVV BeTikd KAlpa Yoo pabnon
(m.x. Evpomaikd mpoypdupota 1 GAAEG dpacTNPlOTNTES
TEPAV OVTOV TOV TPOCPEPEL TO EMONUO AVOAVLTIKO

Hpoypappa).

|| ka@olov

N

wW|| apkeTa

& oA

a1l wapo. TOAD

AwoeoAiler v evapudvion TG gpyaciag TV
EKTTOOEVTIKMOV UE TOVS EKTOLOEVLTIKOVG GTOYOVG TOL

oyoleiov.

[Mopéyet exmardevTikd LVAIKO kot Topovg yio va otnpitet
TO OOKTIKO TPOCMOAIKO OTINV  EKTANPWOON  TOV

EKTTOOEVTIKMV GTOYMV.

[Ipoctatever 10 JWOKTIKO  YpdVO KoL TOVG
EKTAOEVTIKOVG OO eEmTepikég kol oypelooTES

EVOYM)OELC.

EvBoppovel v epoppoyn t€Toumv SIOoKTIKOV HeBOdmV
01 0ToieG O1ELKOAVVOVY TNV «LYNAOD EMTEIOL PABNoN»
(ONAadn], Vv Katakomn 0e&loTNTOV OTMG N KPITIKN

okéyn kot 1 enilvon TpofAnuUaTOV).

[Mpowbel mpaxtikég o1 omoieg ovvieivoov oty

EQOPLOYT KO YPNOT| TNG YVAOONG GE TOIKIAEG LOPPEG.

[Ipowbel T oVVOeEON TOV eumelpudv uabnong oto
OYOAEl0 LE TPOKTIKEG O omoieg AapPdvouy ympo eKTOC

oOAElOL.




3
3 ; .
, , P = w =) =]
Ye mowo PaBpo o ArevBuvtiig Tov GYoAgiov: < E_ 2028
2 || R 3 E E
8. EmPAiémer to emineda ddaockariog kot pdbnong oe 6io || 1 2 3 4 5
T0 oOAEl0 (1. mapoKolovdel poOMpoto
eKmodeVTIK®V, (NTd va Tov divouv oTolyela yio v
TPH0d0 TOV HaONTOV TOVG).
9. TMopéyet OLYKEKPILEVN ovVaTPOPOSOTN O oto || 1 2 3 4 5
TPOGOMIKO TOL GYOAeiov Yo To emimedo OdacKAAiNG
Kot pabnonge.
10. Xpnowonotlel mAnpoeopieg ot omoieg amoppéovv amod || 1 2 3 4 5
eMBe®PNOEL; TOL GYOAEIOL KOl  EKTYNOCELS TOV
EKTTALOEVTIKMV TTPOS PEATIMOT TOV TPOGMOTIKOV.
11. IpowBel v avoikty emikovovia Kot eveMéio oTig 1 2 3 4 5
GY£0ELG TOV UE TOL LEAT] TOL TPOGMTLKOV.
12. Emutpémel apkeTy avTOVOUio GTOVG EKTOLOEVTIKOVS Y10, 1 2 3 4 5
VO 0pYOVAOVOLV KOl VO, TPOYPOappatilovy T ddacKaAio
TOVG.
13. Anuovpyet éva kowvd dpapa yuo fedtioon Tov oyoreiov || 1 2 3 4 5
LLE TN cLVEPYAGTO TOV TPOGHOTIKOV.
14. EvBappovel v evepyd PTAOKT TOV LEADY TOV 1 2 3 4 5
TPOCMOTIKOV GTNV LAOTOINGT TOV £V AdY® OpAUATOC.
15. Emi\er  mpoPAnuata o ocvvepyacia pe  touvg || 1 2 3 4 5
EKTTOOEVTIKOVG,

231



Yg oo Badpuo o ArevBuvtig Tov GyoAreiov:

16.

Epappoler  ovppetoyikés  owdikacieg otn  ANym

amOPAcEMV.

|| Ka@oiov

Nl Alyo

w|| apkeTd

I YY)

ol Tapa TOAD

17.

Axobel TPOGEKTIKA TIC 10€EC KO TI EIONYNOELS TV

EKTTOLOEVTIKAV.

18.

AleVKOAOVEL TNV OHOP®VIOL OVOUECOH GTO TPOCHOTIKO

KATA TN ANYT OTOQAGEMY.

19.

Avtipetonilel pe emroyio TIg cLYKPOLGES HETAED TOV

EKTTOLOEVTIKADV.

20.

2uointéd Bépato mov agopodv 1O GYoAelo pE TOLG

EKTOOEVTIKOVG,

21.

Anuovpyel gukopieg GLVAVINONG KO GLVEPYACIAG Yo

TOVG EKTALOEVTIKOVG,.

22.

Alo@oAilel 0Tt ot pobntég éyovv evkaipieg v vo
0CoKNGOLVV NYETIKO poOLO avalopupavovtog

vrevfovotnrec.

23.

Ylomotel eonynoelg mov yivovior ond 10 pHoONTIKO
cvuPodMo oe oyéon pe  Peitioon oL HEONGLOKOV

nepBairovtoc.

24,

ntéd Omwg O6Aot or pofntég, aveEdptnTo amd TNV
€MO0GY| TOVG, AAUPAVOVY EVEPYA LEPOG GE EKONADGCELS
N GAAQ TPOYPAUUOTO TOV GYOAEIOL TEPOV CVTOV TOV

TpocépeL T emionpo Avorvtikd [Ipdypappa.
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3 ; .
, , P = w =) =]
Ye mowo PaBpo o ArevBuvtiig Tov GYoAgiov: < E_ 2028
2 || R 3 E E
25. Avayvopilet v eEapetikrp  omddoon kot to || 1 2 3 4 5
EMTEVYLLOATO, TOV EKTOLOEVTIKOD TPOCHOTLKOV.
26. ®povrtilet yo TV KOTAPTION TOL EKTOLOEVTIKOV 1 2 3 4 5
TPOGMOTLKOV.
27. EmPpafevet 1oug ekmandentikons yo Tig EexmploTég 1 2 3 4 5
GUVELGPOPESG TOVS GTO GYOAELD.
28. EvBappivel v emayyeALoTIKN avamTuén Tov 1 2 3 4 5
EKTTALOEVTIKDV.
29. Katartomniletl T0 Kovovpylo Tpoc®mmikd Tov Gyoieiov. 1 2 3 4 5
30. Alvel TpotepandTNTA GTNV ETUOPO®CT] TOV 1 2 3 4 5
EKTTOOEVTIKMV TTOL £Y0VV AlYOTEPQ YPOVIA EUTTELPLOG.
31. Emaivel ekmodevtikoh ot 0moior GUVEIGOEPOLY 1 2 3 4 5
e€aipeta oTIC OYOAIKES OPaoTNPLOTNTEC.
32. IIAnpopopel  tOvg  ekmOdeLTIKOVG Yoo evkaupieg || 1 2 3 4 5
EMKALPOTOINCNG TOV YVOGE®V Kol TOV JeEI0THTOV
TOVG.
33. KaAel tovg exmandevtikods va  evmuepodvovy  toug || 1 2 3 4 5
GUVAGEAPOVS TOVG GYETIKA UE TIC YVMOELS KO EUTELPIES
OV ATOKTOVV KaTA mv mopakorovdnon
EMUOPPOTIKOV TPOYPUUUATOV 1] GUVEIPI®V.
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Yg oo Baduo o ArevOvvtiig Tov GyoAreiov:

7

34.

EvBappbver m ovvepyacio tov oyoAelov pe v

KOWOTNTO KO TOVG YOVELC.

~ || Ka@oiov

Nl Alyo

w|| apkeTa

&1 oA

ol Tapa. TOAD

35.

[Tpowbei ™ ocvvepyosio pe GAAOLG OPYOVIGHOVS Kot
EMYEPNOELS TNG KOWOTNTAG YL VO EEVTINPETNCEL TIC

aVAYKEG TOV HoNTdOV.

36.

E€acpolriler Vv owovolkn — vrootpin  Tov

GUVOEGLLOL YOVEMV KOl TG KOWVOTNTOG.

37.

2ointd  tovg OoTOYOLVG TOL  OYOAElOL  UE  TOVG
eumiekopevous  eopels  (oxohkn epopeio, yovels,

ONUOTIKO 1 KOWVOTIKO GUUPBOVALO KTA).

38.

Avayvopiler Tic avlykeg oyoAeiov - kowdTTag KOt
TPOTEIVEL FPAGTNPLOTNTEG TOL IKOAVOTOLOVV TIG OVAYKES

OLTEG.

39.

Emdeucvietl ypnon KoTOAANA®V Kol OTOTEAEGULOTIKOV
TEYVIKOV OV EVICYVLOVV TNV EUTAOKN TNG KOWOTNTOG
KOl TOV  YOVE®V (Y. OlOPYOVAOVEL GULVOVTIGCELS
EKTTOULOEVTIKMOV-YOVEMV M OLOIAEEELS V1oL TOVG YOVEIS Kot

™V gvpOTEPT KOWOTNTA).

40.

