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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference between classroom teachers and special area/support teachers’ perceptions on principals’ recommendations for instructional improvement. A survey was completed by 96 randomly assigned elementary teachers located in Westchester County, New York. For the purpose of this study, a random sample of 21 of 78 classroom teachers were selected and contrasted with 18 special area/support teachers. An independent sample t test was performed for each of the seven items that measured instructional improvement. The results indicated no difference between classroom teachers and special area/support teachers’ perceptions on principals’ recommendations for instructional improvement on six of the seven items.. Because you may be limited with word count for an abstract, I suggest that instead of presenting this last finding here, you should provide conclusions and implications; that way, your reader will have a clear understanding of your contributions to the field/research literature.
Keywords: Instructional improvement, feedback, classroom teachers and special area/support teachers
Introduction
Effective schools and school improvement research focus on the roles of the relationships between building principals and classroom teachers in implementing instructional improvement. Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon (1998) define instructional improvement as “helping teachers acquire teaching strategies consistent with their general teaching styles that increase the capabilities of students to make wise decisions in varying context” (Kramer, 2006, p. #). (It is better that you use APA guidelines as they are the ones most accepted across the board, unless of course your submission guidelines require a different style. Per APA, when quoting, the full citation includes the page # and the quotation mark precedes the citation) Few studies have explored the differences in teacher perceptions within teacher subgroups (Is this an accurate statement? Are you basing this on literature that you reviewed as it may not cover the full spectrum of the topic. Also, you need a transition into this last sentence as you were discussing the purpose of instructional improvement and then you jump to limited studies on differences within teachers.) 
The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a significant difference between classroom and special area/support teachers’ views on the accuracy of instructional improvement provided by the principal. Since school-level administrators are responsible for implementing instructional improvement and providing effective feedback to their entire teaching staff (classroom and special area/support teachers), it is critical to determine if there is a difference between the perceptions of the two groups and their attitudes toward principals’ roles in fostering instructional improvement. (How are you defining special area/support teachers in this study? What is the difference between special area and support teachers? )
Does the teachers’ current position affect their perception of the principals’ approach to providing classroom and special are/support teachers with recommendations for instructional improvement? (Why is this question here? What is the purpose of it? Is it the research question that you want to examine? If so, you need to introduce it as such instead of putting it here without the proper context as right now it reads out of place. For example: “This study seeks to examine . . .” and then state what you are examining/measuring/researching etc.)
What is the significance of your study? Do you have a conceptual framework with which to situate this study? Without this information it is not clear why you conducting this study.
Theoretical Framework

(I assume this section begins your literature review/theoretical framework? If so, it would be a good idea to use a subheading)According to Marzano (2003) , studies completed over the last 35 years recommend effective feedback or monitoring as an important factor in school-level improvement. In fact, challenging goals coupled with effective feedback is considered a critical school-level factor and listed as one of the five characteristics of effective schools. Marzano’s work suggests “Action Steps,” in order to establish challenging goals and effective feedback (p. 39), which includes the following guidelines: 
1. Implement an assessment system that provides timely feedback on specific knowledge and skills

2. Establish specific, challenging goals for the school as a whole

3. Establish specific goals (p. 46). (Are these guidelines taken from p. 39 or p. 46?)
Marzano’s work ascertains that in order for feedback to be effective, it must be specific and formative (46) (This sentence is not providing any insight from the above quote. You need to provide an analysis of the quote that includes the implications from the authors’ perspective—what does it mean in the context of instructional improvement?). (How does Edmonds align with Marzano? You need to segue into this sentence). Additionally, Edmonds’ (1980) earlier study examined five characteristics of effective schools. Within the article, Edmonds’ first characteristic is instructional leadership, as practiced by the principal. (If Edmonds conducted an earlier study, why not start with that one since it appears as though you are building on this concept in this section? What does this last sentence mean according to Edmonds? What was found regarding instructional leadership as practiced by the principal? You need to provide an analysis of these 5 characteristics or the 1 characteristic that is relevant for your study. As a researcher, it is your responsibility to provide an analysis of the literature so that your reader understands the context that you are providing and can see the relationship to what you want to examine in your study.)
 Waters, Marzano and McNulty (2004), analyzed effective school leadership and found that in order to truly establish overall school improvement, school leaders must be familiar with key areas of responsibility such as:
· Monitoring and Evaluation: monitors the effectiveness of school practices