Adel  €upaormn kol KoAMepyel TNV au@idopoun

EMKOWVOVIO OVALEGH GTO GYOAEIO Ko TNV KOWOTNTO.
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3
3 ; .
, , P = w =) =]
Ye mowo PaBpo o ArevBuvtiig Tov GYoAgiov: < E_ 2028
2 || R 3 E E
41. EpumAékel 1o yovelg o dpaoctnplotnteg mov agpopovv m || 1 2 3 4 5
pudonon tov Toudidv Toug.
42. Tlopéyxer mAnpoeopnon otovg Yoveic vy gvukoupieg || 1 2 3 4 5
GUUUETOYNG TOV OOV TOVG GE OPUCTNPLOTNTES TOL
0pPYAVOVOVTOL OO TNV TOTIKT] KOWOTNTA.
43. Zuvepydleton otevd pe Tovg yovelg vy emidvon || 1 2 3 4 5
TpoPANUATOV TOL  APOPOLV TN CLUTEPLPOPE  TMV
TOOLDV TOVG,.
44. TlpoPairel o Betikny ewkdvo tov oyoreiov mpog v || 1 2 3 4 5}
KOWOTNTO.
45. Eumvéetl eUmGTOGHV GTNV TOMIKT] KOWVOTNTA. 1 2 3 4 5
46. TTapaBétel, cuintd kot petadidel To OpaLLe TOV 1 2 3 4 5
ooAelov og OAa T LEAN TOL GYOAgiov.
47. TlapaBétel, ouintd kot petadidoel To OPOL TOV 1 2 3 4 5
oYolelov 6e OAOVG TOVG POPELG TNG TOTIKNG KOVOTNTOG.
48. ®davepavel EekdBapa o dpapa kot Tig agieg Tov 1 2 3 4 5

GY0AElOL HEGO OO T TPAYUOTO TOV KAVEL, OO TOV
TPOTTO OV TTEPVA TO YPOVO TOV KOt OO TA TPAYLLOTO TOV

Bewpel onuavtid.
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g ;E R
, , P = w V=) =]
Ye mowo PaBpo o ArevBuvtiig Tov GYoAgiov: < E_ 2128
2 || R 3 E E
49. Awatnpel éva Opopa Yo To oY0oAEl0 TO omoio dnpovpyel 1 2 3 4 5
véeg evkatpieg Yo Tpdodo.
50. A&woroyet to fabud vAomoinong Tov 0pAATOS TOV 1 2 3 4 5
oyoleiov.
51. @éter pe ocoaenveld tovg podiovg Kot TIg Kopleg || 1 2 3 4 5
dpPAGTNPLOTNTES TOV TPOGMOTIKOV.
52. Oétel e COPNVELN TIG TPOTEPALOTNTEG EPYACIOS. 1 2 3 4 5
53. @étel  ovykekpyéva  ypovodwypaupoto  yuoo v || 1 2 3 4 5
VAOTOINGT TOV JAPOP®Y EPYUSUDY TOV OVOALUPAVOLY
01 EKTOOEVTIKOL.
54. Erelnyel 1t onuacioc viomoinong ovykekpyévav || 1 2 3 4 5
EPYOCLOV TOV AVAAOUPAVOLV Ol EKTALOEVLTIKOL.
55. ®étel pe coapnvelr  Tovg Kavoveg cvumeprpopds tov || 1 2 3 4 5
poOnTov.
56. Alac@aAilel TNV OHOAY €QOpPHOY TV Kovovev tov || 1 2 3 4 5

OYOAElOL OT®MG KOl TNV  100TIUN  EQOPUOYN TV
EMITOCEMV TOPAPACTG TOV KAVOVOV QLTMV Y1o. OAOVG

TOVG ponTéc.
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Ye mowo PaBpo o ArevBuvtiig Tov GYoAgiov: < E_ 2028
2 || K| 3B E E
57. Epydleton  ywo ™ Onuovpyia o  otpdceopag || 1 2 3 4 5
evtaiog oto oyoieio.
58. @étel pe copnvelad TG TOMTIKEG Kot Tig dwdwkooieg || 1 2 3 4 5
TPOG EPOPHOYT.
59. Iaipver picka yo T Pertioon Tov oyoieiov axodpa kot || 1 2 3 4 5

avtifeta pe Tig 00Myieg tov Yrovpyeiov.
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Appendix B: School Leadership Questionnaire — English Version

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire consists of two parts. Part A asks about the educational leadership of
your schools whereas Part B deals with the academic optimism of your school. Please read

carefully the following instructions and complete the questionnaire.

PART A:

EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP

In this part, you can find statements about aspects of your principal’s leadership behavior.
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the statements.

The numbers correspond to the following:

1=notatall

2 = to a little extent

3 = to a moderate extent
4 =10 a high extent

5 =to a very high extent

Please indicate your real views for each statement. Note that the participants’ responses

will be kept anonymous.

The specific questionnaire (Part A) is a translation and adaptation of the initial

questionnaire by Pashiardis & Brauckmann (2008a).
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The School Principal:

1. Facilitates and supports programmes and practices which
create a positive learning climate (e.g. European

programmes or other extra-curricular activities).

— || Not at all

N To a little extent

w|| To a moderate extent

&|| To a high extent

a1|| To a very high extent

2. Ensures that teachers’ work is aligned with the school’s

educational goals.

3. Provides instructional resources and materials to support

teaching staff in accomplishing instructional goals.

4. Protects learning time and teachers from outside and

unnecessary interruptions.

5. Encourages the implementation of instructional methods
which facilitate “higher order learning” (that is, the
acquisition of skills such as critical thinking and

problem- solving).

6. Promotes such practices so as to help implement and use

knowledge in a variety of forms.

7. Promotes the interconnection of learning experiences in
the school with practices which are followed outside the

school.
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8. Monitors standards of teaching and learning throughout || 1 2 3 4 5
the school (e.g. observes teachers’ lessons, asks them to
provide evidence about their students’ progress).
9. Provides concrete feedback to staff on teaching and || 1 2 3 4 || 5
learning.
10. Uses information which accrues from school || 1 2 3 4 || 5
inspections and teacher appraisal in order to improve
personnel.
11. Promotes open communication and flexibility in 1 2 3 4 || 5
relations with the staff.
12. Leaves enough autonomy to teachers in order to 1 2 3 4 || 5
organize and schedule their teaching.
13. Creates a common vision for school improvement with 1 2 31 41 5
the staff’s cooperation.
14. Encourages staff to be actively involved in the planning || 1 2 31 41 5
and implementation of this vision.
15. Solves problems in a cooperation with teachers. 1 2 3 4 5
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16. Implements participative decision-making processes 1 2 3] 41 5
17. Listens carefully to the ideas and suggestions of the || 1 2 3 4 || 5
teachers.
18. Facilitates decision-making by consensus among staff. 1 2 3 4 || 5
19. Facilitates the effective resolution of conflicts between || 1 2 3 4 || 5
teachers.
20. Discusses school affairs with teachers. 1 2 3 4 || 5
21. Creates possibilities for teachers to meet and || 1 2 3 4 || 5
collaborate.
22. Ensures that students have opportunities to enact a || 1 2 3 4 || 5
leading role by assuming responsibilities.
23. Implements suggestions made by the student council in || 1 2 3 4 || 5
relation to the improvement of the learning
environment.
24. Requires that all students, irrespective of their || 1 2 31 41 5
achievement, undertake an active part in events or other
school extra-curricular programmes.
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25. Provides recognition for teacher excellence and || 1 2 3] 41 5
achievement.
26. Provides opportunities for staff training. 1 2 3 4 || 5
27. Rewards teachers for their special contributions to the 1 2 3 4 || 5
school.
28. Encourages teachers to develop themselves 1 2 3 4 || 5
professionally.
29. Provides orientation to new staff at the school. 1 2 3 4 || 5
30. Gives priority to the training of less experienced 1 2 31 41 5
teachers.
31. Compliments teachers who contribute exceptionally to 1 2 3 4 || 5
school activities.
32. Informs teachers about possibilities for updating their || 1 2 3 4 || 5
knowledge and skills.
33. Calls upon teachers to inform their colleagues about || 1 2 3 4 || 5
knowledge and experiences they acquire during their
participation in training programmes or conferences.
34. Encourages relations between the school on one hand || 1 2 3 4 5
and the community and parents on the other.
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The School Principal:

35.

Promotes cooperation with other organizations and
businesses from the community so that students’ needs

are addressed.

~ || Not at all

no|| To a little extent

w|| To a moderate extent

&|| To a high extent

1|l To a very high extent

36.

Secures the financial support of the parents’ association

and the community.

37.

Discusses school goals with relevant stakeholders
(school board, parents, municipality, community

council etc.).

38.

Demonstrates awareness of school-community needs

and initiate activities to meet those identified needs.

39.

Demonstrates the use of appropriate and effective
techniques for community and parent involvement (e.g.
organizes parent-teacher meetings or lectures for the

parents and the wider community).

40.

Emphasizes and nurtures two-way communication

between the school and community.

41.

Involves parents in activities related to their children’s

learning.
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The School Principal:

42.

Provides information to parents about opportunities for
their children to participate in activities organized by

the local community.

~ || Not at all

no|| To a little extent

w|| To a moderate extent

&|| To a high extent

1|l To a very high extent

43.

Collaborates closely with parents in order to resolve

problems regarding their children’s behaviour.

44,

Projects a positive image of the school to the
community.

45.

Builds trust within the local community.

46.

Articulates, discusses and communicates the school
vision to all members of the school.

47.

Articulates, discusses and communicates the school
vision to all in the external community.

48.

Communicates clearly the vision and values of the
school through what he/she does, how he/she spends

his/her time and what he/she considers important.

49.

Holds a vision for the school that creates new

opportunities for progress.
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50. Assesses the extent of implementation of the school 1 2 3 4 || 5
vision.
51. Ensures that there is clarity about the roles and core || 1 2 3 4 || 5
activities of the staff.
52. Ensures that there is clarity about work priorities. 1 2 3 4 || 5
53. Sets specific timelines for the implementation of the || 1 2 3 4 || 5
various tasks undertaken by teachers.
54. Explains the importance of implementing specific tasks || 1 2 3] 41 5
undertaken by teachers.
55. Provides clarity in relation to student behavior rules. 1 2 3 4 || 5
56. Ensures that school rules are uniformly observed and || 1 2 3 4 || 5
that consequences of misconduct are applied equitably
to all students.
57. Works on creating an orderly atmosphere. 1 2 31 41 5
58. Takes care of the fact that there is clarity regarding || 1 2 3 4 || 5
policies and procedures to be implemented.
59. Takes risks for school improvement even against the || 1 2 3 4 5
Ministry’s directives.
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Appendix C: School Academic Optimism Questionnaire — Greek Version

MEPOZX B:

AKAAHMAIKEZ TIPOZAOKIEX
> XOAEIOY

O oxomdég tov B’ pépovg 100 gpmtnuaTOroyiov €lvarl vo €EETACEL TIC OKOOMNUOTKES
mpocdokiec Tov oyoleiov ocag (school academic optimism), ot omoieg agopodv o©TIg
GLALOYIKEG TTEMOLONGELS TOV EKTALOEVTIKMV OTL 01 HobNTEG O EMTUYOVY TAL AVOUEVOLEVA

ATOTEAECLLATAL.

[TopaxoAid va onuewmoete 10 Pabud otov omoio woydel | kdBe dMNAWON 6TO GYOAEID OV

epyaleote.

Ot apBpol avtiotor oV 6To ToPAKATO:

1 = kaborov
2 =\yo

3 = apketd
4 = oAb

5 = mhpa TOAD

[TopaxaAd Omwg YpAYETE TIC TPAYUOTIKES GOG amdyelg o€ kabe onAwon. Tovileton ot1 Oa

mpnOel N avovopia TOV GUUUETEYOVTOV.

To ovykekpipévo epotuatordylo (Mépog B’) amoteAel petdopaon kol Tpocapoyn Tov

apykov epotnuatoroyiov twv Hoy et al. (2006).
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1. Ot exnaidevtikoi asBdvovtor 6Tt pmopodv va
, , , 1 2 3 4 5
TOPOKIVIIGOLV LE EMTVYI0 TOLG HafnTEG TOVG.
2. Av éva moudi oev evolapépetor va pdbet ol
EKTTOLOEVTIKOL EMUEVOVV VO, EVOLOPEPOVTOL YLOL TNV 1 2 3 4 5
TPO60dH TOL.
3. Ot ekmodevTiKol £XouV TIG AmapoitnTESG OEEIOTNTES Y10
. . . . 1 2 3 4 5
VOl EMPEPOVY CNUOVTIKAE HaONGLOKA OTOTEAEGLOTO.
4. Ot eknodevtikol 6€ aVTO T0 GYOAEID TIGTELOLY OTL TO
, , , , 1 2 3 4 5
K60e ool pmopel va padet.
5. Ot pobntég épyovtar 6To GYoAElo e ETOOTNTO VL
1 2 3 4 5
puéBovv.
6. H {on tov pabntdv oto onitt mopéyel 1060 TOALY
TAEOVEKTNLLALTO, TTOV EVICYVEL TO LALONGLOKA TOVG 1 2 3 4 5
OTOTEAEGLLOTOL.
7. Ot pobntég £govv KivnTpa yio pabnon. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Ot ekmodevtiKol 6 0LTO TO GYOAELD EYOVV TIg
OeE1OTNTES Y10 VAL OAVTILETOTICOVY TO TPOPAT|LLOTAL 1 2 3 4 5
nelfopyiog Tov padntov.
9. Oevkaipieg o€ QLT TNV KOWVOTNTOA EVIGYVOLV T
pleg nm n X n 1 2 3 4 5
puébnon Tov Todimv.
10. H péBnon eivor mo e0kodn o avtd t0 6Y0ieio d10TL 01
. . . 1 2 3 4 5
padntég acBiavovion ac@aAeic.
11. O1 exmaidevTiKol 6€ AVTO TO GYOAEI0 EUMIGTEVOVTOL
1 2 3 4 5

TOLG HaONTEG TOLG,.
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12. Ot ekmadevTiKol 6€ 0VTO TO GYOAELD EUMTIGTEVOVTOL 1 5 3 4 5
TOVG YOVEIC.
13. Ot poBntéc o€ avtd 10 GYOAEID EVOLOPEPOVTAL O EVOG
, 1 2 3 4 5
Y10 TOV GAAO.
14. Ov yoveic o€ avtd 10 GYOAel0 givarl a&lOMIGTOL OTIG
OECUEVTELS TOV avaAOUPEvOLV. 1 2 3 4 5
15. Ot exmandevtikoi o€ awtd 10 oYoAeio pmopodv va
Bao1otovv 6TOVG HOONTEG OTL B0l SIEKTEPAUDGOVV TIG 1 2 3 4 5
gpyacieg Tovg,.
16. Ot exmadevtiKol pmopoHv vo, facioTovy 6TV
, , 1 2 3 4 5
VIOGTHPIEN TOV YOVIDV.
17. Ot exkma1d€vTIKol TOTEHOLY GTNV KAVOTNT TOV
, . 1 2 3 4 5
Tod1dV va pobaivoouv.
18. Ot exmadevtikol Bempodv OTL 01 TEPIGGOTEPOL YOVEIS 1 9 3 4 5
KAVOLV KaAT SOVAELS e T TOOLE TOVC.
19. Ot ekmad€vTIKOT TGTEVOVV AVTA TOV TOVE AEVE OL
1 2 3 4 5
YOVELG.
20. Ot pobntég etvon avorytol Ko etlkprveic (dniodn,
exkppalovv eredBepa avTA TOL CKEPTOVTOL, 1 2 3 4 5
acHavovTal Kot TPATTOLV).
21. O padntég oéPovrar 66ovg maipvovv kododvg Babuove. | 1 2 3 4 5
22. To oohieio B€tel LYNAOVG GTOXOVS OTASOGNS Yot
OAoVG TOVG padnTEC. 1 2 3 4 5
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23. O1 podntég Inrodv emmpochetn epyacio yio va

=
N
w
N
(6]

BeAtidoovv toug fabpovg toug.

24. H axoadnpaikn enidoon avayvopiletol Kot

emPpoPeverol amd Tovg EKTALOEVTIKOVG.

25. O1 pobntég mpoomafodv okAnpd va Bertidcovy v

TPOTYOVLEVT] SOVAELY TOVG,.

26. To pabnoiaxd mepiBdirov eivor coPfapd Kot

neldapynpévo.

27. Ot pobntég og avtd 10 GYOAEL0 UTOPOVV VO EMLTHYOVV

TOVG GTOYOVS TTOV £Y0LV TeBEL Yo o TOVC.

28. O1 ekmondevtikoi 6 0wTd T0 GYO0AEL0 TIGTEVOLVV OTL OL
pHaONTEG TOLG EXOVV TNV IKAVOTNTO VO OTTOKTI|GOVV LE
emtuyio Tic Pacikéc yvooels kat 6e&10TnTeg TOV

OVOAVTIKOV TPOYPAULOTOC.

Hopaxkaiovpe vo BeformBeite 0T £xeTE ATAVTIIOEL OAES TIC EPOTIGELS.

206 EVYUPLGTOVHIE TOAD YL T1] GUVEPYUGLL GO KUL YLO TO YPOVO TOV APLEPAOGATE VLU,
T1 CUUTA PG TOV EPOTNRATOAOYIOV.
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Appendix D: School Academic Optimism Questionnaire — English
Version

PART B:

SCHOOL ACADEMIC OPTIMISM

The purpose of Part B of this questionnaire is to inquire about the academic optimism of
your school, that is the collective beliefs of teachers that students will achieve the expected

outcomes.

Please indicate the extent to which each statement is true about the school you work for.

The numbers correspond to the following:

1=notatall

2 = to a little extent

3 = to a moderate extent
4 =to a high extent

5 =to a very high extent

Please indicate your real views for each statement. Note that the participants’ responses

will be kept anonymous.

The specific questionnaire (Part B) is a translation and adaptation of the initial

questionnaire by Hoy et al. (2006).
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1. Teachers are confident they will be able to motivate
their students. 1 2 3 4 >
2. Ifachild doesn’t want to learn teachers insist on being
. 1 2 4
concerned about his/her progress. 3 >
3. Teachers have the skills needed to produce meaningful
1 2 3 1 4 5
results.
4. Teachers in this school believe that every child can
1 2 3|1 4|5
learn.
5. These students come to school ready to learn. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Home life provides so many advantages that students
1 2 3|1 4|5
are bound to learn.
7. Students are motivated to learn. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Teachers in this school have the skills to deal with
. 1 2 3 | 4|5
student disciplinary problems.
9. The opportunities in this community help ensure that
these students will learn. 1 2 3 4 °
10. Learning in this school is easier because students feel
1 2 3|1 4|5
safe.
11. Teachers in this school trust their students.
1 2 3 1415
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12. Teachers in this school trust the parents. 1 5 3 4 5
13. Students in this school care about each other. 1 ) 3 4 5
14. Parents in this school are reliable in their
commitments. 1 2 3 4 5
15. Students in this school can be counted upon to do their
work. 1 2 3|1 4|5
16. Teachers can count upon parental support. 1 5 3 4 5
17. Teachers here believe that students are competent
1 2 3 | 4 5
learners.
18. Teachers think that most of the parents do a good job
with their children. 1 2 3 4 >
19. Teachers can believe what parents tell them. 1 ) 3 4 5
20. Students are open and honest (that is, they express
freely what they think, feel and do). 112|345
21. Students respect others who get good grades.
1 2 3 | 4|5
22. The school sets high standards for performance for all
students. 1 5 3 4 5
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23. Students seek extra work so they can improve their
1 2 3 | 4 5
grades.
24. Academic achievement is recognized and
acknowledged by the teachers. 1 2 3 4 °
25. Students try hard to improve on previous work 1 9 3 4 5
26. The learning environment is orderly and serious. 1 2 3 4 5
27. The students in this school can achieve the goals that
1 2 4
have been set for them. 3 >
28. Teachers in this school believe that their students are
competent in acquiring the basic knowledge and skills | 1 2 3 4 5

of the curriculum.