· Communication: establishes strong lines of communication with teachers and students

· Input: involves teachers in the implementation and design of important policies (p. 49)
(How does Walters et al (2004) align with Edmonds (1980) and Marzano (2003)? Instead of pasting quote after quote, you should provide an analysis of the quotes.)
Ebmeier and Nicklaus (1999) (Again, if you are building on this concept of effective instructional improvement, you need to present the studies in chronological order) discussed the limited number of empirical studies on effectiveness of instructional supervision. The traditional role of principals was to serve as the supervisor and oversee classroom instruction. A two part study was conducted to review the impact of collaborative supervision on teacher commitment to teaching, commitment to school, trust in the administration, trust in fellow teachers, desire for collaboration, and two dimensions of teacher efficacy (outcomes expectations and efficacy expectations). In the first study the use of peer leaders in collaborative supervision produced a positive effect on the teachers' desire for collaboration.  However, the use of peer leaders had less effect on trust in teachers and efficacy expectations. In the second study the use of principals in collaborative supervision produced a significant effect in outcome expectations, efficacy expectations and commitment to teaching.


Feeney (2007) conducted a case study  that examined the quality of feedback and how 
school principals provide effective recommendations to teachers through the evaluation

process. The study consisted of fifteen teachers’ evaluations, in a large western school

district, from 1982 to 2006. According to the research (research that Feeney reviewed or Feeney’s analysis?), the evaluation process plays a

vital role in students’ academic performance, by developing teachers’ instructional

capacity. Feeny’s study analyzed the recommendations of administrators, by examining
the narrative component of teachers’ evaluations. Additionally, it examined how teachers

used the feedback. Feeney concluded that it was unclear as to whether or not the feedback

promoted the self reflection in the teachers, in order to increase their teaching abilities

and their students’ learning. The researcher (Who are you referring to: Feeney or Chung & Pechone? This sentence is confusing as you were discussing Feeney and then you provide a quote from Chung & Pechone) felt that in order to be successful, the

“evaluation process should be designed to measure and promote teachers’ abilities to

make sound instructional decisions based on the critical analysis of student outcomes”

(Chung & Pechone, 2006, p.23).
Data Sources
Kramer’s study, Elementary Teachers’ Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Instructional Supervision, was conducted during 2006-2007.  The subjects of the study were 96 randomly assigned teachers from elementary schools in Westchester, New York.  The teachers completed a survey that consisted of three parts: Part I focused on supervision styles, Part II pertained to perceptions of supervision, and Part III consisted of two open-ended questions.  For this study, seven items from Part II of the survey were analyzed. The seven items measured the participants’ perceptions of their principals’ recommendations for instructional improvement. The  items addressed instructional improvement (see Table 1 for specific items).

Methods
For the purpose of this study, a random sample of 21 of 78 classroom teachers was selected and contrasted with 18 special area/support teachers from the 96 surveyed. Teachers were grouped into two categories: classroom and special area/support teachers.  Alpha coefficients were calculated to determine the reliability of the survey instrument. An alpha coefficient of .93 was determined for the variable of instructional improvement (Kramer, 2006). An independent sample t-test was conducted to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s recommendations to instructional improvement differed for classroom or special area/support teachers. 
Results
Of the seven items tested, six items did not show any differences between classroom teachers and special area/support teachers. However, a significant difference was determined for the classroom teachers’ perceptions of Item 6, “My principal provides feedback that is accurate,” more than the special area/support teachers (this is an awkwardly written sentence—you need to rewrite it). t (37)=2.06, p=0.05, meaning that classroom teachers (M=4.38, SD=.59) have a significant higher mean than special area/support teachers (M=3.83, SD=1.04). The effect size is .66, which is a medium effect size.
Table 1 will show that special area/support teachers perceived their principals’ recommendations for improvement in teacher performance, practices, and teaching strategies less effective than the classroom teachers.