Please make sure that you have responded to all statements.

Thank you very much

for your cooperation and the time you have spent for completing the questionnaire.
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Appendix E: Instructional Quality Questionnaire — Greek Version

EPQTHMATOAOI'IO I'TA MAGHTEX

Ayomnté pobnty/ ayommtn pobnpua,

AteEdyovpe pa épevva kot Oa 0EAape vo pdbovpe v Amoyn Gov yio T O1000KAAI TOV

poOpatos t™g IloMmtikig Aymyns. Mmn ypayels movBevd To Ovopd oov. Xe

TOPOKOAOVLE VO ATOVTNOELS € OAES TIG EPWTNCELC.

MEPOX A

O1 Mo KATO TTPoTdoels a@opovy To padnuae ™ Moltikig Ayoyns. A@ov dwwfdacels

TPOGEKTIKG TNV KGOE TpéTOaoN, PAAe 6€ KUKAO TOV 0pLONO:

1: av n katdotoon mov meptypapetat o cuppaivel ToTé oty TAEN GOg
2 : 0V 1 KATAOTOOT TOL TEPLYPAPETAL GLUPAIVEL GTTAVIL, GTNV TAEN GOG
3 : 0V 1 KATACTOGT TOL TEPLYPAPETAL GLUPOIVEL HEPIKES POPES GTNV TAEN GOG
4 : av M KoTAoTAON OV TEPLYpAPETOL GLUPAivEL BLYVA 6TV TAEN GO
5 oV 1M KATAGTACT TOL TEPLYPAPETAL GLUPAIVEL 6YEOOV TAVTA GTNV TAEN GOg
\bg‘ 5
2| | &
\bg" E
E < R xg
¢ > - > =)
e 3 S X @
=) w
= A |2 A
1. | Otav ektedd o dpaoctnprotnta, yvopilo | 1 2 3 4 5
TpooTad® v TETHY®.
2. | O/H xoOnynmc/tpla Ppiokel tpdémo vo pag eEnynoet | 1 2 3 4 5
TAOC OLVOLOVTOL T  KOWOUPlOL  TPAYUOTO  TTOL
pofaivovpe pe avtd mov o yvopilovyLe.
3. | Zmv apyn tov pobnuotog g [Hohtwng Ayoyns, | 1 2 3 4 5

o/m xadnynmgc/ipie  ocvvoéel 10 paOnua  pe
Tponyovueva pobnuata.

To mapov EpWTNUATOAOYIO HIMOTEAEL TPOTApPLIOY TOU apXLIKOU EpwWTnUaToAoyiov Twv Creemers
ko Kyriakides (2008)

254



& =
2| &
& S
E E e NS
E || = | R |
4. | O/H xobnynmgc/tpia g ITloAtikng Ayoyng pog | 1 2 3 4 5
Bonbd va kotaAdPovpe MG 01 dPACTNPLOTNTEG TOV
Kévovpe o€ Eva pabnua cuvocovion HeTalh Toug.
5. | Yrdpyovv otrypéc mov dev kotarafaive mown oyéon | 1 2 3 4 5
€xel o gpyacic. MOV KAVM HE TNV TPONYOVLEVT|
gpyacio mov Ekava.
6. | Otav ot vyoveic pov emokémtovion tov/tnyv | 1 2 3 4 5
KaOnynty/tpie pov, Tovg Afel OGO KOAOG/KOAN|
elpat, og oyéon pe Toug dALovg cLULAONTES [Lov.
7. | Otav eléyyovpe v Kat’ oikov epyacio poc, om | 1 2 3 4 5
kaOnyntmg/tplo pog evtomiler (Bpiokel) To onueio
OV SLGKOAELOUAGTE KOl pog fondd va Eemepdoovpie
T1G OVGKOAIEG [LOGC.
8. | 'vopilo kdbe popd ce moo pépoc tov pabnupatog | 1 2 3 4 5
(apym, péom kot T€Aog) PPLoKOUACTE.
9. | Eexwadpe 1o pabnpa g IMoltikng Ayoyng pe mo | 1 2 3 4 5
amAEG dpACTNPLOTNTEG Kol OGO TPOYWPApE yivovtal
710 OVGKOAEC.
10. | Katd ™ dSudpkewa tov pobnquotog tg IMotwng | 1 2 3 4 5
Ayoyng aglepdvovpe, cuvnbmg, apkeTd YpoOvo Yo
T1G OPAGTNPLOTNTES TOV KOVOUPLOV LB LaTog.
11. | Tw va kévovpe 11§ gpyacieg mov pog Paler om| 1 2 3 4 5

kafnynmg/tpa pog mpénet va Bounbodue mpdyporto
mov dwaydnKape 6e Tponyovuevo LabnuoToL.
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12. | O/H xobnynmc/tpla pog Palel epyaciec omv apyn | 1 2 3 4 5
TOV podMpatog yoo va eAEyEel av €yovpe pdbet 1o
TPONYOLUEVO UaON UL,
13. | Tw xéBe véo mpdypo mov o/m kabnynmgc/tpa pog | 1 2 3 4 5
dwddokel, pog Oivel epyocieg mov €yovv oyéom ue
0VTO TO TPAYUO TOL OGS EITE.
14. | Xto téhog tov pobnuotog tng I[MoMtikng Ayoyne, | 1 2 3 4 5
Kévovpe epyacieg oty TAEN mOL APOPOVV  TO
paOn o TG NUEPOS TOL KAVOLLLE.
15. | Me t1¢ epyacieg mov pog divel o/m kadnynmg/tpu va | 1 2 3 4 5
Kévoope oty TaEN emovorlopPavoope avtd mov
EYOVLLE TTPONYOLUEVMDS O10ayDEl.
16. | Otav oaoyorodpor pe o dpactnpdomra  wor | 1 2 3 4 5
dvokolevopal, o KaBnynmMc/Tpla £pyetor auécms va
pe Bondnoet.
17. | Bpiok®m moAd €0koieg TIC dpactnpotnTeg mTov pov | 1 2 3 4 5
nté o/m kabnyntmg/tpra g [oltikng Aywyng va
KAvo.
18. | O/H «aOnyntg/tpia diver oe kdmowovg pabntég | 1 2 3 4 5
TEPIOCOTEPEG EPYACIES, AMO OVTEG OV OIVEL GTOVG
VTOAOITOVG.
19. | O/H xofnynm¢/tpia ¢ oAtikng Aymyng Paletoe | 1 2 3 4 5
KATO10VG LOONTEG OLOPOPETIKES EPYOCIEC, OO AVTEG
7oV SIVEL GTOVE VITOAOLTOVG.
20. | O/H xaBnynmc/tpla pog divel v gukaipio o€ 6Aovg | 1 2 3 4 5

TOVG LOONTEC VO GUUUETEYOVY GTO LAOM UL,
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21. | O/H xaOnynmc/tpio O6tov kdver to pabnuo g | 1 2 3 4 5
[Tomtikng  Ayoyng, da@NVEL VO CUUUETEXOVV
TEPLOCOTEPO KATOLO1 LoONTES.
22. | Katd 1t dwipkewr tov padnpotog g IHohtwkng | 1 2 3 4 5
Ayoyng, o/m kabnynmc/tplo pog TopOTPUVEL VoL
oLvePYALOLOGTE |LE TOVG GUUUOONTEG Lag.
23. | Zmv téEn pov ovvepydlovror petald tovg povo | 1 2 3 4 5
Kémolol padnTtég, eved KAmolot AALOL OyL.
24. | O/H xabnynmg/tpe ¢ I[MoMtwkng Ayoyng pog | 1 2 3 4 5
Kévet va viwBoope dAveto oty TAEN Yoo vo
{ntoovpue ™ Bonbeta N T GLUPOLAY TOV/TNG.
25. | Kotd 1t Ouwdpkeww tOoL  pobnuotog,  om | 1 2 3 4 5
KaOnyntmg/tploe  pog  evBappivel  vo  KOVOLUE
EPMTNOELS Y1 O,TL OV KaTOAOPaivovpLE.
26. | O/H xofnynmgc/tpia cvyyaipel tovg pobntég, otav | 1 2 3 4 5
TPOCTAOOVV VO KAVOLV o OpasTnplotnTo (). oS
Aegl «umpafor).
27. | Otav «xamowog pafnmc omoer o AovBoopévn | 1 2 3 4 5
amdvinon, o/m kobnyntg/tpie pog tov Ponba va
KatoAdPfer to AdBog tov KOl vo Ppel T CWOT
amavTnon.
28. | Ov mepocodtepeg epmoel; mov vmoPdiier om | 1 2 3 4 5

kaOnyntmg/tpe g Ilohrtikng Aywyng pog Cntovv
Vo OGOLE U0 OAvTnon kot Oyl va e&nynoovpe
TOV TPOTO OV PPNKALE VT TNV OTAVTNOT).
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29. | Ze mepintoon mov ot pabntég cuvaviovv dvokoiieg | 1 2 3 4 5
OtV aoyolobVTOl UE KATL, 0/M KaONyNTIS/TploL Hog
Tdel apécmg va Tovg fondnoet.
30. | O/H xabnynmg/tpra pog sivor dikoog/m pe 6Aovg | 1 2 3 4 5
TOVG padnTéc.
31. | Zto péOnpa g [Holrtikng Aywyng npootabovpe va | 1 2 3 4 5
Eemepacovple 0 KOs pabngc tov dAro.
32. | Otav epyaloduacte o€ ouddeg oto pdOnpo g | 1 2 3 4 5
[ToMtwkng  Ayoyng, o/m  kabnynmc/tpio  pog
evBappivel va cuvayovilOHaoTE 1 ol Opddo TV
GAAN.
33. | Zmv 16&n pov, xdmowor pobntég kpvPouov Tic | 1 2 3 4 5
EPYOCIEG KON TI OMOVINGELS TOVG Yo VoL TIG EEPOVV
puévo atoi.
34. | ¥t0  péOnuo g IMoMtwng Ayoyng om| 1 2 3 4 5
kafnyntmg/tpa Pabroroyel n cuvepyasio pog.
35. | Katd ™ owdpkewn tov padnupatog g IMohrtukng | 1 2 3 4 5
Ayoyng vrhpyovv moudid Tov KOpoidevOLV AAAOVG
CLUHOONTEG TOVC.
36. | ['vopilo mwg €dv mopopidow kdmoo amd tovg | 1 2 3 4 5
KOVOVIGHOVG NG TAENG Hov B TimpnBo.
37. | Zmv téén pag to padnuo draxomtetarl omd dtdpopes | 1 2 3 4 5
ata&ieg mov kdvovv Kdmolol padntéc.
38. | Otav kdamolog pabntg Kavel Adbog optopéva mondid | 1 2 3 4 5

Bpiokovv v gukaipio vo TOV KOPOIOEYOLV.
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39. | O/H kaBnynmg/tpa kotagépvel vo otopotiost g | 1 2 3 4 5
ata&ieg mov yivovtat otnyv Taén.
40. | Yrdpyoov @opéc mov Oev €yovue to. KOTAAANAa | 1 2 3 4 5
VMKA Yo va, yivel o padnuo g IToAtikng Aymyngc.
41. | Kotd t™ oudpkeln tov pabnuotog g IMoltikng | 1 2 3 4 5
Ayoyng aeiepdvovpe, cuvnbwg, Alyo ypdvo otnv
apyn, Yo TNV E160Y®YT| TOL HoBLOTOG.
42. | Otav tedewdow o egpyocio mo vopic ond tovg | 1 2 3 4 5
coppadntég pov, o/m kadnynTng/tpa pov avobétet
OPLESMG KATL AANO.
43. | Otav o/m kabnyntg/tplo Kavel Kamola mapotipnon | 1 2 3 4 5
o€ Kamolwovg, avtol umopel og Alyo va Eavakdvovv
ata&ia.
44. | Katd 1t obpkewn tov padnpatog g Ilohrtikng | 1 2 3 4 5
Ayoyng aglepavovpe ypovo 610 TEAOG YL TNV
avoKkeoAaimo.
45. | Yrdpyovv otiypéc Katd ™ dudpkela Tov pobnquotog | 1 2 3 4 5
m¢c  IloMtikng Ayoyng mov dev €  KATL
GUYKEKPLULEVO VO, KAVE.
46. | O/H xaOnyntmg/tpio pov diver v evkopio va | 1 2 3 4 5
GUUUETEY® GTO LAON L.
47. | O/H xabnynmg/tpio ¢ [Moltwkng Ayoyng pog | 1 2 3 4 5
KAVEL EPMTNGELS, OTIS OMoieg MPEMEL VO TOVUE TN
yvoun pog yuo éva 0éua.
48. | Zmv apyn tov pednuatog g IoAtikng Aymyng, | 1 2 3 4 5

o/m KaOnynmc/plo pog poTé EPMINCELS, Yo Vo
Bounbovpe ovTA TOL UEAETNCAUE GTO TPONYOVUEVO
uéaonpa.
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49. | Otav o/m xadnyntg/tpio pog kdéver epotoetg, | 1 2 |3 4 5
YPNOUOTOIEL EKPPACELS OV £ival OVGKOAES Kol dgV
T1G KatoAafaive.
50. | Av  dev  xatoioPoivoope poe  gpotnormn, om | 1 2 3 4 5
KaOnyntg/tpro pog tn Aéel pe GAAO TPOTO MOTE Vo
TNV KOTAVONGOVLLE.
51. | Otav o/m xobnynmc/tplioa pog potd po gpotnon, | 1 2 3 4 5
pog oivel apKeTO YpOVo Y10 VoL GKEPTOVLLE.
52. | Otav évog pabntg omavtinost AdBog oe pa | 1 2 3 4 5
gpmTNON, 0/M KaBNynM/Tp1a pog Palet dAro pabnm
VO OTTOVTY|GEL TV EPMTNON.
53. | Otav dwow i AavBaouévn amdvimon, o/m | 1 2 3 4 5
KaOnynmg/tpra pe Pondd va katarldfo o AaBog pov
Kol va fpo TN GOOTH amTEvVTN o).
54. | O/H xaBnynmc/tpa pog emotvel to idto 6Aovg tovg | 1 2 3 4 5
pnadntég, dtav amovtodv o EpMTNCT CMGTA.
55. | O ypovog mov divel o/m kabnynig/tplo pov yu va | 1 2 3 4 5

OTOVTI|COVLLE 0L EPOTNOT €lvail TOAD Alyog Kol LOvVo
ot Kool padntég mporafaivovv va GKe@TOVV, Y10 Vol
Bpovv v amdvinon.
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MEPOX B

210 pépog autd meprapPavovrol kdmoleg onilmoelc. o kdbe dMAwon kOKAwee v

QAVINGT OV OVTITPOCHOTEVEL TO Tl YiveTol otnVv Td&n cov 610 padnua ¢ IoAttikng

Ayoynig.

1. O/H xoOnynmc/tpio pog e€nyet Tt avapéver vo paboope omd to pddnupo g
[ToMtwkng Aywyng mov Ba pog 010a&et. Avtod yiveta:

A. | og kdBe paonua

B. | ota mepiocotepa podnuata

I'. | x&moteg pdvo Qopég

A. | ToAV ondvio

E. | og xavéva padnua.

2. O/H xaOnynmg/tpio pog {ntd vo okeptrodpe Tt pog Pondnce va pdboovpe to
péOnpa g Moltikng Aywyng mov kdvope. Avtod yiverat:

A. | og kéBe péOnuo

B. | ota mepiocdtepa pobnpota

I'. | xamoteg pdévo opég

A. | ToAV ordvio

E. | og kavéva padnua.
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3. Ortav kavévog pabntmg dev onKMOVEL XEPL VO ATOVINGEL LU0 EPMOTNON 6TO HAONua, 0

/M Kabnyntg/Tplos:

A. | amovtd v pOTNON Kol TPOYWPE o KAT®

B. [ Aéet Eavd v epdTnon pe ta id1a Adylo

I'. | Aéer v 10100 epdTNON LE O oAb Aoyl

A. | Aéel g o oA - EDKOAN EpATNON

E. | dilvet evdeilelg - KAe101d Yo VoL amavIGOVLLE TV EPATNON.

Evyaprotoope mord Yo T cuvepyacio ocog
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Appendix F: Instructional Quality Questionnaire - Greek to English
Version Item Mapping

Greek Version Item English Version Item
1 Q8
2 Q10
3 Q3
4 Q4
5 There are times at which I don’t understand how an
activity | am doing is related to the previous one.
6 Q6
7 Q9
8 Q7
9 Q1
10 During Citizenship Education, we usually spend much
time on the activities of the new lesson.
11 In order to do the exercises assigned by our teacher we
have to remember what we were taught during previous
lessons.
12 Q2
13 Our teacher gives us relevant exercises for everything
new we are taught.
14 Q11
15 Q12
16 Q13
17 I find Citizenship Education activities assigned by our
teacher too easy.
18 Q14
19 Q15
20 Q16
21 Our Citizenship Education teacher allows some students
to participate in the lesson more than others.
22 Q17
23 Q18
24 Q19
25 Q20
26 Q21
27 Q24
28 Q25
29 Q26
30 Our teacher is fair to all students.
31 During Citizenship Education, each student tries to be
better than the others.
32 Q22
33 Q23

263



Greek Version ltem

English Version Item

34 During Citizenship Education, the teacher assesses our
cooperation.
35 Q27
36 Q28
37 Q29
38 Q30
39 The teacher manages to end classroom disruptions.
40 Q35
41 We usually spend some time at the beginning of
Citizenship Education for the lesson introduction.
42 Q32
43 Q33
44 Q34
45 Q36
46 The teacher gives me the opportunity to participate in the
lesson.
47 Q37
48 Q38
49 Q39
50 Q40
51 When our teacher asks a question, we are given sufficient
time to think.
52 Q41
53 Q42
54 Q43
55 The time given by our teacher to answer a question is too
little and only the good students manage to find an answer
within that time.
Bl B3
B2 The teacher asks us to think what helped us to learn the
Citizenship Education lesson we have been taught. This
happens:
A. Inevery lesson
B. In most of the lessons
C. Only sometimes
D. Very rarely
E. Never
B3 B4
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Appendix G: Citizenship Education Test- Greek Version

AOKIMIO XTHN HOAITIKH AT'QI'H

ONOMATEIIQNYMO:

TAEH/TMHMA:

2XXOAEIO:

HMEPOMHNIA:

Oodnyieg: ITo xbtow Oa Bpeg opiopéveg acknoelg mov oyetiCovrar pe 1o uddnpo g
[ToAtikng Ayoync. Oa epyaocteic yio 40 Aemtd yo vo TIG OmOVINGELS. XTO XPOVO avTO,

QPOVTIGE VO OmaVINGELS OAEG TIG aoknoelc. Eipaote otyovpor 61t Ba ta kotapépers.