Table 1

Group Statistics Instructional Improvement (Nct=21, Nsi=18)
	 
	Position
	
	M
	SD
	Std. 
Error Mean
	p<.05

	1. My principal helps me reflect upon my lessons with the goal of improving my performance.
	Classroom
	
	4.20
	.83
	.186
	.72

	
	Special area/support
	
	4.11
	.67
	.159
	

	2. The supervision process provides me with opportunities to improve upon my teaching practices.
	Classroom
	
	4.35
	.74
	.166
	.13

	
	Special area/support 
	
	3.94
	.87
	.205
	

	3. My principal provides feedback that is specific and constructive.
	Classroom
	
	4.14
	.91
	.198
	.75

	 
	Special area/support 
	
	4.06
	.72
	.170
	

	4. My principal encourages me to compare my lesson plan with what actually occurred while teaching the lesson.
	Classroom
	
	3.55
	1.09
	.245
	.83

	 
	Special area/support 
	
	3.47
	1.12
	.272
	

	5. The recommendations my principal makes are reasonable and help me become a better teacher.
	Classroom
	
	4.15
	.93
	.208
	.50

	 
	Special area/support 
	
	3.94
	.93
	.220
	

	6. My principal provides feedback that is accurate.
	Classroom
	
	4.38
	.58
	.128
	.05

	 
	Special area/support
	
	3.83
	1.04
	.245
	

	7. The discussions between my principal and me help me improve my practices.
	Classroom
	
	4.10
	.99
	.217
	.65

	 
	Special area/support
	
	3.94
	1.05
	.248
	


Conclusions
Classroom and special area/support teachers’ continue to address the major challenge of improving of their instructional practices. “Teachers can guide themselves in many meaningful ways, but principals and other leaders have a responsibility to reinforce individual and collective effort” (Schmoker, 1999, p. #). (why was this source not included in the literature section above?) Instructional improvement incorporates the implementation of effective teacher evaluation practices. 
The building principal serves as the leader of instructional improvement. This is a newly appointed responsibility for building principals (This is not true of all buildings. What source did this information come from? You need to be careful with sweeping generalizations). Williams (2000) (this source is not in your reference list) , indicated teachers’ perceived the role of building principals as managers and not leaders of curriculum development and instructional improvement. (You are tying together the actual responsibility of building principals [1st  2 sentences] and teachers perceptions [3rd sentence] of what the building principals’ role is; these are 2 different concepts. You need to rewrite this paragraph so that it reflects accurate information and aligns actual performance with perceived performance.)
It is unclear if teachers (Which group of teachers in your study are you referring to?) valued the instructional improvement feedback provided by their building principals. Feeney (2007) discussed the difficulties in determining if instructional improvement feedback promoted the self reflection in the teachers for the purpose of increasing their teaching abilities and student learning. An analysis of the teachers’ (which ones?) responses, within the study (yours or Feeney’s?), provides an understanding of the challenges that classroom and special area/support teachers’ face when implementing principals’ recommendations for instructional improvement (Up to this point, it is not clear what challenges they face). (you need to transition into this last sentence as it seems out of place)There is a limited amount of research conducted on the differences in perceptions of principals’ recommendations for instructional improvement amongst special area/support teachers.

Future research in instructional improvement for classroom and special area/support teachers will assist in the enhancement of the feedback principals provide to special area/support teachers (why is it important to examine the similarities and differences within these groups?). The findings will be useful in establishing guidelines for principals in providing suggestions for teacher performance, practices, instructional strategies and feedback for special area/support teachers.
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