MEPOX A’

Bdle 6¢ kUKAO TO Yplppa mOvL GVTIOTOLEL 6T GOOTY OMAVINGY OTIC MO KATO

gpOTGELS.

1. Tow and T1g TapaKAT® INADGELS IGYVEL LE AKPIPELR Y10 TOVG «VOLOVGY;

A) Orvopot gumodilovy v AoKnom KPITIKNG Evavtiov TG KuPEpvnong.
B) Ouvopot kaBopifovv to SIKo®UATO KOl TIG VTOYPEDGELS TOL TOALTY.
I') Ovvopot éxovv 1oyd HOVo dtav OAOL 01 TOAMTEG £Y0VV YMEicel 6Tt TOVG dEYOVTOL.

A) Ouv vopor mepryphpovv tig nbikég alleg mov mpémer va. epappolovpe oty

KaOnuepvOTNTA oG
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2. Tlowo omd ta mapakdto amotelel TOAITIKO dikaiopa; To dikaimpo

A) TV podntdv va poboaivouv yio TNV TOATIKN 6T0 GYOAEl0
B) t0v moAtdv va ekAEyouy evpmBovAEVTEG
') Tov epyalopévov va d1ekdkohV To GUUPEPOVTH TOVG

A) TOV TOMTIKOV VL LETEYOLV GTNV TOMTIGTIKY (®1| TNG YDOPOS

3. Avo droua Exovv v 1o epyacio aAAd TO £va amd oVTA TANPOVETAL AyOTEPQ OITd TO
dArho. H apyn g 1ootnrog mapapraletor 6Tov 10 GATOHO TOV TANPOVETOL AydTEPO
A) éxel Myotepa TPOGOVTA
B) &yelr Myotepn epyociokn epmepio
') epydleton Ayotepec MPEC

A) gtvar yovaika

4. Topoova pe tov Ilivoapo, o Nopog sivor «mdviov PBacthedoy. e éva clhyypovo

KPATOG, ALTO CNUOLVEL OTL

A) To cVvtaypa GLYKEVTP®VEL OAOVS TOVS Kavoves mov kabopilovv ) Asttovpyio evOg
KpAToug.

B) H extedeotikn eEovoia vmofdaiiet vopooyEda yia £ykpion otn Bovin.

I') O T'evikdg Ewoayyehéag givor n avdTatn apyn Tov KpAToug.

A) Okeg o1 mpd&elg kot amo@Acels TG KuPEPYNoNS Kot Twv POVAELTOV EAEYYOVTOL OO

TO ZOVTOYLLO.
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5. 'Eva kpartog amoteheitor amd 000 kpdTEPES TEPLOYES, N KAOe pion amd TIG omoieg
KaBopilel Tovg S1KovG TG VOLOLG Yo TNV OKOVOuia Kot EYEl EEXMPLOTEG GYECELS e
dAla kpdn otov koouo. [1og Ba yapaktpilate T0 cLYKEKPLUEVO KPATOG;

A) Eviaio
B) Opoomnovolokd

I') Awowvotikd

A) ZuvouocTovolako

6. Ilowog eivan 0 KuproTEPOG oKOMOS ToLV Opyavicpov Hvopévov EGvov;

A) No emPAénet Tig eUmOPIKEG CUVOAAAYES LETAED TOV YOPOV.
B) Na dwatnpet v €1privn Kot TV aGQAAELD OVALESO GTIC YDPES.
I') Na amogacilet yuo ta chvopa TV yopav.

A) Noa mapeumodilel Tov eykAnpatieg va Spoanetedovy o€ AAAES YDPEC.

7. Ta ynoiocpoata tov Opyovicpov Hvouéveov EOvov (OHE) yuo v Kbmpo eivon
ONUOVTIKA Yot
A) H T'evuc) Zuvédevon tov OHE gival oAb 1oyvpds oTpatiotikds opyavicog
B) O OHE e&ivat o pévog 1e6vig opyavioog otov omoio cuppetéyet n Kompog

') Anuovpyodv 10 vopkd mAaiclo péso oto omoio dtaceaiiloviol Ta avOpmmvo

dwonwparta otnv Konpo

A) Anpovpyodv cuVONKEG Y10t GLUEMVIN OVALEGH GTO TOMTIKE KOUULOTO.
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8.

10.

[Towo amd ta o KATM JeV AmOTEAEL KPLTNP1O Yoo EvTaEN poG Ydpog otnv Evpomaikn

‘Evoon;

A) Na €xetl Onpokpatikovs Becpote.
B) Na £yet mpoonTikég yior OIKOVOULKT] aVATTLED.
I') Na o€Betot Ta ovOp®OTIVOL SIKOMUATOL.

A) Na €xel 0mokevIpmUEVO GVGTNLLO TOTIKNG OVTOJI0IKNONG.

[Too and to mapokdtm amotehel apuodtdTnta Tov [poédpov e Anupokpartiog;

A) H ymoeion vopooyediov mov vrofdiiovtatl otr Bovy.
B) H eyypaogn Bspatov yio culnitnon ot Boun.
I') H doxnon dlwéng evavtiov mpoc®dnmv Tov anetAodV T0 ONUOGL0 GUUEEPOV.

A) H ékdoon vopwv mov ynoeiotnkov otn BovAr.

O Kkoprog Tévyng etvan éumopog Ko Tpoundevetl pe €idn £vovong To KOTAGTHO TOV
Kopov Ooud. O kbiprog I'dvvng oyvpileton 6TL 0 KOHpLog g Xp®oTd 6e aVTOHV
2000 gvpm. O kOprog Owpdbg wyvpiletar 6Tl dev LLAPYEL KATOWO VTOAOITO TO OTOi0
TpEneL va mANpdcel otov KOplo Tdvvn. Tlowo eivor to appddio dikastiplo yo va
EMAVGEL T1 GLYKEKPIUEVT dLopopd Tov £xovv 0 KOPLog ['dvyng kan o KOplog Owpdg:
A) To Avotato Akactiplo

B) To Kakovpytodikeio

I') To Emapylaxd Awkactiplo

A) To Epmopikd Awcaotiplo
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11.

12.

13.

14.

No GUUTANPOGETE TOL KEVA GTIG TTO KATW TPOTACELS.

A) Xmv Kompo, n BouoAn tov Avimpoconwv amaptiletor onuepo omd ...

EXMnvokidmprovg fovrevtég mov ekA&yovTot Yo tEPiodo ...... YPOVOV.
B) O IIpodedpog g Kumprakrg BovAng oNuepa elvoL 0 ..vevvvevvinniineannnnne.
I') "Evag vopog pumopei va knpuyBel avTicuVTOYLOTIKOG OO TO ....veeevenees JKOGTNP10.

A) To moitevpo g KOmpov lvat 1 voeeeeeeeeeieeiiiees onuoxkportioL.

Noa onpewwoete X (20wotd) | A (AdBog) dimha amd kabe TpodTOoN
A) H vopobBetikn e€ovoio omnv Kompo ackeital and t1oug vmovpyovg.........
B) Ot Tovpkoxdmplot £X0VV TOVPKIKT) DITNKOOTITO..eeeevreeereeeereeeereeenenes

') O T'evikdc Eiwcayyeréag tng Anuokpatiog dSwopiletar amd tov IIpdedpo g
Kvunprokng Anpokpotiog.....cccoeeenneee.

A) Ot oaAlodamoi upmopovv va ynmoeicovv ot Ilpoedpikéc exkhoyéc g

E) To Evpomnaiké KowvoBodAo eivor to Opyoavo G610 0OTOI0 EKTPOGHOTOVVIOL Ol

KUPBEPVNGELS TOV KPATAV UEADV....coneveenvennneene.

Na ypdyete d00 €101 TOATELUATOV TOV UTOPOVUE VO dtakpivovpe pe Bdon tov aplBpd

TOV ATOUMV TOL OCKOLV TNV £50VGia.

Na ypawyete 600 avBpomiva dikaidpato mov kotaratnOnkav oty Konpo dtav &ywve

1 TOVPKIKN €GRoAN 0 1974.
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15. No avagépete 000 TPOMOVS LE TOVS OMOIOVG M TAPAYDPT Y OPUOSOTHTOV GTNV

TOTTIKNY QVTOOL0TKTON EVOLVOUMVEL TN SNUOKPATIO GTT YDPOL LLOG.

16. T'ati katd v dmoyn cov €va Ymovpydg ommv Kompo dev pmopel va elvar kot

BovAevtnc;

17. TIowo &ivar To KVOPLO VOMUA TG TTLO KATM ELKOVOC;

AHMOKPATIA

'y

AIKAIQMATA

-

YMNOXPEQZEIX

-
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18. «Ot koot moArtikoi ekAEyovton amd tovg moriteg mov dev ymeilovvy. IToto ivan to

UVOLLOL TTOL BEAEL VO LOG LETOPEPEL 1] CLYKEKPLULEV QpdioT;
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MEPOX B’

1. Xg mwowo PaBpd cvppoveic pe kaBepid oo TS O KATO TPOTACEIS; APOV duPacerg
TPOGEKTIKG TNV KGOE mpléTacT), fdre 68 KUKLO TOV 0plONd OV AVTIGTOL(EL oTNV
amoyn] cov, 6mov: 1= AlwQove omdivta, 2= Alw@ove, 3 =Aev sipo BéParoc/n, 4=

ZopQove, 5=Xopeove axorvta.

s =]

g B £
A A
N=) =]
[ Ny g
=] =% S
3 3 = 3 3
> > =} - -
518|588
s1g%|g|¢
S| 8| & | 3| 2
< < < Al A
1. | Okeg ot petovotnreg oty Kompo pémet va €goov tig | 1 2 3 4 5

1d1ec evkaipiec vo Bpovv pio KaAr SOVAELE.

2. | Oo TpEMEL VO OTOYyOPEVETAL GTOVS TOAITEG VoL aickovy | 1 2 3 4 5

KPLTIKN 0TV KuBépvnon.

3. H xvBépvnon npénet va ennpedlet T1g amo@doelg 1 2 3 4 5

TOV OIKAGTNPiOV.

4. | Eivol amodektd o1 moAttikoi nyéteg mov Ppickovrol 1 2 3 4 5
omv e€ovaia va divovv Béoelg otn onpodcLo

VINPEGIN G€ LEAN TNG OIKOYEVELAS TOVC.

5. | H xvBépvnom mpénet va eA&yyet Tt ypagpovv ot 1 2 3 4 5
epnuepioes.

6. | Okec o1 pHeovotnTeg 0TN YOP LOG TPETEL VOL EXOVLV 1 2 3 4 5

{oec evkoupieg KaANg ekmaidgvong.
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=
: 2 :
=2 = 3
N=) =
E & S
=] . S
3 3 2 3 3
> > > >
213 |2/2|8%
$lg%|g|¢
S| 8| & | 2| >
< < < Al Al
7. | Ovyvvaikeg mpémel Vo EUTAEKOVTOL GTHV TOALTIKY). 1 2 3 4 5
8. | Otyvvaikeg £xovv ta 1010 TpocdVTA Y10, VAL Yivouv 1 2 3 4 5
ToATIKOl apynyol e Tovg dvTpeg.
9. | Mg gvoylel mov vrdpyovv PETOVACTEG (LETAVAGTEG 1 2 3 4 5
elval avTol TOL EYKATAAEITOVV TN YOPO TOVS Y10 VO
noovv cg pa EEvn yopa) oty Kompo.
10. | H Evponaikn Evoon tpoceépel tepiocdtepo 1 2 3 4 5
TAEOVEKTNIATO TTapa petovekTpata oty Kompo.
11. | H Evponaikn Evoon propet va fondnost onuoviwcd | 1 2 3 4 5
oTNV €XAVGN TOL KLTTPLOKOV TPOPANUOTOG.
12. | O Opyovioudg Hvopévov EBvav propet va 1 2 3 4 5
BonBnoet onuavtikd oty €XiAVoT TOL KLTPLLKOD
TPOPANLLOTOC.
13. | O Opyovioudg Hvopévaov EBvav dev umopei va 1 2 3 4 5

EMADGEL OVGLOCTIKA TO TPOPANLLOTA TG

avOpordmrag.
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2. A@o? owpdosig TpooekTIKA TNV KAOE TPOTOUOT, fdAE 0 KUKAO TOV OPLONO:

1 : av n xatdotaon wov weptrypdpeton o€ cuupaivel ToTéE
2 : 0V M KATAOTOOT TTOL TEPLYPAPETAL GVUPOIVEL GTTAVLA,
3 : oV 1 KOTAGTOON TOL TEPLYPAPETAL GLUPAIVEL HEPIKES POPES
4 : av M KATAGTAOT) OV TEPLYPAPETAL CLUPALIvVEL GLYVE
5 av 1 KATAGTACT TOL TEPLYPAPETOL CLUPOIVEL GYEOOV TTAVTO.
& =
e |3
s | & >
R - E = 8=
E R | = |R | R
1. | Zoppetéyom oe moMTikéG cuINTNOELS. 1 2 3 4 5
2. | Hopakorovdm Tig 10M0€1g (gite oTNV TNAEOPOIOT ElTE 1 2 3 4 5
oV epnuepida gite 6To padIdPVO gite 6TO
OLdiKTLO).
3. | ZoppeTEX® o€ EPNVIKEG SLAONAMGELS Y10 KATL TOV 1 2 3 4 5
Bewpd oTL etvon Gduko.
4. | ZopUETEY® € OPAGTNPLOTNTES TOV TPO®OOVY TNV 1 2 3 4 5
TPOCTOGio TV ovOpOTivev dtkalopdtmv
(.. dMNuovpyio aPicag Yo TV TPOGTAGIH TOV
avOpOTIVOV SIKAOUATOV, ATOGTOAT EMIGTOANG YOl TOL
dkoudpato Tov Ttoudov ota Hvopéva EOvn).
5. | Zoppetéyo og @LovOpOTIKES dpacTNPLOTNTES. 1 2 3 4 5
6. | Zuppetéyo og OpacTNPLOTNTES YO TV TPOGTAGIN TOV 1 2 3 4 5
nepPaALOVTOG.
7. ®povtilm va pabaive yo v wotopio g yopag pov. | 1 2 3 4 5
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& =
e |3
= | ¥ >
g E = NS
E R | = |RA | R
8. | IIpoPdrio péoa amd culnTNoELg T ETITEVYUATA 1 3 4 5
(Fovtd oV £xEL TETVYEL) TNG YDPOS LOV.
9. | AopPdave pépog oe cuintnoelg Tov APoPOvV 1 2 3 4 5
TPOPANLLOTO TOV GYOAEIOL.
10. | Exepalm v amoyr| Hov 6T Kl av oLt Ol0pEPEL 1 2 3 4 5
Ao TN YVOUN TOV TEPICCOTEP®V GUUUAONTOV LLOV.
11. | Katovod ta dtopa mov £gouv SlopopeTikés avihyels | 1 2 3 4 5
Ao TIG S1KEG Lov.
12. | Aopave pépog otn Ayn aropacE®Y TOL APOPOVY 1 2 3 4 5
10 GYoAgi0.
13. | Zvumeprpépopon GOUE®VA LE TOVS KAVOVEG Kot 1 2 3 4 5
KOVOVIGHOVG TOL GYOAEIOL KoL TNG TAENS OV,
14. | Zoppetéym evepyd 6t S10pyavmon EKONADCE®DY TOL 1 2 3 4 5
ooAgiov Lov.
15. | Zoppetéym evepyd oty £KO0GT TEPLOSIKMOV 1) 1 2 3 4 5
epnuepidmVv Tov GYoAeiov pov.
16. | Evnuepdvopat yio Tic EEAMEELG TOL 0POPOVV THV 1 2 3 4 5
Evponaikn ‘Evoon.
17. | Zoppetéym oe cu{NTGOELS TOV APOPOVY TNV 1 2 3 4 5
Evponaikn ‘Evoon.
18. | llopokorovBd tO0 €épyo T0 oOmoio emrterei o | 1 2 3 4 5

Opyaviopog Hvouévav EGvav.
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MEPOX I”

No amavtioels oTIg o KATO £poTioels Palovrac 6¢ KOKAO TOV aplOpd g

OTAVTIGNG TOL LGYVEL Y10, GEVA KL 0IVOVTAS TIS TANPOPOpieg Tov {nTodvrar.

1. Eiocol kopitor1] ayopy;

Kopitot 1

Ayopt 2

2. TevviOnkeg otnv Kompo;

O 1
No 2

3. ITov éyer yevvnOei o matépag oov;

>mv Konpo 1

>10 e€TEPIKO 2

4. Tlov &yeryevvn0ei n pntépa cov;

Xmv Konpo 1

210 e£mTEPKO 2

5. Xto omity, mooeg péPeS TN POONAO OYOPALETE EQNUEPIOUSeccereresnernns
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6. Ilepimov méca Prpria vrapyovv oto omiti cov; Mn Aoyopldoels epnuepioss,

TEPLOOIKA N oyolKa Prfiio.

Kavéva
1-10
11-50
51-100
101-200

o O B~ W N

[lepiocotepa amd 200

7. I16oo ovyva Bpickeomr pe Tovg Qilovg cov ta Ppdora (petd 1o PayNTO) EKTOG

TOV GTLTIOV G0V,

2xedov kabnuepwvd (4 1 TeplocOTEPEG POPES 1
™ Poopdda)

1-3 popég ™ Poopdda 2
Mepucéc popéc to pnva 3
[Toté N oyeddv moTé 4

8. II6co ovyva Prémerg TnAeopaon 1M Bivieo Tig kKaONuePIVEg oL £xE1g 6 0AEL0;

Kaf6rov

Aryotepo amo 1 opa

1-2 opeg

3-5 dpeg

gl B W N

[lepiocotepo amd 5 wpeg

9. 'Eyec ovpperdoyer 6 Madntiko Xopfodro (tng T4Eng 1] TOL 6)Y0LEIOV GOV);

(0% 1
Now 2
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10. ITowx givon 1 pép®onN TS UNTEPUS GOV}

Agv mye kaBOAov oyoieio 1
Agv TéAe100E TO ANUOTIKO GYOAELD 2
Télewwoe 10 Anpotikd oyoleio 3
Téhewwoe 1o ['vuvdoio 4
Téherwoe to Avkeo/Teyvikn 5
doimoe pepwcd xpovia o KoAréyo 1 o [avemotuo 6
Eivon kdtoyog mruyiov [avemotnpiov 7
Agv E€pm 0

11. Ilown givon 1 péPpP@ON TOL TATEPW GOV;

Agv mfjye kaBOAov GyoAeio 1
Agv téhe1woe o Anpotikd oyoAeio 2
Téherwoe t0 Anpotikd oyoAeio 3
Téhewwoe 1o ['vuvéoio 4
Téherwoe to Avketo/Teyvikn 5
doimoe pepwcd xpovia oe KoAréyo 1 o [avemomuo 6
Etvon kdtoyog mruyiov [avemotnpiov 7
Aev Eépw 0
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12. Tlowo givar To emayyelpo TS UNTEPUS 6OV; AMGE OGES TAPOUTAVM AETTONEPELEG

yvopilec.

13. Moo givar T0 emdyyelpo T0V TOTEPO 60V; ADGE 6GES TAPOUTAVED AETTOUEPELES

yvopilec.

Evyoaprotoope mord ywo v tpocndderld cog!
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Appendix H: Citizenship Education Test — English Version

CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION TEST

NAME AND SURNAME:

CLASSROOM:

SCHOOL.:

DATE:

Instructions: Below you can find some questions related to the subject of Citizenship
Education. You will work for 40 minutes to answer them. During this time, make sure that

you have answered all questions. We are sure that you can make it.

Part A’
Circle the letter which corresponds to the right answer in the following questions.
1. Which of the following statements is accurate about «laws»?
A) Laws impede the exercise of critique against the government.
B) Laws determine the rights and duties of citizens.
C) Laws are enforced only when all citizens have voted for their acceptance.

D) Laws describe the ethical values that we should apply in our daily lives.
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2.

Which of the following is a political right? The right

A) of students to learn about politics at school
B) of citizens to elect Members of the European Parliament
C) of the employees to claim their interests

D) of the politicians to participate in the cultural life of the country

Two people have the same work to do but one of them is paid less than the other. The

principle of equality is violated when the person who gets paid less

A) has lower qualifications
B) has less working experience
C) works for less hours

C) isawoman

According to Pindar, the Law is “the king of all”. In a modern state, this means that

A) The Constitution assembles all rules which determine the functioning of a state.
B) The executive power submits bills for approval at the parliament.
C) The General Attorney is the highest authority of the state.

D) All actions and decisions of the government and the parliament are checked by the

Constitution.

281



5. A state is constituted by two smaller regions, each of which determines its own laws
about the economy and has separate relations with other states in the world. How
would you describe the specific state?

A) Unitary
B) Federal
C) Bicommunal

D) Co-federal

6. Which is the most important aim of the United Nations?

A) To monitor the commercial deals between countries
B) To maintain peace and security among countries
C) To decide on the countries’ borders

D) To prevent criminals from escaping to other countries

7. The United Nations (UN) resolutions about Cyprus are important because

A) The General Assembly of the UN is a very strong military organization
B) The UN constitute the only international organization in which Cyprus participates
C) They create the legal framework through which human rights in Cyprus are secured

D) They create the conditions for agreement between the political parties
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8.

10.

Which of the following is not a criterion for a country to access the European Union?

A) To have democratic institutions
B) To have prospects for economic growth
C) To respect human rights

D) To have a decentralized local government system

Which of the following is a responsibility of the President of the Republic?
A) The voting of bills submitted at the Parliament

B) The inclusion of issues for discussion at the Parliament

C) The persecution of people who threaten the public interest

D) The adoption of laws voted at the Parliament

Mr John is a merchant who supplies Mr. Thomas’ store with clothes. Mr. John claims
that Mr. Thomas owes him 200 euros. Mr. Thomas claims that there is no balance to

be paid to Mr. John. Which court is responsible for resolving the specific issue faced
by Mr. John and Mr. Thomas?

A) The Supreme Court
B) The Criminal Court
C) The District Court

D) The Commercial Court
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11. Complete the gaps in the following statements.

12.

13.

14.

A) The Parliament in Cyprus is currently constituted by ...... Greek Cypriot Members
who are elected for a period of ...... years.

B) The President of the Cyprus Parliament today is ..................cooooeeinn.n.
C) A law can be declared unconstitutional by the........................ Court.

D) The form of government in Cyprus isthe ..........ccccccoevveveieennn. Democracy.
Indicate T (True) or F (False) next to each statement.

A) The legislative power in Cyprus is exercised by the Ministers.........

B) The Turkish Cypriots have Turkish citizenship............cccocooveiiennnennn.

C) The General Attorney of the Republic is appointed by the President of the Republic
of Cyprus.......ccceevene.

D) Foreigners can vote at the Presidential elections of Cyprus................

E) The European Parliament is the body in which member state governments are

represented...........cceevennnns

Write down two forms of government that we can discern on the basis of the number

of people who are in power.

Write down two human rights which were violated in Cyprus when the Turkish

invasion took place in 1974.
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15. Mention two ways through which the delegation of responsibilities to the local self-

government strengthens democracy in our country.

16. In your opinion, why a Minister in Cyprus, cannot be a Member of the Parliament

as well?

17. What is the main meaning of the following picture?

DEMOCRACY

A

RIGHTS DUTIES

-’ A
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18. «Bad politicians are elected by those citizens who do not vote». What is the message

that this statement aims to convey?
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PART B’

1. To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements? Read carefully
each statement and circle the number which corresponds to your opinion, where:

1= Completely Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3=Not sure, 4= Agree, 5= Completely Agree.

[«B]

L

> 3
© st
L o))
[a) <
> >
3 © 3
© | o | £ o
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1. | All minorities in Cyprus should have the same

opportunities to find a good job.

2. | Citizens should not be allowed to criticize the 1 2 3 4 5
government.

3. | The government must influence the decisions of 1 2 3 4 5
courts.

4. | Itis acceptable for political leaders who are in power | 1 2 3 4 5

to provide their family members with positions in the

civil service.

5. | The government must control the content of 1 2 3 4 5
newspapers.

6. | All minorities in our country should have equal 1 2 3 4 5

opportunity of good education.
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7. | Women should be involved in politics. 1 2 3 4 5
8. | Women have equal qualifications to become political | 1 2 3 4 5
leaders as men.
9. | I amdisturbed by the presence of immigrants 1 2 3 4 5
(immigrants are those who leave their country to live
in a foreign country) in Cyprus.
10. | The European Union offers more advantages than 1 2 3 | 4 5
disadvantages to Cyprus.
11. | The European Union can contribute substantially to 1 2 3 4 5
the solution of the Cyprus’ problem.
12. | The United Nations Organization can contribute 1 2 3 4 5
substantially to the solution of the Cyprus’ problem.
13. | The United Nations Organization cannot solve 1 2 3|1 4|5
humankind problems in a substantial way.
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2. Read carefully each statement and circle number:

g B~ W N

. if the situation described never happens

- if the situation described happens rarely

- if the situation described happens sometimes
. if the situation described happens often

. if the situation described happens almost always
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1. | I participate in political discussions. 1 2 3 4 5
2. | | follow the news (either on TV or in the 1 2 3 4 5
newspaper or on the radio or on the internet).
3. | I participate in peaceful demonstrations for 1 2 3 4 5
something | deem to be unjust.
4. | | participate in activities which promote the 1 2 3 4 5
protection of human rights (e.g. the creation of a
poster for the protection of human rights, sending
a letter for the children’s rights to the United
Nations).
5. | I participate in charity activities. 1 2 3 4 5
6. | | participate in activities for the protection of the 1 2 3|1 4|5
environment.
7. | 1seek to learn about the history of my country. 1 2 3 4 5
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8. | I make known through conversations the 1 2 3 |4 5
achievements of my country (=what my country
has achieved).
9. | | take part in discussions about school problems. 1 2 3 4 5
10. | I express my view even if it is different from the 1 2 3 4 5
view of most of my peers.
11. | I understand people who have different views than | 1 2 3 4 5
mine.
12. | I take part in school decision making. 1 2 3 4 5
13. | I behave according to the rules and regulations of 1 2 3 4 5
my school and classroom.
14. | | participate actively in the organization of school 1 2 3 4 5
events.
15. | I participate actively in the publication of school 1 2 3 4 5
magazines or newspapers.
16. | | keep myself up to date about the developments 1 2 3 4 5
concerning the European Union.
17. | | participate in discussions about the European 1 2 3 4 5
Union.
18. | | keep myself updated about the work of the | 1 2 3 4 5

United Nations.
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PART C’

Answer the following questions by circling the number which is true about you

and by providing the required information.

. Areyou a girl or a boy?

Girl

Boy

. Were you born in Cyprus?

No

Yes

. Where was your father born?

In Cyprus

Abroad

. Where was your mother born?

In Cyprus

Abroad

. At home, how many days a week do you buy a newspaper?................
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6. Approximately, how many books are there in your home? Do not take into

account newspapers, magazines or school textbooks.

None

1-10

11-50

51-100

101-200

More than 200

o O B~ W N

7. How often do you get together with your friends at night (after dinner)

outdoors?

Almost daily (4 or more times a week)

1-3 times a week

Sometimes a month

Never or almost never

Al w| N -

8. How long do you watch TV or video during school weekdays?

Not at all

Less than 1 hour

1-2 hours

3-5 hours

More than 5 hours

gl B~ W N -

9. Have you participated in a Student Council (of your classroom or your school)?

No 1
Yes 2
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10. What is the educational background of your mother?

Did not go to school at all 1
Did not finish Primary School 2
Finished Primary School 3
Finished Middle School (Gymnasium) 4
Finished Lyceum/Vocational School 5
Studied a few years at College or University 6
Has a University Degree 7
I don’t know 0

11. What is the educational background of your father?

Did not go to school at all 1
Did not finish Primary School 2
Finished Primary School 3
Finished Middle School (Gymnasium) 4
Finished Lyceum/Vocational School 5
Studied a few years at College or University 6
Has a University Degree 7
I don’t know 0
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12. What is the occupation of your mother? Give as much detail as you know.

13. What is the occupation of your father? Give as much detail as you know.

Thank you very much for your effort!
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